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[*H11370]  The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursuant to House Resolution 279 and rule XXIII, the 

Chair declares the House in the Committee of the Whole House on the State of the Union for the 
further consideration of the bill, H.R. 2929. 

 
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

 
Accordingly, the House resolved itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the further consideration of the bill (H.R. 2929) to designate certain lands in the 
California desert as wilderness, to establish the Death Valley, Joshua Tree, and Mojave National 
Park, and for other purposes, with Mr. Glickman, Chairman pro tempore, in the chair. 

 
The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

 
[*H11371] The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. Glickman). When the Committee of the Whole 

rose on Friday, November 22, 1991, amendment No. 1 offered by the gentleman from California 
[Mr. Lewis] has been disposed of. 

 
It is now in order to consider amendment No. 2 printed in House Report 102-314. 

 
Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, if I might, that amendment will be offered later in the 
en bloc amendment offered by the gentleman from California [Mr. Miller]. We are not going to 
offer it at this time. 

 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Since that amendment will be deferred, it is now in order to 
consider amendment No. 3 printed in House Report 102-314. 

 
PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

 
Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, I have a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The gentleman will state it. 



 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, the bill has been brought up in relatively short notice in 
terms of the circumstance of these closing moments. Is there a way of giving reasonable notice, 
of deferring this? 

 
I do not want to see a Member lose their opportunity because they do not know that we are up 
yet. 

 
Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I have no objection, if the gentleman from California 
[Mr. Dannemeyer] wants to reserve his space. 

 
Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, it is clear that really none of these Members are here. It 
is a delicate circumstance. 

 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Without objection, the gentleman may strike the last word. In the 
Committee of the Whole, the Chair cannot entertain the request to change the order of 
amendments when it was stated in the rule. 

 
There was no objection. 

 
Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike the last word. 

 
My concern is that we do have a number of amendments that Members are serious about 
because we are in the closing day and because of the confusing schedule. 

 
I would hope that we could give Members who have amendments filed notice immediately, if we 
could proceed with that, so that we do not literally cut the sand from under the feet of a Member 
who is legitimately in line to be heard but may not know that he is up yet, if there is a way we 
can handle that. 

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

 
Mr. LEWIS of California. I yield to the gentleman from Minnesota. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I have a parliamentary inquiry. 
 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The gentleman will state it. 

 
Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I note that the gentleman from Guam [Mr. Blaz] has an amendment 
that is not controversial and the gentleman is present. If we could ask unanimous consent, I 
thought perhaps we could move ahead with that. 

 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The Chair would state that the gentleman from California [Mr. 
Miller] chairman of the committee can offer amendments en bloc at any time. The Chair 
unfortunately cannot by unanimous consent recognize for amendments out of order since in the 
Committee of the Whole and the order was provided in the rule. 

 
The Chair would recommend either that the gentleman from California be recognized or else the 
Chair would recognize Members to strike the last word, without objection, if there is no 
objection, for a short period of time until such time as we get reasonable notice to Members. 

 
The Chair agrees with the gentleman from California, this bill did come up instantly. 

It is now in order to consider amendment No. 3 printed in House Report 102-314. 



 

AMENDMENTS EN BLOC OFFERED BY MR. DANNEMEYER 
 
Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Chairman, I offer amendments en bloc. 

 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The Clerk will designate the amendments en bloc. 

The text of the amendments en bloc is as follows: 

Amendments en bloc offered by Mr. Dannemeyer: 
 
Page 43, strike line 11 and all that follows through line 7 on page 54 (all of title IV), and 
redesignate succeeding titles accordingly. 

 
Page 55, strike lines 11 through 20, and on line 21 strike "(4)" and insert "(3)". 

 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Under the rule, the gentleman from California [Mr. Dannemeyer] 
will be recognized for 5 minutes, and a Member opposed will be recognized for 5 minutes. 

 
The Chair recognizes the gentleman from California [Mr. Dannemeyer]. 

 
(Mr. DANNEMEYER asked and was given permission to revise and extend his remarks.) 

 
Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of this amendment to strike from the bill the 
inclusion of what is known as the East Mohave area. I think it is appropriate to talk about the 
political force that essentially is driving the consideration by the House to lock up this area of our 
State. 

 
Three years ago I sent an intern to the records of the Federal Elections Commission and asked 
that intern to check an analysis of the records on file there for some of the organizations that 
comprise the Environmental Party in American politics. 

 
This list is by no means exclusive, but the organizations in that unit include the following: The 
Center for Marine Conservation, the Clean Water Action Project, the Environmental Defense 
Fund, Greenpeace U.S.A., National Audubon Society, National Wildlife Federation, Natural 
Resources Defense Council, the Nature Conservancy, Public Interest Research Groups, the Sierra 
Club, the Wilderness Society, and the World Wildlife Fund. 

 
This is a short list, by no means exclusive. These organizations have a combined membership in 
the country of a little less than 13 million people who annually put up $335 million to influence 
public policy. 

 
Of that sum, about $127 million is spent on grassroots lobbying. The two major political parties 
in the country, the Democratic Party and the Republican Party, have a contributing base of about 
2.3 million people, that is at the national level, who annually put up about $93 million to 
influence all aspects of public policy. So the Environmental Party has four times the contributing 
base and four times the resources to influence public policy. 

 
No one who hears my comments should believe that these people do not have the right to 
organize into a party and influence public policy. I am not saying that at all. I am just saying that 
we Americans better wake up to the reality that this Environmental Party seeks to change our 
society to one that worships the creation rather that the creator. If you wander through life and 
you do not believe in a hereafter, which I believe the leaders of the Environmental Party do not, 
what they see in this world is all there ever will be and they get disturbed when anybody wants 
to tear down a tree and make a piece of lumber to build a house, or if somebody wants to catch 
a fish or if somebody wants to bag a deer and eat that meat or share it with somebody else, 



these people in the Environmental Party get real uptight. This is the movement we are dealing 
with in this issue. 

 
In the East Mojave area I think we should understand something. It is comprised of 210,000 
acres. The Union Pacific Transcontinental Railroad cuts across the area for 55 miles and forms 35 
miles of the southwest boundary. We have about 40,000 miners mining the minerals in the State 
of California, and about 20,000 have their jobs in this area. The reality is if this bill passes is that 
these 20,000 jobs are going to be gone. 

 
I have never been able to understand why the proponents of this legislation who profess such a 
tender concern for the working men and women of our society; namely, the members of the 
Democratic Party, are so unconcerned about the loss of jobs and economic growth and activity 
that is going to take place in the State of California if this measure is adopted. 

 
Let me just recite to my colleagues some of the activity that is going on in this area. Over 
10,000 mining claims exist. Four hundred and thirty thousand acres in the East Mohave have 
[*H11372] been leased for oil and gas development. Over 2,500 miles of major and secondary 

roads cover the proposed monument. Since grazing allotments encompass more than 90 percent 
of the East Mojave, over 700 miles of cattle fence, water pipelines, tanks, troughs, an corrals 
exist in this area. 

 
AT&T, Sprint, and Wiltel have miles of cable, including fiberoptics, running across the area. A 
natural gas pipeline runs almost 40 miles along the southern section of the proposed monument. 
Southern California Edison maintains 75 miles of wood pole power lines. Pacific telephone lines 
wind on for 120 miles inside the designated area. High voltage steel tower transmission lines 
criss-cross the area. Southern California Edison shares 425 miles of power lines with the Los 
Angeles Department of Water and Power. 

 
In short, this is a developed area of southern California. It is desert area, it is true, but it is a 
vast resource of minerals that the people of this country need, the 20,000 people working in this 
region of our State need for a livelihood. 

 
I ask for an "aye" vote for this amendment that would delete this portion from the bill. 

 
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from California [Mr. Dannemeyer] has expired. 

Does the gentleman from California [Mr. Lehman] oppose the amendment? 

Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Speaker, I am opposed to the amendment. 
 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from California [Mr. Lehman] is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, it is hard to take this amendment seriously, but I will, and it is certainly not my 
intention to get into a theological discussion this afternoon with my good friend, the gentleman 
from California [Mr. Dannemeyer]. 

 
This is one of the most important parts of this legislation that Mr. Dannemeyer seeks to gut, the 
designation of the East Mojave as a national monument. When we examined all of the areas in 
the California Desert, 25 million acres, we found the East Mojave to be one of the most deserving 
of protection, and in fact so well deserving that we decided to give it a higher designation. The 
original proposal had this area designated as a national park. We made it as a national 
monument in the legislation on the floor to facilitate some more multiple use planning. 

 
Both the Bureau of Land Management and the National Park Service professional staff have 



studied the Mojave's resources and have made strong recommendations for designation of the 
area as a national park. I quote from the Park Service study on the East Mojave: 

 
Cultural and natural resource values of the East Mojave study area are so diverse and 
outstanding that the area readily qualifies for national park or monument status. In all the 
California Desert, and I am quoting from this study by the Park Service, there is no finer 
grouping of different wildlife habitats than the East Mojave. 

 
What about the mineral and geological aspects of the East Mojave? Well, it is not as Mr. 
Dannemeyer has stated. According to a recent U.S. Geological Survey report on the East Mojave, 
and I quote from it, 

 
The prospects for further mineral discoveries in the Mojave are relatively poor. 

In the parlance of mineral resources, this does not appear to be an area of world class deposits. 

Again with respect to the wilderness areas in this bill, the mining can continue. Mining has not 
been prohibited and will not be. Indeed, with respect to the major mine in the East Mojave we 
have not designated that land as wilderness to even give them a further protection there in the 
park to continue to mine under the auspices of the Park Service. 

 
The East Mojave is the gem of the California Desert. We recognize it as such in this legislation. 
Not even the gentleman from California [Mr. Lewis], who in his substitute last week changed the 
designations of this area went as far as the gentleman from California [Mr. Dannemeyer] and 
removed all protections of this area, whether it is wilderness or Park Service. This takes all 
protection from the East Mojave and keeps the status quo. 

 
Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Vento], the chairman of 
the Subcommittee on National Parks and Public Lands. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to these Dannemeyer amendments en bloc. 

These amendments would delete from the bill the sections that establish the East Mojave 
National Monument and that designate as wilderness some of the lands within that unit of the 
National Park System. 

 
As has been noted before, national monument status for the East Mojave area has been 
supported by the professional judgment of the land managers: In 1979, the BLM reported that -- 

 
Cultural and natural resource value of the East Mojave area are so diverse and outstanding that 
the area readily qualifies for national park or monument status. 

 
And in 1987, after reviewing the proposed designation of the area as a national park, the 
professional staff of the National Park Service's western region found that the area met the 
required criteria specified in the service's management policies, and they concluded that the area 
would be a worthy and valuable addition to the National Park System. 

 
The Interior Committee agreed with those professional judgments, and the House should do so, 
too, and should reject these Dannemeyer amendments en bloc. 

 
The Dannemeyer amendments also should be rejected because they would delete from the bill all 
the wilderness designations for lands within the East Mojave area. The President has proposed 
that some of these lands be designated as wilderness. 

 
The substitute offered by the gentleman from California [Mr. Lewis], designated some of these 
lands as wilderness. The gentleman offering these amendments voted for that substitute, so he 



evidently supports designation of some wilderness in the East Mojave. The gentleman's 
amendment has consequences that he doesn't intend or he has changed his views. 

 
The lands that would be designated as wilderness by the bill have wilderness values, and they 
should be so designated and managed, which would not occur if these Dannemeyer en bloc 
amendments were adopted. I urge the House to reject the Dannemeyer amendments. 

 
Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the distinguished gentleman from 
California [Mr. Levine]. 

 
(Mr. LEVINE of California asked and was given permission to revise and extend his remarks.) 

 
Mr. LEVINE of California. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to this amendment. The amendment 
would gut the essence of this legislation. It is extremely important to protect this extraordinarily 
fragile and vital resource. The East Mojave, as the chairman of the subcommittee indicated, was 
originally designated a national park. It is now designated a national monument. The 
subcommittee chairman read quotes that are extremely important that emphasize that the staff 
of both the BLM and the National Park Service have come to the conclusion that the East Mojave 
is worthy of national park status. 

 
I would like to respond briefly to two points of the proponent, one to suggest that this is a 
lockup, a canard. The fact is this is a preservation provision that is essential to this extraordinary 
resource. Second, although I do not intend, either, to get into a theological debate, to suggest 
that this amendment should be passed because somehow environmentalists are subversive or 
ungodly is not worthy of a response, but certainly is not an appropriate reason to not protect this 
extraordinarily precious resource. 

 
Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself the remaining time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from California is recognized for 1 minute. 

Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, the quote I read earlier was from the Bureau of Land 
Management desert planning staff that was submitted to the Park Service on the study of the 
East Mojave. As I alluded to, a  [*H11373] study was also done by the National Park Service. 
The Regional Director of the Park Service recommended that the Mojave, and I quote, "would be 
a worthy and valuable addition to the National Park System." 

 
In addition, we have allowed for in the bill under national monument status that we can make 
some adjustments outside just the domain of being in the park as far as land use management 
in the area is concerned. We have accommodated the utilities that exist in the area and none of 
them are opposed to this legislation. We have worked with the cattle interests in the area and 
have gone beyond what is usually done in a national park in terms of the 10-year phaseout or an 
immediate phaseout and given them up to 25 years for those six operations in the area. 

 
Mr. Speaker, this is a bad amendment. It kills our bill. I ask for a "no" vote. 

 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendments en block offered by the gentleman from 
California [Mr. Dannemeyer]. 

 
The amendments en bloc were rejected. 

 
The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to consider amendment No. 4 printed in House Rept. 102-314. 

For what purpose does the gentleman from Montana [Mr. Marlenee] rise? 

AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MR. MARLENEE 



 

Mr. MARLENEE. Mr. Chairman, I offer amendments. 
 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will designate the amendments. 

The text of the amendments is as follows: 

Amendments offered by Mr. Marlenee: Page 44, line 16, insert "(a)" after "402.". 

Page 44, after line 25, add the following: 

(b) The Secretary shall permit hunting on all lands within the monument in accordance with 
applicable Federal and State law. The Secretary may, after consultation with the California 
Department of Fish and Game, designate zones where, and establish periods when, such 
activities will not be permitted for reasons of public safety, administration, fish and wildlife 
habitat, or public use and enjoyment, subject to terms and conditions as he deems necessary in 
furtherance of this Act. Nothing in this Act shall be construed as affecting the jurisdiction or 
responsibilites of the State of California with respect to fish and wildlife. 

 
The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the gentleman from Montana [Mr. Marlenee] will be recognized 
for 5 minutes and a Member opposed will be recognized for 5 minutes. 

 
Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I oppose the amendment. 

 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from California [Mr. Lehman] will be recognized for 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Montana [Mr. Marlenee]. 

Mr. MARLENEE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Schulze]. 

 
Mr. SCHULZE. Mr. Chairman I rise in strong support of the Marlenee amendment to H.R. 2929, 
the California Desert Protection Act. The Marlenee amendment would protect hunters rights in 
the Mojave National Monument created by H.R. 2929. 

 
Public lands provide access to hunters who don't have the financial ability to own their own land 
or belong to a private hunting club. 

 
Restricting access to an additional 1.5 million acres would further diminish the multiple use of 
our public lands. In addition to prohibiting hunting on the Mojave Monument, the designation of 
4.3 million acres of wilderness in H.R. 2929 further restricts the opportunity for hunters. 

 
Although hunting is allowed in wilderness areas, restricted access to those areas makes it much 
more difficult for the hunter to utilize the area. 

 
Hunting and hunters have contributed greatly to wildlife and wildlife management. The 
foundation for the conservation of desert bighorn sheep and many other conservation 
organizations should be commended for their work in reestablishing viable wildlife populations. 

 
They should not be punished by having access to public lands denied or restricted. 

 
Allowing hunting in this area will contribute greatly to the management of wildlife species. In my 
home State of Pennsylvania, we have the Gettysburg National Military Park and the Eisenhower 
National Historic Site. Both of these areas are managed by the Park Service and hunting is not 
allowed. 



Because no hunting is allowed, deer populations have soared and are six times greater than the 
carrying capacity of the ecosystem. This is causing severe economic and environmental stress. 

 
Do not let this happen in the Mojave National Monument. For the conservation of our Nation's 
wildlife, I urge my colleagues to support the Marlenee amendment. 

 
Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 1 minute. 

 
Mr. Chairman, I oppose this amendment. The gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Vento] will go into 
the arguments with regard to Park Service rules. 

 
The desert has 25 million acres in it, my friends. Three million acres are in the Mojave area and 
have always been off limits to hunting. Less than 1 million acres are in Joshua Tree and have 
always been off limits. That leaves 21 million acres. 

 
With this bill, an additional 1.5 million acres out of the mix would be put in the national 
monument and hunting will not be allowed in that area. There will still be almost 19 million acres 
on the desert where you can hunt. 

 
Now, the good gentleman talks about wildlife in this area. The facts should be clearly on top, 
especially with respect to deer. Last year in California we shot 30,000 deer statewide. How many 
were shot in the East Mojave? Exactly 25. 

 
In response to that statistic, in committee the gentleman from Montana [Mr. Marlenee] said, 
well, a lot of us like maybe not just to shoot, but to go walk around out there. 

 
Well, that is fine, but you still have 19 million acres on which to do that. 

 
Everyone in this bill in order to protect the California desert is being asked to give just a little. 
The utilities have given a little. The cattle interests are giving a little. The mining interests are 
giving a little. This should not be the only group not to give anything to protect the species in the 
area. 

 
Mr. Chairman, I ask for a no vote. 

 
Mr. MARLENEE. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 2 minutes. 

 
Mr. Chairman, recently a "Dear Colleague" letter was circulated by those who oppose this 
amendment. That "Dear Colleague" letter said this would destroy the few remaining big game 
species in that area. What a misleading statement that is; what a blatantly/misleading statement 
that is. 

 
I assure you and I assure all my colleagues that it must be an insult to the California State Fish 
and Game Department, under those whose control the harvesting of wild game takes place. 

 
It further states that there are very few animals to hunt and very few animals taken. That is not 
the question. What we are trying to do here is protect the areas and the accessibility and the 
opportunity for sportsmen across the United States of America, sportsman who in fact have put 
waterholes and water out there, reintroduced the big horn desert sheep in that particular area, 
and now the antihunters are going to tell those sportsmen they are going to remove 1.5 million 
acres because somebody said we ought not to allow hunting. 

 
They will also tell you that this is unprecedented that we are allowing hunting on national parks, 
but there is a precedent. In these particular areas, Big Cypress Reserve of Florida, Delware 
Water, Fire Island National, Glenn Canyon area, all these areas are in the National Park System 
and allow hunting to take place. 



 

The harvesting of game is natural and it must take place to prevent overpopulation and 
degradation of the environment. 

 
I am chagrined that such a misleading "Dear Colleague" letter would be sent out. 

 
You know, this amendment is simple. It is either you are for the sportsmen or you are against 
them. 

 
We want no net loss of hunting or hunting areas to take place. 

 
Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
Vento]. 

 
[*H11374] Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposition to the amendment, which 

would open to hunting the new East Mojave National Monument designated by this bill. 
 
I am a hunter and I do not think we need to hunt in national parks and monuments. 

 
The fact of the matter is the list the gentleman from Montana placed up there are not national 
parks or monunments. There is only one national park on that list, and that is the Grand Tetons, 
and that is the hunting of elk, and the individuals who do that have to be deputize to do so, so 
what we are about to do or what the gentleman proposes to do is to throw our a 75-year history 
of policy with regard to national parks and monuments that are established to preserve the 
species in perpetuity, but the gentleman would say we are going to reverse this whole policy. We 
are going to stand it on its head because the hunters of America look at this as a symbol. I do 
not think this is a symbol. I think we have to get down to the facts, and the facts are that in 
order for people to hunt, there has to be game in these particular areas. There is very little game 
in these areas. 

 
What we are saying in this type of Mojave Desert area is that we want to see the natural 
processes take place without being interfered with by man, permitting the types of desert 
species that occur there to live in as natural a condition as possible. 

 
We know that most hunters are good people; they are conservationists. We also know that there 
are a lot of directional and informational signs that get shot up and a lot of other damage that 
goes on in some of these areas because some people -- some hunters -- are not as responsible. 

 
So I will just emphasize, Mr. Chairman, we are being asked here to reverse a 75-year time- 
honored policy with regard to the National Park System. All the other units that permit such 
activities are preserves. In Alaska we have some examples, and the Tetons, where individuals 
have to be deputized in order to hunt. 

 
The amendment would undermine one of the basic, longstanding principles under which National 
Park System monuments and national parks are managed -- that they are sanctuaries for 
wildlife, and are off limits to sport hunting. 

 
I understand that supporters of this amendment claim that it is necessary in order to save 
hunting on public lands in California. Of course, that is not the case. Just in the California desert 
alone, there are millions and millions of acres of public lands that would be left wide open to 
hunting by this bill. Establishment of the East Mojave National Monument is not a threat to 
hunting on these other lands, and there is no need to save hunting through this amendment. 

 
Furthermore, hunters hunt game -- they don't hunt acres. It's true the East Mojave is a fairly 
large area, but it is not really one that is important for hunters. We have been told that of some 
30,000 deer taken by hunters in California annually, only about 25 or 30 come from the East 



Mojave area. 
 
Twenty-five or thirty deer out of 30,000 deer taken annually in California. Obviously, the East 
Mojave is not an important part of the deer hunting scene in California. And the story is the 
same for other game species as well. 

 
The fact is, the East Mojave is a rugged desert area, remote from any major population centers. 
Closing it to hunting will not have any significant effect on hunting opportunities for the 
sportsmen of California. 

 
The author of the amendment is well aware that there are some types of National Park System 
units where hunting is permitted -- but he is not proposing to change the designation of the East 
Mojave. So, what is the purpose of this amendment? The answer is, It is an attack on the 
principle that national parks and national monuments are off limits to hunting. 

 
Finally, Mr. Chairman, I note that many of the backers of this amendment are opposed to the 
bill, and at the same time they urge a vote for the amendment, they urge opposition to final 
passage. That tells me that this amendment isn't intended to address any real need to save 
hunting, but is strictly an attempt to derail the conservation designations in this overall desert 
legislation and it generally damages 75 years of time honored policy. Not to hunt in national 
parks and monuments. 

 
I urge the House to reject the amendment. 

 
Mr. MARLENEE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 seconds to the gentleman from California [Mr. Hunter]. 

(Mr. HUNTER asked and was given permission to revise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman and my colleagues, this is another part of the desert lockout bill. I 
told you the other day that the desert lockout bill locks out 100,000 blue collar families from the 
California desert, and the South Algodones is doomed. 

 
In this particular area, they are locking out 22,000 blue collar families that, yes, they cannot go 
deer hunting north in Montana or Wyoming, but they do take the kids and they go out with their 
campers from L.A., from San Diego and other points in the inland empire to go hunting for a 
couple days for dove, for quail, and for rabbits in the desert. 

 
This is another part of the Democrat lockout bill. 

Support the Marlenee amendment. 

Mr. MARLENEE. Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance of my time. 
 
Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield my remaining 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. Levine]. 

 
Mr. LEVINE of California. I thank the gentleman for yielding. 

 
Mr. Chairman, let me begin by responding to my friend from California who talked about 22,000 
hunters in this area. Those 22,000 hunters bagged all of 25 deer last year in the East Mojave. 

 
Now there may be 22,000 hunters, there may be 22,000 hunters in the entire wilderness area, 
but let us get our facts straight. This bill leaves 9 million wilderness acres available for hunting. 
The part of the bill that we are talking about is an area which claimed 25 deer, 25 deer. 

 
Now we are talking about the East Mojave. When people claim this is a lockout, which the other 



side consistently does, let us talk about what we are protecting. We are protecting an essential 
part of the fragile resource, which we discussed in the last amendment, which was defeated on a 
voice vote. 

 
This amendment is nothing more than a subterfuge for eroding protection in National Park 
Service land, national parks and national mounuments in those areas. 

 
It is an effort to allow hunting in parks. It is extraordinarily important to understand what is at 
stake here. We are simply suggesting that this fragile resource in the East Mojave, leaving 9 
million wilderness acres available for hunting, should be protected. 

 
To my friends on the other side who suggest that somehow there is an overpopulation-of-wildlife 
problem here, that is simply contravened by the facts. This area, this entire area, netted 25 
deer. And for the extraordinary effort that is occurring to try to keep hunting in an area which 
claimed 25 deer in the last year, I believe that tells us what the real intent of this amendment is. 
The real intent of the amendment is to open up our national parks and to open up our national 
monuments to hunting. 

 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Montana [Mr. Marlenee] for 30 
seconds. 

 
Mr. MARLENEE. I yield myself 30 seconds. 

 
Mr. Chairman, this is not to open up a national park. They are the ones on that side of the aisle 
who are creating a new national park that will reserve, 1.5 million acres and take it away from 
the sportsmen, the sportsmen who have developed the area, who provided watering holes and 
reintroduced species. 

 
We are not talking about how many game animals that have been harvested during this period of 
time. We are talking about the opportunities, as my good friend, Duncan Hunter, understands 
very well, the opportunity to go out there with your family and enjoy a day of hunting and field 
activity. 

 
[*H11375] The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Montana [Mr. Marlenee] has 

expired. All time has expired. 
 
Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from Montana. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is recognized. 

Mr. VENTO. Regular order, Mr. Chairman. 
 
Mr. Chairman, under the rule there are 10 minutes given to this amendment. I would ask would 
it not be appropriate at this time to call for the question? 

 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would remind the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Vento] that under 
the rule the chairman or ranking minority member of the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs may offer pro forma amendments. 

 
PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

 
Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, as the chairman, I would make a parliamentary inquiry: Has Mr. Blaz 
assumed that role? 



The CHAIRMAN. Yes. Mr. Blaz assumed that position during the entire general debate. 

The Chair is trying to be consistent. 

The gentleman from Montana [Mr. Marlenee] is recognized. 
 
Mr. MARLENEE. Mr. Chairman, I realize there is an attempt to muzzle this side of the aisle 
continually, and particularly to muzzle this side of the aisle -- -- 

 
PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

 
Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, a point of parliamentary inquiry. Is a different amendment being 
offered by the gentleman from Guam? 

 
Mr. MARLENEE. Mr. Chairman, I do not yield. I do not yield. I do not yield. 

 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would remind the gentleman from Minnesota the gentleman from 
Montana [Mr. Marlenee] has been recognized. 

 
Mr. MARLENEE. Mr. Chairman, as I said, I realize there is a continual attempt by the animal 
activists to eliminate hunting wherever that opportunity exists. If it was of no significance, why is 
this amendment supported to such a great degree by the National Rifle Association and other 
conservation groups such as Quail Unlimited, California Wildlife Federation, California Chapter of 
the Izaak Walton League, Society for the Conservation of Bighorn Sheep, Safari Club 
International, Fish and Wildlife Legislative Fund, the International Association of Fish and Wildlife 
Agencies. 

 
They recognize that we have got to be in a position of no net loss on hunting. Otherwise, we are 
going to have those strict preservationists take from the American sportsman all of the 
opportunity to enjoy and participate in outdoor activity. 

 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Guam [Mr. Blaz] controls the time, and it will be designated 
by the gentleman from Guam and not by the Chair. 

 
Mr. BLAZ. I thank the Chair. 

 
Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from California [Mr. Hunter]. 

Mr. HUNTER. I thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, at this point in the debate I also want to offer my thanks to the gentleman from 
Guam for his very statesmanlike handling of this particular piece of legislation that has been, I 
think, a very difficult piece of legislation. 

 
Let me just say to the people on the other side of the aisle who have talked about deer hunting 
on the Mojave and said, "You are not shooting any deer, so let us lock it up," the Mojave is not a 
deer hunting area. The Mojave is a place where blue-collar families can get on highway 10 from 
Los Angeles, millions of them, and you will see literally thousands and thousands of pickups and 
campers leaving on an exodus every Friday night to go out to the Mojave with their family and to 
go hunting for a few duck, quail, chukar partridge, maybe jackrabbits and cotton-tail rabbits. 

 
It is not a deer hunting area, but it is a place where the average family in California that cannot 
afford to go fly fishing in New Zealand, like some of the Sierra Clubbers can, can go out and 
have a decent time. 

 
We are locking up California, and we are locking it up from precisely the same people, blue-collar 



people who lost 114,000 jobs over the last year. The Democratic leadership ought to be 
concentrating on a jobs package, which they refused to bring up today, that will help middle- 
class America instead of locking them out of national lands. 

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

 
Mr. HUNTER. I am happy to yield to the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SCHULZE. I thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, earlier one of our colleagues referred to the fact that there were something like 
30,000 deer harvested in all of California. Let me tell you that close to 40,000 deer a year are 
killed on the highways in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, at an average cost of about 
$1,000 per incident, not counting the loss of life and limb and hospital bills associated with that. 
Much of this is due to some unwise utilization of hunting and preservation in certain areas. We 
have got to have a balance. 

 
The greatest conservationists in the United States of America are the sportsmen of America. 
They do not want to eliminate species. They have spent thousands and thousands of dollars 
continuing the propagation of bighorn sheep in this very area. 

 
Mr. HUNTER. I thank the gentleman for his comments. The people who built water guzzlers, they 
have gone out there and built water guzzlers for small game and big game in the 110-degree 
heat in the desert, have been sportmen. They have been people who like to hunt and fish. They 
developed this desert so that Californians can use it. 

 
We are now in the process of locking Californians out of their own desert. 

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

Mr. HUNTER. I yield to the gentleman from Montana. 

Mr. MARLENEE. I thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I note the "Dear Colleague" said that opening up this hunting would destroy the 
few remaining species of big-game species. How would they do that? That is an incredible 
statement. How would they do that? 

 
Mr. HUNTER. In the first place, they would not do it because the vast majority of the people who 
hunt in the Mojave are people who hunt small game, like dove and quail and rabbits. 

 
Second, you have very stringent game laws, and you have game management very effective in 
California. We can see to it that you have no overharvest. 

 
The facts are that American sportsmen and Californians ought to be trusted. The whole theme of 
the Democratic side is you cannot trust Californians to use their own public lands. Let us lock 
them out with their off-road vehicles, they cannot use them in the desert where you have sand 
dunes; let us lock them out of the hunting areas because you cannot trust them. 

 
You cannot trust them. You have to trust people who live in condominiums in San Francisco and 
who can go off to foreign countries and have great vacations and come back and say, "Now, for 
an encore, I am going to lock out some middle-class people." 

 
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Guam [Mr. Blaz] has expired. 

 
The question is on the amendments offered by the gentleman from Montana [Mr. Marlenee]. 



 

The question was taken, and the Chairman announced that the noes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic device, and there were -- ayes 235, noes 193, not voting 6, as 
follows: 

 
(See Roll No. 429 in the ROLL segment.) 

 
[*H11376] The Clerk announced the following pairs: 

On this vote: 

Mr. LOWERY of California for, with Mr. TOWNS against. 
 
Mrs. SCHROEDER, Mr. JAMES, and Mr. HUGHES changed their vote from "aye" to "no." 

 
Mrs. LLOYD and Messrs. TRAXLER, WILSON, CARR, PICKLE, SIKORSKI, BARNARD, ERDREICH, 
MARTINEZ, and BRYANT changed their vote from "no" to "aye." 

 
So the amendments were agreed to. 

 
The result of the vote was announced as above recorded.[APPROACHES A LIMIT] 

 
The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to consider amendment No. 5 printed in House Report 102- 
314. 

 
AMENDMENTS EN BLOC OFFERED BY MR. DELAY 

 
Mr. DeLAY. Mr. Chairman, I offer amendments en bloc. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendments en bloc is as follows: 

Amendments en bloc offered by Mr. DeLay: Page 54, beginning on line 1, strike "thereof" and all 
that follows through "title." on line 7, and insert "thereof.". 

 
Page 65, after line 6, insert the following new section: 

LAND ACQUISITION ON A WILLING SELLER BASIS 

Sec. 612. Lands may not be acquired by the Secretary for the purposes of this Act without the 
consent of the owner thereof. 

 
Mr. DeLAY (during the reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that the amendments 
be considered as read and printed in the Record. 

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

There was no objection. 



 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the gentleman from Texas [Mr. DeLay] will be recognized for 5 
minutes, and a Member opposed will be recognized for 5 minutes. 

 
Is the gentleman from California [Mr. Lehman] opposed to the amendments? 

Mr. LEHMAN of California. I am opposed to the amendments, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Texas [Mr. DeLay]. 

Mr. DeLAY. Mr. Chairman, currently the Federal government may acquire land without the 
consent of the owner. This is an infringement on property rights, and should not be allowed to 
occur except in the gravest of situations. the situation described in H.R. 2929 is not grave. In 
fact, the bill has been criticized by many, including members of the California delegation, for 
designating lands that do not meet minimum wilderness protection standards, as well as 
protecting more land than necessary to preserve the California desert. 

 
My amendment would establish some reason and fairness by requiring that the Federal 
Government obtain the consent of the property owner bfore taking his or her land for public use. 
Already the Federal Government owns, manages, or controls approximately one-third of all of 
the Nation's land. If one includes State and local government holdings, the total government 
land ownership of the United States jumps to about 40 percent. Most of this federally owned land 
is located in the West, with about 63 percent of all the land in the 13 Western States owned by 
the Federal Government. 

 
We have to establish some restraints on this outrageous land grab. Do you realize that the 
millions of acres of land affected by this bill will be the second largest land withdrawal in U.S. 
history after Alaska? As Mr. John Kenneth Galbraith, a well-known liberal perceptfully observed: 

 
The public lands of the United States exceed the combined areas of Germany, France, Italy, 
Belgium, Holland, Switzerland, Denmark, Hungary, and Albania. Where socialized ownership of 
land is concerned, only the U.S.S.R. and China can claim company with the United States. 

 
This statement clearly shows that the U.S. Government is far exceeding its bounds in the taking 
of land. The irony is that the Soviet Government is finally selling its land to private citizens, while 
the United States continues to move in the opposite direction by taking land away from its 
citizens. Considering our country was founded with the belief that the cornerstone of all our 
freedom depends upon the widest possible distribution of property,  [*H11377] securely 
protected under a system of private ownership, this is a staggeringly high percentage of 
government ownership of land and resources. 

 
H.R. 2929, the California Desert Protection Act, if passed, will add another 828,000 acres of 
State and privately owned land to the Federal inventory. This may be a silly question, but do we 
need this? 

 
Furthermore, this bill does not account for either the wishes of the landowners or how they will 
be compensated. H.R. 2929 allows the Federal Government to acquire these lands through 
exchange, but considering there are only 550,000 acres of suitable land available in California for 
exchange, this still leaves several hundred thousand acres of land unaccounted for. And, 
although the bill also allows for the purchase of land, we must keep in mind that we are deeply 
in debt at this time. While the Constitution allows the taking of land for public use, the fifth 
amendment requires that there be just compensation. This bill does not reflect the constitutional 
mandate. 

 
Giving the Government the power to take land without any restraints regarding the willingness of 
the propertyowner will only tempt it to continue to acquire more land which we do not need. My 



amendment will require the consent of the owners of the land included in this bill before the 
Federal Government may purchase it, which will help curb the Government's hungry appetite. I 
urge you to support this amendment to H.R. 2929 and help keep these lands in the hands of 
citizens, where it belongs. 

 
Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 1 1/2 minutes. 

 
Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Texas has completely misstated the language in the bill and 
has completely misinterpreted existing law. Under existing law, condemnation is prohibited in the 
Wilderness Act and thus, in over half the acreage in the bill, no condemnation could take place 
anyway. 

 
Second, there is language in this bill which we inserted requiring consent of a propertyowner in 
the Mojave before an action could take place unless they were using the land in such a way that 
was adverse to the monument. 

 
Third, over seven eights of the holdings in this bill, that is over 85 percent, are owned by two 
entities, the State of California and the Catellus Land Co. 

 
We have already worked out the details for change with regard to those, those entities, at their 
request. There is no taking of private land in the bill, as I just said. We have developed an 
exchange procedure for seven eights of the holdings. 

 
The experience in the area is exactly the contrary to what the gentleman has stated. In the 
Death Valley National Monument there has been absolutely no condemnation since it was 
created. 

 
It is interesting how some opponents get upset regarding Federal ownership of land. Remember 
that this is BLM desert land, leftover land in the West that no one else wanted. Suddenly, when 
we try to protect it from destruction, we are told it ought to be put in private hands. 

 
It has long been the goal of the land management agencies to consolidate land holdings. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Vento]. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to these amendments en bloc by the gentleman 
from Texas. This legislation has no or insignificant impact on public land ownership. It deals with 
how we manage such lands. Public lands are the heritage of all Americans. We don't have to 
apologize for that. 

 
The amendments would restrict the authority of the Secretary of the Interior with respect to 
acquisition of lands -- authority that he has today. The effect of the amendments would be to 
limit the Secretary so that acquisitions would occur only on a willing-seller basis. The basic law 
that governs BLM lands provides this authority nationwide. Just the classification changes are no 
basis for such a restriction; if anything, such a tool is needed even more under these 
designations. 

 
As a practical matter, Mr. Chairman, it is unlikely that there will be any significant acquisitions in 
the desert on any other basis. The American people, through the National Government, are 
already the major landowner there. The second largest landowner is the State of California which 
has school lands granted by the United States at the time California was admitted to the Union -- 
and the State is not only willing, but eager, to transfer these lands to the National Government 
under the exchange provisions of the bill. 

 
So, the amendments are not necessary. Furthermore, Mr. Chairman, as a matter of sound land 
management, the National Government should retain the option of making unrestricted 



acquisitions in those exceptional circumstances that may arise where that would be necessary to 
protect the public interest. By denying that option, these amendments en bloc would place an 
unnecessary and unwise restriction on the National Government. 

 
Mr. Chairman, it is interesting that the gentleman from Texas wants to amend the bill in order to 
restrict the National Government in this way. The substitute bill offered by the Gentleman from 
California [Mr. Lewis] did not include any such restriction -- and the gentleman from Texas voted 
for that substitute, which suggests that his support for these restrictions is selective, and not 
across the board. 

 
The en bloc amendments are unnecessary, unwise, and would be bad public policy. I urge their 
rejection by the House. 

 
Mr. DeLAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the distinguished gentleman from Alaska [Mr. 
Young]. 

 
Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of this amendment. If there is no private 
land under this bill that is taken without the consent of the owner, then there should be no 
objection to the amendment. May I suggest respectfully, we have already $3 billion and $5 
billion authorized private land that the Congress has not acquired. I believe very strongly that 
the protection of the private land is crucial. In fact, if the individual does not want to sell his 
land, he should not be required to do that. 

 
The gentleman from Texas is absolutely correct. We own over 647 million acres of land in the 
United States and it does not take one nickel of taxes. 

 
Remember, every acre of land that we take out and put into public ownership does not produce 
$1 for the workingman, nor does it produce any dollar for the Treasury to conduct the programs. 
Yet we continue to do that. So this is wrong. This is a simple amendment that says if the owner 
does not wish to sell that land, he does not have to sell the land. There is private land in this bill. 

 
I urge adoption of the amendment. 

 
Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from California [Mr. 
Miller], chairman of the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

 
Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chairman, the suggestion is somehow that this is a great land grab 
if we look here at the map, the blue is the State land. In the bill it says upon request of the State 
Lands Commission. The same is true for the biggest private land holder; 735 acres out of 
830,000 acres is upon request of those landowners to engage in the exchange. The rest of it is 
protected not by the amendment of the gentleman from Texas [Mr. DeLay], not by this bill, but 
by the Constitution of the United States. 

 
There is nothing we can do about that. People are entitled to that compensation should there be 
a taking. There will be no taking without compensation. That is the Constitution. 

 
So the gentleman ought not to misrepresent the bill or misrepresent the facts. It is about upon 
request. On page 51, section 610 "Upon request the California State Lands Commission," and I 
think it is very important for Members to understand that. 

 
The suggestion is here somehow this committee is willy-nilly going around scooping up lands in 
the California desert, and that is simply not the case. This is after years of study, and the private 
landowners, the State landowners  [*H11378] have come to us and asked for those exchanges. 

 
Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
Smith]. 



 

Mr. SMITH of Florida. Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman for yielding time to me. 
 
The last amendment passed, and I think a number of Members were not aware fully of its 
impact. But they better be aware of the full impact of what this amendment does. This is the 
Liberty Lobby amendment. 

 
Oh, it hurts. This will start unraveling the capability of the Federal Government to protect 
anything in this country; the Liberty Lobby would like to take all Government lands away from 
Government ownership. 

 
This will start the ball rolling in that direction. Be very careful, my colleagues, there will be no 
protection of anything in this country, not the Everglades in Florida, not the national parks, and 
certainly not this property in California if we vote yes. 

 
I urge my colleagues to vote "no." This can be one of the most devastating votes that they could 
make on this bill. It is wrong and the concept is wrong. 

 
I say to our Republican colleagues, if they do not like it, they can vote against it, too. 

 
Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30 seconds to the gentleman from California [Mr. 
Levine]. 

 
Mr. LEVINE of California. Mr. Chairman, I would just like to underscore two of the key issues 
here. No. 1, there is no taking of private land required by this bill, and we ought to get the facts 
straight. 

 
In terms of the Catellus property and the State Lands property, seven-eighths of the properties 
here, those entities prefer exchanges. The exchange has been worked out. This is a red herring. 

 
It is not necessary. It presents a danger that does not exist in the bill. I strongly urge a no vote 
on the DeLay amendment. It raises an assertion that is flatly false. 

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

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

Mr. BLAZ. I yield to the gentleman from California. 

(Mr. DANNEMEYER asked and was given permission to revise and extend his remarks.) 
 
Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the gentleman from California [Mr. Lehman] 
a question. I do not want to misstate him, but I thought I heard him say there is no private land 
to be taken in this land grab. 

 
Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLAZ. I yield to the gentleman from California. 

Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, that is correct. 
 
Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman will continue to yield, I ask the gentleman 
from California [Mr. Lehman] does he see this map? 

 
Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman will continue to yield, that is by 
request, as the gentleman from California stated it. 



 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Chairman, this is a map of the East Mojave area. On the legend the white 
is the private ownership that has existed there for sometime. The blue is the State land. The 
yellow is the BLM and look at the checkered white land on this map. This is private land. People 
are using it for all of the purposes for which private property exists in this country. And all the 
amendment of the gentleman from Texas [Mr. DeLay] says is that before this land grab can be 
successful with this private land, these private property owners have to consent. 

 
I concede that the Government could take private land for building a road, or a school, or a 
highway, that is part of America. 
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But this is different. Right now the Environmental Party in America wants to grab to itself all the 
land that it can. There are people in this movement in this country who believe that all 
undeveloped land belongs only in public ownership. I suggest that these private property owners 
have the right to say that before their land is part of this land grab they have to consent. 

 
Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLAZ. I yield to the gentleman from California. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
 
I want to follow up on the point Mr. Dannemeyer has been making. There are a minimum of 
584,000 acres of private land which would be affected by passage of H.R. 2929. Some suggest 
that these lands can be negotiated away by way of a trade for other public lands. The fact is that 
there has been no trade. Any private holder, whether they are a public interest or otherwise, that 
wants to try to trade with our agencies faces considerable delay and substantial doubt as to the 
final outcome. 

 
In the meantime, the private landholders have been there for generations. They deserve a fair 
hearing, and assurance that they will get fair compensation for their land. Their voice should be 
heard when they agree to a transfer, before they agree to a transfer of that land. 

 
Mr. THOMAS of California. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLAZ. I yield to the gentleman from California. 

Mr. THOMAS of California. Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
 
I think we should listen to the chairman of the committee very carefully. What he said was a 
right was guaranteed in the Constitution, and that is correct, a right for compensation. That is 
not what this amendment is about. The Chairman knows that. 

 
There was the only asbestos-free talc mine in the United States that was taken, that was taken. 
Was there compensation? Yes. Was there permission? No. This amendment requires permission. 
That is all. 

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

Mr. BLAZ. I yield to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. DeLAY. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the gentleman yielding. 
 
I cannot believe what I am hearing. I have to charge that there are some serious 



misrepresentations going on here. I am not trying to inflame the passions of people that want to 
grab this land. All I am saying is let us have a little fairness here. If a group does not want to 
give up their land, then they should not have to. I am not attemptin to do anything to 
compensation. If they have a land swap deal with private ownerships that went consent, my 
amendment does not touch that at all. But if in this case, if there is a landowner here that does 
not want to give up his land and there are private landowners here that do not want to give up 
their land, then they should not be made to do so. 

 
I have a list of 23 organizations that agree with me. I think Members ought to really pay 
attention to what is going on here. What I am talking about is a land grab for no outrageous 
reason other than an environmental group wants to take land, more land, and put land into the 
environmental system. I am just trying to slow down what is happening here. 

 
Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike the last word. 

 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from California is recognized for 5 minutes under the rule. 

Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from Minnesota, [Mr. Vento]. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I will just reiterate that we are not changing any of the laws with 
regard to the powers of the Secretary of the Interior. The Secretary of the Interior has the same 
powers under the proposals that are being made here generally that he has in terms of the 
public domain. In fact, with respect to the lands that have been illustrated here in terms of the 
Mojave National Monument, there is a special provision on page 53 of the bill that points out, 
and I will read it, Mr. Chairman, "Lands or interests therein within the boundary of the 
monument which are not owned by the State of California or any political subdivision may be 
acquired only with the consent of the [*H11379] owner," only with the consent of the owner. 

 
There is an exception made if after written notice the owner had the opportunity for comment 
that the property was to somehow be developed in an adverse way within a national monument, 
that then we would have the opportunity, for instance, to stop such development, Mr. Chairman. 

 
So the provisions of this bill are very reasonable. The powers that the Secretary has today are 
reasonable. We are not changing those powers generally. If anything, we are restricting them in 
this bill. We should not accept this type of general amendment which would take away the power 
of the Secretary of the Interior to manage the public lands and the designations that we are 
making in this bill. 

 
Mr. Chairman, I request a no vote on the DeLay amendment. 

 
Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, it is amazing to me how selective Mr. DeLay is being 
with this amendment. Imagine the mischief in this country if this amendment were applied to the 
highway system. Imagine the mischief in this country if this amendment were applied to the 
military and expansion of military bases, one of which is being proposed under this legislation. 
There are no trades in the bill. There is a provision to allow for trades, a provision that has 
already been negotiated out with the entities that own seven-eighths of the property. There is no 
controversy over it. 

 
We are talking here also, the Members should know, about State lands in California, land use for 
the State Teachers Retirement System. I hope the gentleman from California on the other side 
has no objection to that. 

 
Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LEHMAN of California. I yield to the gentleman from California. 



Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Speaker, I think the gentleman from California [Mr. Lehman] just 
put his finger on it. Later tonight hopefully or early tomorrow morning you are going to vote on a 
$151 billion highway bill and transit bill. Which of you would put in the way of the transit or 
highway system in your State or your district this requirement, that one willing seller would hold 
up a highway, or buyer, because they chose not to do it? 

 
For 75 years the Department of Interior has amassed what many of us refer to when we go back 
to our districts as the crown jewels of this country: The National Park System, the national 
monuments, some of the wilderness areas. We talk about how proud we are, and the millions 
and millions of Americans that have visited them every day. This bill seeks to do for the desert 
that which we do for the Grand Tetons, that which we did for Yellowstone or for Glacier or for 
Olympic National Park, that which we did for Fire Island. 

 
It is the same process but now we are into an ideological debate here about the Environmentalist 
Party seeking to violate the Constitution or people's rights. 

 
But when you come here to expand a military base there will be no amendment about willing 
sellers and willing buyers. Later tonight, in a $151 billion transportation bill, none of you will give 
the right to a landowner in your district to delay a single highway, an off ramp, an access road, 
or a transit pass. None of you will do that because you know what this amendment does. This 
amendment simply creates mischief. 

 
Yes, utilities and cities and States and the Federal Government from time to time have a right 
under eminent domain to take property. In this particular case, we have some three-quarters of 
the land where the sellers are excited to engage in an exchange. So let us keep our eye and 
understanding out of the ideological debate here about whether or not this is a taking or a willing 
seller and willing buyer. The gentleman knows exactly what his amendment does. 

 
There will later be amendments offered in this process to expand Fort Irwin or to engage in the 
military, and I suspect that not the gentleman or anyone else will suggest that the willing seller, 
willing buyer provision would stand in the way of that provision. 

 
The CHAIRMAN. All time has expired. 

The question is on the amendment en bloc offered by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. DeLay]. 

The question was taken; and the Chair being in doubt, the Committee divided and there were -- 
ayes 43, noes 43, 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. DeLAY. Mr. Chairman, I demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic device and there were -- ayes 143, noes 289, not voting 2, as 
follows: 

 
(See Roll No. 430 in the ROLL segment.) 

 
[*H11380] Mr. REED changed his vote from "aye" to "no." 

 
Mr. APPLEGATE and Mr. RIDGE changed their vote from "no" to "aye." 

So the amendments en bloc were rejected. 



The result of the vote was announced as above recorded. 
 
The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to consider amendment No. 6 printed in House Report 102- 
314. 

 
AMENDMENTS EN BLOC OFFERED BY MR. ALLARD 

 
Mr. ALLARD. Mr. Chairman, pursuant to the rule, I offer amendments en bloc. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will designate the amendments en bloc. 

The text of the amendments en bloc is as follows: 

Amendments en bloc offered by Mr. Allard: 

Page 60, line 17, after "by this Act," insert the following: "and subject to the limitations set forth 
in subsection (e),". 

 
Page 61, after line 15, insert the following: 

 
(e) With respect to the Havasu and Imperial Wilderness areas designed by section 111(a) of 
this Act, no rights to water of the Colorado are reserved, either expressly, impliedly, or 
otherwise. 

 
The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. Allard] will be recognized for 
5 minutes, and a Member opposed will be recognized for 5 minutes. 

 
Does the gentleman from California [Mr. Lehman] rise in opposition to the amendment? 

Mr. LEHMAN of California. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from California [Mr. Lehman] will be recognized for 5 minutes in 
opposition to the amendment. 

 
The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. Allard]. 

 
Mr. ALLARD. Mr. Chairman, I offer amendments en bloc today to prevent a Federal reserve water 
right created in the California Desert Protection Act from interfering with the Colorado River 
Compact. The amendment I have today has been voted on by this body before. It was passed in 
the Arizona Wilderness Act of 1990. 

 
Mr. Chairman, this amendment has been taken word for word from that provision. This 
amendment applies to the same refugee areas, the Imperial and the Havasu refuge areas. It has 
an unintended consequence not brought to our attention until after the full committee. The only 
difference is this bill affects the California side of the Colorado River which divides these same 
refuge areas. 

 
Mr. Chairman, this is an important issue. I know it was not the intent of the sponsors to 
introduce a bill to this body that will undo the extremely complicated and fragile Colorado River 
Compact system. We must not let Federal reserve water rights take precedence over the 
Colorado River Compact worked out by California, Arizona, Nevada, Utah, New Mexico, Colorado, 
and Wyoming. 

 
Mr. Chairman, the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs in its report on H.R. 2889 states its 
intent that the bill would not affect water rights on the Colorado River, but the report is not 
legally binding. The report language offered by the committee after passing the Arizona bill 



recognized the fact that it does not have the law behind it. My amendment puts into law this 
clarification. 

 
I hope the sponsors will view this as a friendly amendment. 

 
Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. Hefley]. 

 
Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. Allard] for yielding this 
time to me. 

 
Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the amendment offered by my friend, the gentleman from 
Colorado [Mr. Allard]. Mr. Allard's amendment clarifies the intent of Congress with respect to 
wilderness water rights for the Colorado River. This amendment is identical to one added to last 
year's Arizona Desert Wilderness Act. That law has now been embraced as boilerplate for the 
water law throughout the Western States. 

 
Mr. Chairman, the Colorado River supplies water for the rest of the West. The Colorado is at the 
center of a body of law intended to safeguard the rights and needs of all. It is essential then that 
any legislation be neutral in its impact on the river or on the water compacts and water rights 
associated with it. 

 
The amendment of the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. Allard] provides this safeguard in a way 
that builds on past precedent and improves the underlying bill, and I urge my colleagues to join 
me in voting for this amendment. 

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

 
Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 1 minute. 

 
Mr. Chairman, I am rising in opposition to the amendments en bloc offered by the gentleman 
from Colorado [Mr. Allard], and I understand the gentleman's statement, that he means this not 
as a harmful amendment to the bill. He is trying to clarify something. 

 
Mr. Chairman, we are opposed on this side. We think the amendment is unnecessary, and we 
fear it could create problems that might not be anticipated right now. 

 
The boundaries of the wilderness area in question were specifically drawn above the historic 
high-water mark just to make sure that there was no question as to whether the Colorado River 
would be involved. The lines were drawn above the high water mark. 

 
The report language specifically states, and I quote from it: 

 
The Committee notes, with regard to this section on water rights, that boundaries of both of the 
Wildlife Refuge wilderness units designated in section 111 are above the historic high water 
mark of the Colorado River. Neither of these wilderness areas include any portion of the 
Colorado River. Therefore, the express reservation of water for wilderness purposes in section 
608 does not affect the Colorado River, its water management or any compacts associated with 
it. 

 
Finally, the Colorado River is 100 percent appropriated whether we in California like that or not, 
and there is no water right there for the Federal Government to obtain. We have taken care of 
the problem in the legislation. The area in question is not included, and the report language 
adequately clarifies that. 

 
Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from California [Mr. Miller]. 



Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate what the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. 
Allard] is trying to do, and I understand why they are offering the amendment, but I must say 
that I think that in fact this amendment is somewhat mischievous as to what is really settled law 
with respect to the compact, and to suggest that somehow a Federal water right could be 
perfected in the lower basin and then somebody could go to the northern basin to perfect that 
water right is to stand the compact on its head. I would really raise the question with the 
gentleman that to pursue this amendment and lend that that suggestion, whether it is in this bill 
or whether it is the question of that being opended up, raises a question, and I would ask him if 
he might reconsider. 

 
We have worked with the gentleman. We recognize the concersn of all the parties to the 
compact. As the gentleman from California [Mr. Lehman] pointed out, the boundaries have been 
drawn in a very conservative fashion, recognizing there is no abutment to the Colorado River. I 
really raise this issue in all sincerity, that to suggest anybody in the southern basin could perfect 
a water right in any fashion where there is no water and then somehow go and deal with that in 
the  [*H11381] north, I think the legislation speaks to that and I would hope the Members 
would oppose the amendment. 

 
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from California [Mr. Miller] has expired. 

 
Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 additional minute to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. Miller]. 

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

 
Mr. MILLER of California. I yield to the gentleman from Colorado. 

 
Mr. ALLARD. Mr. Chairman, I would just like to point out to the gentleman from California that 
the language we have in this amendment is the exact same language that is in the Arizona 
Wilderness Act, and this particular language was a hard-fought compromise in 1990 when that 
language came through, and the same set of facts that applied in that period of time still apply 
at this time. 

 
I think this is a very important amendment, and I would ask that the sponsor of the bill go ahead 
and accept the amendment. It is really a technical amendment. 

 
Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chairman, reclaiming my time, I understand that. 

 
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from California [Mr. Miller] has expired. 

 
Mr. ALLARD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from Arizona [Mr. Rhodes.] 

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

The Imperial Havasu Refuge is astraddle the river. On the Arizona side of the river, the law 
specifically says that as to those refuges there is no Federal reserve water right in the Colorado 
River. If as to the California side of the two refuges we are silent except for report language, my 
concern is that we are lending confusion to the managers of those lands. 

 
My concern also is having the report language refer to the historical high-water mark of the 
river. Those of us who live in both Arizona and California know that that river fluctuates both in 
terms of width and breadth and also height frequently and historically, and the historical high- 
water mark of the river could well not be the historical high-water mark of the river once you 
Californians get over your drought and the river gets back to where it is supposed to be. 

 
It simply seems to me that consistency calls for having the language defining the water rights or 



the lack of water rights of these two refuges be consistent on both sides of the river. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge adoption of the Allard amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Colorado [Mr. Allard] has 1 minute remaining, and the 
gentleman from California [Mr. Lehman] has 2 1/2 minutes remaining. 

 
Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself such time as I may consume. 

 
Mr. Chairman, I would just like to reiterate what Chairman Miller suggested here. We do not 
mean any mischief on this side as far as what water rights are going to be under the legislation. 
There is a possibility of talking about this and trying to work it out. If you think the language on 
this side does some harm to you, let me just say that we are not willing at this time to accept 
the language that you have, not knowing what the impacts of it might be down the line. 

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

 
Mr. LEHMAN of California. I yield to the gentleman from Minnesota. 

 
Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I would ask the gentleman from Colorado whether there are any area 
of this wilderness in the bill that touch the Colorado River. The fact is that they do not, so that 
being the case, does the gentleman believe a wilderness could have a water right outside the 
wilderness boundaries? 

 
That is what this is about. We are setting some precedents here in terms of granting water rights 
outside. A lot of people argue about water rights within a wilderness. Now, this language would 
suggest that the water rights of the wildness somehow go outside. This does not even touch the 
Colorado River. 

 
I might say, with reference to the hard-fought Arizona water language, that we really did not 
have any debate at all on that particular portion of the water rights. It came back from the 
Senate. I was the manager, along with Congressman Udall. We accepted it. It was not necessary 
in the Arizona bill, and it is not necessary in this bill. 

 
I think the mischief is that you are, I think, accidentally trying to create water rights outside of a 
wilderness that do not exist. We argue about them within. There is no reason to try to suggest 
there are water rights outside. We are not suggesting that, and we hope the gentleman from 
Colorado is not suggesting it. 

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

 
Mr. LEHMAN of California. I yield to the gentleman from Colorado. 

 
Mr. ALLARD. The precedent has been set in the Arizona wilderness bill. We are just using the 
same language. We are even applying it to the same refuge area. 

 
Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman from California will yield further, yes, the precedent 
has been set. It is a bad precedent, and we ought not duplicate it here, because you are 
extending it outside the wilderness where there is no wilderness designation. It is a bad 
precedent, and we should not set it. 

 
Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I would suggest that the gentleman is also setting a 
bad precedent for his own purposes in that if this were to pass, in future acts, if there were 
nothing done with respect to rivers outside a wilderness area, somebody might interpret that 
because nothing was done, there might be a right there, and that would certainly harm interests 
that were not intended to be harmed under this legislation. 



 

Mr. Chairman, I urge a "no" vote on the amendment. 
 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Colorado [Mr. Allard] has 1 minute remaining. 

 
Mr. ALLARD. Mr. Chairman, I yield my remaining 1 minute to the gentleman from Utah [Mr. 
Orton]. 

 
(Mr. ORTON asked and was given permission to revise and extend his remarks.) 

 
Mr. ORTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong support of this amendment. It is designed to 
accomplish one simple but essential goal. It clarifies that the California Desert Protection Act has 
absolutely no impact on the carefully balanced compact which determines water rights in the 
Colorado River. 

 
Water is absolutely essential to life for those of us who live in the arid west. Our agriculture, 
industry, and even the population density in our dry Western States could not exist without a 
very well-developed system to store, transport and efficiently utilize water. My own State of Utah 
is the second driest in the Nation. Water is our life blood and is an issue of overriding importance 
to us. I realize that it is hard for those of my colleagues from States with higher levels of 
precipitation to understand our overriding preoccupation with water. 

 
Almost 40 years ago, the States in the Colorado River Basin finally arrived at an agreement on 
how the flow of the Colorado River would be utilized. This Colorado River Basin compact was 
enacted into law and has worked well in the years since. Like most water agreements, it is a very 
delicately balanced compromise between competing interests. 

 
In the Western States there is never enough water. That is the reality we must always live with. 
So the water which is available must be clearly allocated among many competing uses. 

 
What this amendment will do is simply ensure that the carefully crafted agreement among the 
Colorado River Basin States is not inadvertently upset by the legislation before us to designate 
wilderness in California. 

 
This is a simple amendment which is identical to one which the House has placed in previous 
legislation. When the Congress enacted the Arizona wilderness bill in the last session, it 
included this identical provision. We are asking for nothing more than what has already been 
agreed to in the past to ensure that the rights to water in the Colorado are not affected by 
wilderness designation. 

 
There is another important element of this issue which I hope all of my [*H11382]  colleagues 
will consider. When the Congress enacted the Wilderness Act in 1964, and FLPMA in 1976, it 
created wilderness designation as a category or system of management of public lands. I can 
find no provision of either act which would create any water rights attached to public lands or 
being reserved to the Federal Government. Water rights lie within the jurisdiction of the separate 
States and must be reserved to the States, not preempted by the Federal Government. While 
water is perhaps more essential to those of us who live in areas where it is scarce, the question 
raised by claims of Federal reserved water rights is one which goes far beyond the arid public 
land States of the West. I would submit that ownership of water rights is vital to every State. 
Whether it is for municipal use, transportation, agriculture, industry, or recreation, the rights and 
responsibilities of the various States versus the Federal Government is a question which must be 
reserved to State statute. 

 
I would urge all my colleagues to realize the true implications of this amendment and support it. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time for debate has expired. 



 

Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike the last word. 
 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Guam [Mr. Blaz] is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from Wyoming [Mr. Thomas]. 

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman for his time. 

There is no question for those of us who come from the arid public land States that there is 
nothing more important than water rights. There is nothing more important to us than having it 
clearly defined in the law where we stand in the future with regard to water. It has to do with the 
shifting of rivers, it has to do with the use of the boundary, a boundary of the wilderness or a 
park area. The shifting may change that. It has particular importance in the Colorado River 
where we have now congressionally approved compacts between the upper and the lower. 

 
I think this amendment is simply designed to make it certain that we do not find ourselves in 
court wondering what the interpretation of the law would be, and I certainly stand in support of 
the amendment offered by the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. Allard]. 

 
Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from Utah [Mr. Hansen]. 

 
(Mr. HANSEN asked and was given permission to revise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong support of the Allard amendment. 

Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. Allard]. 
 
MR. ALLARD. Mr. Chairman, I would just summarize by quickly saying I think this is an important 
amendment. I think a precedent has been set prior to this time, and we need to continue it in 
order to honor it in this body. So I am going to ask for a yes vote on the Allard amendment. 

 
MR. OWENS OF UTAH. MR. CHAIRMAN IT IS CLEAR FROM THE REPORT LANGUAGE OF THE 
COMMITTEE THAT THERE IS NO INTENTION TO EFFECT A RESERVED WATER RIGHT TO THE 
COLORADO RIVER IN THIS WILDERNESS BILL. THE BOUNDARIES OF THE WILDERNESS 
AREAS IN THE IMPERIAL AND HAVASU NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGES NEXT TO THE RIVER DO 
NOT EVEN EXTEND TO THE HISTORIC HIGH WATER MARK -- A SURE INDICATION THAT NO 
RESERVED WATER RIGHT IS SOUGHT ON THE COLORADO RIVER. 

 
THAT HAVING BEEN SAID, WHILE THERE IS NO CLEAR NEED FOR THIS AMENDMENT, I ALSO DO 
NOT SEE THE HARM IN CLARIFYING THE COMMITTEE'S INTENT DIRECTLY IN THE TEXT OF THE 
BILL. IN ANY CASE, THIS LEGISLATION IS NOT LIKELY TO EMERGE FROM THE SENATE 
WITHOUT THIS LANGUAGE WHICH MIRRORS THE LANGUAGE THE SENATE ADDED TO THE 
ARIZONA WILDERNESS AREA LAST YEAR FOR THE SAME REFUGES ON THE OTHER SIDE OF 
THE COLORADO RIVER. 

 
NOTHING CAUSES AS MUCH SUSPICION AND CONSTERNATION IN THE WEST, ESPECIALLY IN 
UPPER BASIN STATES LIKE UTAH, AS THE POSSIBILITY THAT RIGHTS UNDER THE COLORADO 
RIVER COMPACT MIGHT BE AFFECTED. WE CAN ALLAY THOSE FEARS SIMPLY BY ESTABLISHING 
THAT THE INTENT OF THIS BILL WAS NOT TO ESTABLISH A FEDERAL RESERVED WATER RIGHT 
ON THE COLORADO. WHEN PROPONENTS OF WILDERNESS, MYSELF INCLUDED, CAN MAKE 
RATIONAL COMPROMISES, THEN I THINK WE SHOULD. EVEN AS I VOTE FOR THIS AMENDMENT, 
I WANT MY COLLEAGUES TO UNDERSTAND THAT I AM IN NO WAY REPUDIATING THE WINTERS 
DOCTRINE AND THE IMPORTANCE OF FEDERAL RESERVED WATER RIGHTS TO WILDERNESS 
AREAS. I BELIEVE THAT WILDERNESS IS ENTITLED TO THE WATER NECESSARY TO FULFILL 
THE PURPOSE OF ITS ESTABLISHMENT. I AM SIMPLY SAYING THAT WE SHOULD, AS MUCH AS 



POSSIBLE, SIGNAL OUR WILLINGNESS TO WORK TO CALM FEARS AND EXHIBIT A SPIRIT OF 
COMPROMISE ON ISSUES THIS EMOTIONALLY POWERFUL. 

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

 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendments en bloc offered by the gentleman from 
Colorado [Mr. Allard]. 

 
The question was taken; and the Chairman announced that the noes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. Chairman, I demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic device, and there were -- ayes 155, noes 274, not voting 5, as 
follows: 

 
(See Roll No. 431 in the ROLL segment.) 

 
[*H11383] Mr. HYDE changed his vote from "no" to "aye." 

So the amendments en bloc were rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced as above recorded. 
 
The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to consider amendment No. 7 printed in House Report 102- 
314. 

 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DANNEMEYER 

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

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Dannemeyer: Page 61, line 7, after section 611 insert the following 
new section: 

 
ECONOMIC IMPACT STATEMENT 

 
Sec. 612. (a) Notwithstanding any other provision of this Act, lands in the State of California 
designated in sections 102, 402, and 501 of this Act shall not be designated as wilderness or 
established as a national park or monument unless -- 

 
(1) the Secretary has prepared an economic impact analysis with respect to each land 
designation; 

 
(2) the Secretary determines, based on that analysis, that the environmental benefits of each 
land designation outweigh the economic costs of each land designation; and 

 
(3) the Secretary publishes an economic impact statement describing the findings of that 
analysis. 



(b)(1) The Secretary shall perform an economic impact analysis in accordance with this 
paragraph with respect to each land designation in sections 102, 402, and 501. 

 
(2) An economic impact analysis under this paragraph shall include the following: 

 
(A) The economic consequences of each land designation, including aggregate statistical data 
which indicates -- 

 
(i) identifiable and potential job losses or diminishments resulting from a designation, 

 
(ii) identifiable losses or diminishments in the value of real property resulting from a designation; 
and 

(iii) losses or diminishments in the value of business enterprises resulting from a designation. 

(B) The effect that a designation will have on revenues received by the Federal Government or 
by State and local governments, including any revenue losses attributable to losses or 
diminishments in value described in clause (i). 

 
(C) The effects that a designation will have on outlays by Federal, State, and local governments, 
including -- 

 
(i) effects on payments made pursuant to paragraph (1), 

 
(ii) effects on expenditures required for Federal unemployment compensation, aid to families 
with dependent children, medicaid, and other Federal, State, and local programs, 

 
(iii) the effect that a designation will have on the competitive position of any individual business 
or aggregate industry affected by a designation, determined jointly with the Secretary of 
Commerce, and 

 
(iv) any other potential economic, budgetary, or ecological effects that the Secretary considers 
appropriate. 

 
(c) Not later than one year after the date of enactment, the Secretary shall determine, based on 
the analysis performed under paragraph (2), whether the economic costs of each designation 
outweigh the environmental benefits of each designation. 

 
(d) In implementing this Act with respect to each land designation in subsections 102, 402, and 
501, the Secretary shall limit losses incurred by persons as a result of each land designation. 

 
(e) The Secretary shall pay to any person who incurs an economic loss as a result of a land 
designation the amount of that loss, including -- 

 
(1) any diminishment in the value of tangible or intangible property, and 

 
(2) any loss resulting from the loss or diminishment of a job. 

 
(f) The Secretary shall issue regulations establishing procedures for obtaining payments under 
this subsection. 

 
(g) A person may not recover any amount under this subsection for any de minimis or wholly 
speculative loss. 

 
(h) Any denial by the Secretary of an application for payment under this subsection may be 
appealed in the appropriate Federal district court of the United States, including any 



determination by the Secretary that a person is ineligible for payment by reason of paragraph 
(3). 

 
(i) Any person (including any State or local governmental entity) may intervene in any 
proceeding under this subsection for the purpose of assisting the Secretary in issuing payments 
under this subsection to individuals or businesses who suffer demonstrable loss as a result of a 
land designation. 

 
 
 
The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the gentleman from California [Mr. Dannemeyer] will be 
recognized for 5 minutes and a Member opposed will be recognized for 5 minutes. 

 
Is the gentleman from California [Mr. Lehman] opposed to the amendment? 

Mr. LEHMAN of California. I am, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from California [Mr. Lehman] will be recognized for 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from California [Mr. Dannemeyer]. 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself such time as I may consume. 
 
Mr. Chairman, this map to my left tells quite a story. The western United States is owned 
predominantly by the Federal Government. Government ownership of land in my State of 
California is about 46 percent of the 100 million acres. 

 
These landgrabbers today want some more land, another 4.5 million acres. 

 
Our world really is turned upside down, because we have an Endangered Species Act which has 
been in the law since 1973, which requires an environmental impact statement to determine 
whether or not we are going to list one of these critters on the list of endangered species. 

 
In my State of California we have seen thousands of people in the lumber industry in northern 
California out of work because of the spotted owl. In my area of southern California, the Least 
Bell's bireo, a little bird, threatens the whole Santa Ana River flood control project. 

 
There is nothing in this Endangered Species Act that gives any consideration to the impact on 
jobs and businesses and private property when we list one of these critters. I say it is high time 
in this country, Mr. Chairman, that we have a law which says that we should recognize jobs, and 
people, and businesses, and private property at least on the same basis as we recognize critters. 
What is more important in this world, people or animals? 

 
Our world is turned upside down. The Environmental Party likes it that way. They want to 
preserve the creation, worship the creation rather than the Creator, and I say just the opposite 
should be the case. 

 
All my amendment does is say that we have to prepare an economic impact statement in order 
to determine what the impact is going to be on jobs, on property and businesses if this law 
comes into existence. 

 
When Members read the report on page 70 and 71, it is uncertain as to what the cost is going to 
be. Now they have conveniently shunted aside any evaluation of the minerals under the ground. 
It so happens in my State of California that the mineral reserves are estimated at $360 billion. 

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



 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. I yield to my friend from California. 
 
Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman, let us note that in the middle of the worst drought in 
California history, 1.8 billion gallons of water were dumped into the ocean because of a bird nest 
on the Prado Dam. Things are topsy-turvy. The gentleman is [*H11384] right. We are putting 
more value on the life of small critters and things rather than on human life and the lifestyles of 
the people themselves. 

 
I think that this body should have some reflection on the values that our legislation maintains in 
this country. 

 
Mr. DANNEMEYER. I thank my colleague for his comment. 

 
Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Chairman, this economic impact statement that I ask be adopted would 
show that we in California lead all States in the production of asbestos, borates, portland 
cement, diatomite, calcined gypsum, construction sand and gravel, tungsten, yttrium, and rare 
earths. 

 
We have over 40,000 people working in the mining industry in the State of California, about 
20,000 of them are going to be put out of work. 

 
Now, the unemployment rate in California today is 7.3 percent. That is a half a percentage point 
higher than the Nation. 

 
We have been talking in this Chamber in the last few days about jobs creation. This bill is a Job 
Unemployment Act of 1991 waiting to be adopted. 

 
Where in the world in the tender concern in the hearts of the Democrat leadership who are 
pushing this bill for the 20,000 people who are going to be put out of work in the mining industry 
in the State of California if this turkey becomes law? 

 
I do not understand this at all, and this is the reason for this economic impact statement which 
would also show that each $1 million in mining output in the desert provides about 15.1 jobs, 
$334,000 plus of personal income, $28,000 in local tax revenues, $47,000 in State tax revenues, 
and $1.8 million overall to the southern California economy. 

 
Gold production in the desert area is about 400,000 ounces in 1989. 

 
We have 12 of 21 geothermal sites in California or in the desert that supply about 450,000 watts 
of power. 

 
Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. I yield to my colleague, the gentleman from California. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman, there has been a lot of talk in this body about which party 
represents the working men and women of America. 

 
I would like to know how this proposal the gnetleman is making today affects them. 

 
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from California [Mr. Dannemeyer] has expired. 

Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yiled myself 2 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, the other gentleman from California has talked here for 5 minutes about the 



Endangered Species Act. The Endangered Species Act is not in this bill. The Endangered Species 
Act is not affected by this bill, nor will it be affected by the gentleman's amendment. 

 
No one who wants any level of protection, no matter how minimal it is on the California desert, 
could support the amendment of the gnetleman from California [Mr. Dannemeyer]. 

 
The gentleman from California [Mr. Lewis] did not have this provision in his substitute before us 
last week. Even in the substitute of the gentleman from California [Mr. Lewis] the findings state: 

 
It is in the national interst that these wilderness areas be promptly designated as components 
of the National Wilderness Preservation system. 

 
The purpose of this amendment is to make sure that they are never designated. It is an 
amendment to delay forever. 

 
But what about the economic consequencies? It is not as if they had not been studied. 

Again I quote from the U.S. Geological Survey: 

The prospects for future mineral discoveries in the Mojave are relatively poor. In the parlance of 
mineral resources, this does not appear to be an area of world calss deposits. 

 
None of the 14 minerals identified by the Office of Technology Assessment of meeting the criteria 
for strategic minerals is produced anywhere in the Calfiornia desert conservation area. 

 
The Mountain Pass Mine which produces 97 percent of the U.S. output of rare earth minerals is 
excluded from the boundaries of the Mojave Monument. 

 
This idea that there are thousands of jobs lost is ludicrous. In 1990, the U.S. Department of 
Commerce statistics state there were 1,100 mining jobs in all of San Bernardino County, and 
understand that the mines in wilderness areas are protected. Understand that the other major 
ones have been taken out. Understand that when the national monument is created there will be 
many, many new jobs associated with that monument in its place. 

 
Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from California [Mr. Levine]. 

 
(Mr. LEVINE of California asked and was given permission to revise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. LEVINE of California. Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I actually think in general in concept the idea of an economic impact statement 
has some merit, I do not believe it has any merit as applied to this particular bill for several 
reasons. 

 
First of all, this bill has been around now for 5 years. This is the third Congress that has looked 
at this bill. We have had extensive hearings. 

 
This proposal, this suggestion, has never been made at the committee level, has never been 
made at the subcommittee level, and frankly what an impact statement would be designed to 
review has been studied very thoroughly in the deliberations leading up to the floor consideration 
of this bill. 

 
As the gentleman from California [Mr. Lehman] has indicated, mines within the boundaries of 
this legislation are protected. 

 
This does not put people out of work. This does not cost jobs. This bill simply does not deal with 



any of the things that the author of the amendment suggested that it would do. 
 
The fact of the matter is that this is a proposal in terms of Death Valley, in terms of Johua Tree, 
in terms of the East Mojave. It has been looked at carefully. It has been analyzed carefully. 

 
The economic consequences of these provisions have been evaluated and analyzed and studied 
and all the representations that have been made have been found wanting. 

 
I would say that if there was a serious suggestion to have an economic impact statement, that 
that could have been made at any point in time during the 5 years in which this bill was 
considered, but to bring it up today at the 11th hour on the House floor and to support it with a 
range of arguments that have been repudiated thoroughly throughout this process simply is an 
effort again to delay extraordinarily important desert protection legislation that Congress should 
act upon positively today. 

 
Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
Vento]. 

 
Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the amendment. 

 
The Dannemeyer amendment providing for an economic impact statement may sound appealing 
on the surface, but I assure my colleagues that this would lead us into unchartered waters. 

 
The bottom line of this amendment as an example states that the Secretary of the Interior shall 
pay to any person who incurs any economic loss as the result of land designation the amount of 
that loss. 

 
Then it goes on to include all sorts of tangible and intangible losses, an appeals process. This 
could subject the Federal Government to unreasonable and unlimited costs. 

 
Where is the CBO estimate on this? 

 
The fact of the matter is they have been arguing in the courts and the Supreme Court for years 
about whether the classification or zoning of land is an authority of the National Government or 
any local government. 

 
This particular amendment makes a finding in favor of the landowners. It comes down and states 
that classification changes must be paid for by the Federal Government. 

 
The truth of the matter is that we have very little understanding of many of the impacts of the 
environmental classification and the species. The fauna and flora. We ought to do a much better 
job regarding the science of such ecosystems. 

 
[*H11385] This is not a debate about the Endangered Species Act. This is simply a stumbling 

block that is attempting to be placed in the way of the designation of the California Desert Act, 
and as such it should be defeated. 

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

 
Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from California [Mr. Lewis]. 

 
Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, I thank my colleague, the delegate from Guam [Mr. Blaz] 
for yielding to me. 

 
I want to say one more time to the Members that I appreciate the very fine job the gentleman 
has done in helping to add some balance to this debate. 



 

Mr. Chairman, it was suggested earlier by the gentleman from California [Mr. Levine] and others 
that I did not include an economic impact statement in my substitute. 

 
Mr. Chairman, we do have economic impacts regarding this bill versus the substitute that I had 
before the House the other day. The Bureau of Land Management did give us a guesstimate. If 
H.R. 2929 became law, the cost would be somewhere between $290 million and $610 million. 

 
If our substitute had been implemented instead, the Bureau of Land Management suggested the 
spread might be between $45 million and $170 million. 

 
To say the least, there is a huge difference reflected in these estimates. 

 
The guesstimates were that if H.R. 29 was implemented that the loss of jobs would be in the 
neighborhood of 20,000 jobs, versus less than 2,000 jobs in the substitute. 

 
Indeed, this proposal is going to have a huge economic effect. Detailed economic impact analysis 
is appropriate for H.R. 2929 since it was not a product of a public process. 

 
Let me make the point in this way: Two organizations have very sizable holdings in this territory. 
The California Public Employees Retirement System has large holdings that they had planned to 
be developed for the benefit of retirees. Everybody admits that there is potential resource value 
that has not been evaluated or tapped. 

 
The California Teachers Association has similar holdings. Their retirees are at risk without 
effective evaluation of the underlying resource potential here. To suggest that economic impact 
evaluation would not help them in their eventual decisions as to what is required for a trade of 
land, for example, is unreasonable. 

 
These lands have great economic potential for the retired teachers of California and for the 
retired employees of California. 

 
Mr. Chairman, are the ranking members suggesting that we should ask them to trade their land 
without an economic evaluation first? Certainly not. 

 
Mr. Dannemeyer is simply suggesting that, up front, such evaluation should be made because 
the studies, the detailed have not been done. The people who will lose if you do not accept this 
kind of approach are the people of California. A very significant number of the landholders are 
the retired former employees of the people of California. 

 
Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from California [Mr. Dannemeyer]. 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. I thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Let me tell my colleagues just what my amendment would do. It would require the Secretary to 
determine that environmental benefits must outweigh economic losses or costs before land in the 
above sections can be designated. Now, that is a balance in our law that I think is missing in a 
very significant way today because what we have done -- look at this map. At least a third of the 
western part of the United States is already in public ownership. 

 
How much land is enough? How much land does the environmental party need before it satisfies 
its lust to take all land in private ownership and put it into public ownership? 

 
Now, it may create a world where we have clean air and clean water in America, but I ask you 
one simple question: Where are the jobs going to be for the people of this country who want to 
work and make a living? Somebody has to watch out for these people, and that is what this 



amendment does. It just says there has got to be balance when we make these environmental 
decisions. 

 
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Guam [Mr. Blaz] has expired. 

Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike the penultimate word. 

Mr. Chairman, first of all, contrary to the presentation just made, there is no increase in the 
amount of Federal land owned under this legislation. The land that is being changed is having its 
designation changed, not its ownership. The Federal Government owns the land now, and the 
Federal Government will continue to own the land in the future. We are changing the way in 
which the land is managed. 

 
The provisions in the bill allowing for acquisition on a case-by-case basis in the future provide for 
exchange of land. Again, there is not going to be a change in the value of land owned by the 
Federal Government, and probably not in the amount. 

 
So that is not really an issue here. The CBO estimate of the cost of this legislation shows that it 
is negligible. As far as mining is concerned, it says: 

 
Loss of receipts from mining activities relative to current law, we do not expect the loss of 
receipts to the Federal Government from mineral leasing activities to be significant over the next 
5 years. 

 
The report shows zero, zero outlays for 1990, 1991, 1992, 1993, 1994, and 1995. 

 
The costs here are not significant. The great cost is not acting to protect the desert. The great 
cost is to those of us in California and those around the country if we fail to act to save the 
desert now while we still have a chance. 

 
Are we going to let amendments like this drive off the day of decision until it is too late to protect 
the endangered species? Until it is too late to protect the land from total degradation? 

 
Or are we going to do it now while we still have a chance? 

That is the issue. That is the heart of the matter. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Vento]. 

Mr. VENTO. I thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman's amendment goes to a different direction; it has nothing to do 
with public ownership of land versus nonpublic. It has to do with how we conduct the policy on 
public lands, the designations. He is saying that the Secretary "shall pay to any person who 
incurs an economic loss as a result of land designation, that means zoning, the amount that that 
loss, including," and then he goes through all that. So he is on uncharted waters in terms of in 
fact committing the Congress and the U.S. Government to such payment. 

 
The other thing the gentleman says is that we are going to turn over to the Secretary of the 
Interior the right to make the decision on how this land should be designated. 

 
Well, Mr. Chairman, the reason that our committee has so many measures on the floor is 
because Congress has reserved to itself the right to make designations as to wilderness, as to 
parks and other uses of our land. 

 
We do not give that job to the bureaucrats the unelected in this country. We think it is an 



important decision that ought to rest with Congress. 
 
I do not care if it is done under an economic impact statement excuse or done on some other 
basis; in other words, Congress ought to be involved in the terms of making such decisions. 

 
I think that that by itself is enough reason to vote "no" on this amendment. We should not 
transfer this unlimited power in the California desert to the Secretary of the Interior or to anyone 
else. We ought to make the decisions on the floor ourselves with regard to wilderness, with 
regard to parks and monuments. That is what we have been struggling to do this week, and I 
hope we will do so by defeating this poorly crafted amendment. 

 
Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from California [Mr. Levine]. 

(Mr. LEVINE of California asked and was given permission to revise and extend his remarks.) 

[*H11386]  Mr. LEVINE of California. I thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, in a nutshell this amendment is an amendment designed to kill desert protection. 
Let us be candid about what we are trying to do here. 

 
This is an amendment that seeks to impose requirements on this legislation that simply cannot 
be met. It is impossible, it is simply impossible to quantify the educational, the scientific, the 
scenic, the historic, and natural values associated with preserving desert lands for future 
generations. That is the essence of this legislation. 

 
One point on cost: Mr. Lewis raises a number of cost figures. It is important to understand that 
CBO spells out $6 million in cost beyond those that are currently undertaken by the Federal 
Government in order to provide this type of desert protection. 

 
For an additional $6 million a year, that is an extraordinary good deal for the American taxpayer, 
for the American citizen and those future taxpayer, for the American citizen and those future 
generations who will, I think, be pleased that this legislation is enacted into law. 

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

The CHAIRMAN. All time has expired. 

The question is on the amendment offered by the gentleman from California [Mr. Dannemeyer]. 

The question was taken; and the Chairman announced that the noes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Chairman, I demand a recorded vote. 
 
A recorded vote was ordered. 

 
The vote was taken by electronic device, and there were -- ayes 110, noes 316, not voting 8, as 
follows: 

 
(See Roll No. 432 in the ROLL segment.) 

 
Mr. GLICKMAN changed his vote from "aye" to "no." 

So the amendment was rejected. 



The result of the vote was announced as above recorded. 
 
The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to consider amendment No. 8 printed in House Report 102- 
314. 

 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. NICHOLS 

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

 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Nichols: Page 61, line 17, insert "(a)" after "Sec. 609. 

Page 61, after line 19, insert the following: 

(b) Effective Date. -- This section shall take effect in the fiscal year following the first fiscal year 
after the date of enactment of this Act in which Federal revenues are equal to or greater than 
Federal expenditures. 

 
The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. Nichols] will be recognized for 5 
minutes, and a Member opposed will be recognized for 5 minutes. 

 
Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I am opposed to the amendment. 

 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from California [Mr. Lehman] will be recognized for 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. Nichols]. 

Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself such time as I may consume. 
 
(Mr. NICHOLS asked and was given permission to revise and extend his remarks.) 

 
Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Chairman, the Department of Interior already faces a budget shortfall of 
astronomical proportions. When I say astronomical, I mean approaching $8 1/2 to $10 1/2 
billion. That may not seem like much here in Washington, but that is an awful lot of money to 
the citizens of this country. 

 
To break that down, this means that the U.S. Department of the Interior already faces a $3 to $5 
billion backlog of land acquisition -- a $5 billion backlog in major repairs and construction -- and 
a $375 million shortfall in their annual operations budget. [*H11387] Why are we proposing to 
spend more money than the department has? 

 
We, as a nation, must learn fiscal responsibility. We are writing checks on a line of credit that 
long ago went bad -- the pot of gold is empty. We have absolutely no right, no right whatsoever, 
to authorize any additional spending unless it is an urgent investment in the ongoing prosperity 
and well-being of the citizen taxpayers of this country. And that, my colleagues, is why I offer 
this amendment today. 

 
I am not against protecting the very fragile and uniquely beautiful environment and ecosystem of 
the California desert. I have visited the area with my family. We have driven through Death 
Valley and marveled at the region. 

 
I wholeheartedly understand the desire to add to the already existing expanses of protected 
desert wilderness in the California desert. However, now is not the time. Not with a record 



deficit of $269 billion this year alone. Not at a time when our Government needs to drastically 
reevaluate its spending practices. Not when the taxpayers of our Nation are frustrated by the 
political process that is supposed to be protecting them. 

 
My amendment merely places a condition on the expenditures of funds for the enactment of this 
act until Congress is able to balance the budget. 

 
All across America, families are having to carefully limit their spending for the upcoming holiday 
season, while Congress continues to spend like everyday is Christmas. Why can't this great body, 
full of so many honorable and distinguished Members, use good, sound judgment when it comes 
to spending money. The time to reduce spending is not some time in the future, it is now... 

 
I urge you to vote "aye" on my balanced budget amendment. 

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

Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 1 minute. 
 
This is not a balanced budget amendment. In fact, it has nothing to do with the balanced budget. 
All of the expenditures by the Park Service can continue to go on even with this amendment. 

 
All the amendment affects is the ability of the Federal Government to enter into the land 
exchange after 1996 with the State teachers retirement system in California. Under this 
amendment none of those exchanges will be allowed to take place. Those exchanges are not 
going to cost the Federal Government any money. 

 
As the bill states, property will be exchanged value for value and we will have an even playing 
field. 

 
We have done that to ensure that the Federal Government does not lose any money and that the 
State teachers retirement system is held whole in its land holdings and so that we can 
consolidate the national monument. 

 
This amendment will not pay them any money. It will place a hardship on the State teachers 
retirement system and do great damage to this bill. 

 
Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Vento]. 

 
Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the Nichols so-called balanced-budget 
amendment. The fact of the matter is that almost all these lands that are being designated here 
are already managed by the Federal land management agencies, by the Park Service, by the 
Bureau of Land Management. So we are transferring some of these lands from the jurisdiction of 
the BLM to the Park Service. There may be some turf battles involved, but the fact of the matter 
is the money within the Department of the Interior can flow to the Park Service in these 
instances. 

 
Likewise, they may, for instance, as we look at these designations, we are asking the BLM to 
manage some of the lands as wilderness area and releasing other lands from being managed as 
wilderness. 

 
Furthermore the private land would be insignificant because most of this is public land. 

 
I would challenge the gentleman's figures that he has on the chart concerning the backlog; the 
figure is closer to $3 billion. In any case the land acquisition funding is not based on a pot of 
gold. It is based on a pot of oil, offshore Continental Shelf receipts, the land-water conservation 
fund which are credited to the land-water acquisition programs which has over $7 billion 



available until appropriated. 
 
Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from California [Mr. 
Cunningham]. 

 
(Mr. CUNNINGHAM asked and was given permission to revise and extend his remarks.) 

 
Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Smoke and mirrors, Mr. Chairman. They say there will be no cost. What 
about the cost of the 20,000 jobs that will be lost? 

 
I would hate to manage millions of dollars and millions of acres myself. The gentleman said it is 
all BLM land. I thought we were just talking about exchange of millions of acres of land that 
would come into this. Who is going to maintain that? Who is going to maintain the roads? Who is 
going to maintain the water? Who is going to maintain the rest of it? 

We the taxpayers are going to do that. It is going to take this public land off the tax rolls. 

What about the revenue from the mineral sources? The other side of the aisle and many 
Members on this side of the aisle are always looking for alternative fuel sources. What about the 
geothermal that will not be looked into because this bill only covers, as I understand it, existing 
lines, existing coverages. 

 
Some of my friends say, I've got to protect my environment vote. My heart bleeds for them. How 
about protecting the people instead of their environmental vote? 

 
Take a look at the map that was up here before. If Members on the east coast had to live with 
the amount of Government-owned land, I do not think they could stand it. Remember the four 
Congressmen that represent that area want "no" on 2929 and "yes" on this amendment. 

 
Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute and 30 seconds to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. Levine]. 

 
Mr. LEVINE of California. Mr. Chairman, I will just mention briefly that the common thrust of 
these amendments is to do one thing. It is to delay this bill so long that California desert 
protection will never occur. I do not know that there is a coordinated effort with regard to these 
amendments. I suspect there is not. But there is one common theme. It is delay, delay, delay 
until this basically cannot occur. 

 
The other point that I just want to emphasize is that that the subcommittee chairman 
emphasized. We have gone to great lengths to protect the retired teachers of the States of 
California in this bill. The lands that are being exchanged are lands that are very important to the 
retired teachers in California. This provision would hurt California's retired teachers by blocking 
the exchange that has been very carefully worked out and that the State retired teachers and 
the public lands commission are strongly supporting. 

 
I strongly urge a "no" vote on this amendment. 

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

 
Mr. LEVINE of California. I yield to the gentleman from Minnesota. 

 
Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, the House had a similar amendment before us when we were dealing 
with the Flint Hills Prairie Park. That amendment was defeated on a vote of 153 to 249. I think 
the House would do well to defeat this amendment on the same basis it defeated that 
amendment. 



Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from Texas [Mr. DeLay]. 
 
Mr. DeLAY. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the gentleman from California trying to make this my 
amendment by saying this is delay, delay, delay, delay, but I must point out that it is the 
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. Nichols] that brought the amendment and it is not a delay tactic. 
What it is is fiscal responsibility. 

 
What we are saying is right now we cannot pay for the land that we have tried to acquire. I am 
told that the Park Service is in arrears right now $4 [*H11388]  billion to $5 billion, trying to pay 
for the land they have already acquired. Since they cannot pay for it, land not only in this desert 
but in other areas of the country, this land cannot be used, it cannot be sold, nobody will use it. 
It is amazing to me that if we do not have the money now to pay for land, and we do not have 
the money, even if it is not true, I am just told that it is true, but even if it is not true, we do not 
have the money when we are talking about a $350 billion deficit, we do not have the money for 
this kind of action. All the gentleman is saying is we cannot do it until we have the money. 

 
Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from Calfornia [Mr. 
Miller], the chairman of the full committee. 

 
Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chairman, I would hope that we would reject this amendment. I 
think we should understand that what is happening in this legislation is that we seek for the most 
part the exchange of lands. There are very substantial private inholdings within the boundaries 
of this area. Many in the private sector would like to exchange those lands out. Their lands are 
not productive for any economic purpose. They are valuable from an environmental point of 
view, from a cultural point of view, from an anthropological point of view, but the fact is they 
have no economic value for that company, that holding. They believe they can trade those off for 
lands of economic value which they can then use, they can use in their endeavors to create jobs, 
to create economic activity. We will be able to put the park and the monument and others 
together for the purposes of better management. 

 
So this makes sense all around. This is a win-win. This allows the private sector to go out and 
utilize its expertise and talents on those lands. It allows the public sector to have the most 
economical unit in order to run. This is a very foolish amendment. 

 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from California [Mr. Lehman] has 45 seconds remaining. 

Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself the 45 seconds. 

Again, this amendment has nothing to do with anything except some land that The State 
teachers' retirement system in California owns. It has nothing to do with pruchasing any other 
land. The provisions of the bill allow that the State of California, the State lands commission, 
may exchange those lands with lands offered to it by the Federal Government after the year 
1996. That is all we allow for in the bill. 

 
The losers, if this amendment is going to pass, are going to be the State of California and the 
State teachers' retirement system in California, an innocent party. It is not going to be anything 
else and it is not going to be anyone else. 

 
We have carefully worked out the compromise with the State lands commission and the state 
teachers' retirement system over months and months of work. This House should abide by that 
work at this time. 

 
The CHAIRMAN. All time has expired. 

 
The question is on the amendment offered by the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. Nichols]. 



The question was taken; and the Chairman announced that the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Chairman, I demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic device, and there were -- ayes 133, noes 292, not voting 9, as 
follows: 

 
(See Roll No. 433 in the ROLL segment.) 

 
Mr. MOODY change is vote from "aye" to "no." 

 
Mr. JAMES and Mr. RAY changed their vote from "no" to "aye." 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced as above recorded. 
 
The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to consider amendment No. 10, printed in House Report 102- 
314. 

 
[*H11389] AMENDMENT AS MODIFIED OFFERED BY MR. BLAZ 

Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment as modified. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will designate the amendment as modified. 

The text of the amendment, as modified, is as follows: 

Amendment as modified; offered by Mr. Blaz; instead of the matter proposed to be inserted, 
insert the following: 

 
Page 65, after line 15, add the following new title: 

TITLE VIII -- MILITARY LANDS AND OVERFLIGHTS 

SEC. 801. SHORT TITLE AND FINDINGS. 

(a) Short Title. -- This title may be cited as the "California Military Lands Withdrawal and 
Overflights Act of 1991". 

 
(b) Findings. -- The Congress finds that -- 

 
(1) the Federal lands within the desert regions of California have provided essential opportunities 
for military training, research, and development for the Armed Forces of the United States and 
allied nations; 

 
(2) alternative sites for military training and other military activities carried out on Federal lands 
in the California desert area are not readily available; 

 
(3) while changing world conditions have lessened to some extent the immediacy of military 
threats to the national security of the United States and its allies, there remains a need for 
military training, research, and development activities of the types that have been carried out on 



Federal lands in the California desert area; and 
 
(4) continuation of existing military training, research, and development activities, under 
appropriate terms and conditions, is not incompatible with the protection and proper 
management of the natural, environmental, cultural, and other resources and values of the 
Federal lands in the California desert area. 

 
SEC. 802. WITHDRAWALS. 

 
(a) China Lake. -- (1) Subject to valid existing rights and except as otherwise provided in this 
title, the Federal lands referred to in paragraph (2), and all other areas within the boundary of 
such lands as depicted on the map specified in such paragraph which may become subject to the 
operation of the public land laws, are hereby withdrawn from all forms of appropriation under the 
public land laws (including the mining laws and the mineral leasing laws). Such lands are 
reserved for use by the Secretary of the Navy for -- 

 
(A) use as a research, development, test, and evaluation laboratory; 

(B) use as a range for air warfare weapons and weapon systems; 

(C) use as a high hazard training area for aerial gunnery, rocketry, electronic warfare and 
countermeasures, tactical maneuvering and air support; and 

 
(D) subject to the requirements of section 804(f), other defense-related purposes consistent with 
the purposes specified in this paragraph. 

 
(2) The lands referred to in paragraph (1) are the Federal lands, located within the boundaries of 
the China Lake Naval Weapons Center, comprising approximately 1,100,000 acres in Inyo, Kern, 
and San Bernardino Counties, California, as generally depicted on a map entitled "China Lake 
Naval Weapons Center Withdrawal -- Proposed", dated January 1985, and filed in accordance 
with section 803. 

 
(b) Chocolate Mountain. -- (1) Subject to valid existing rights and except as otherwise provided 
in this title, the Federal lands referred to in paragraph (2), and all other areas within the 
boundary of such lands as depicted on the map specified in such paragraph which may become 
subject to the operation of the public land laws, are hereby withdrawn from all forms of 
appropriation under the public land laws (including the mining laws and the mineral leasing and 
the geothermal leasing laws). Such lands are reserved for use by the Secretary of the Navy for -- 

 
(A) testing and training for aerial bombing, missile firing, tactical maneuvering and air support; 
and 

 
(B) subject to the provisions of section 804(f), other defense-related purposes consistent with 
the purposes specified in this paragraph. 

 
(2) The lands referred to in paragraph (1) are the Federal lands comprising approximately 
226,711 acres in Imperial County, California, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Chocolate 
Mountain Aerial Gunnery Range Proposed -- Withdrawal" dated November 1991 and filed in 
accordance with section 803. 

 
SEC. 803. MAPS AND LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS. 

 
(a) Publication and Filing Requirement. -- As soon as practicable after the date of enactment of 
this title, the Secretary of the Interior shall -- 

 
(1) publish in the Federal Register a notice containing the legal description of the lands 



withdrawn and reserved by this title; and 
 
(2) file maps and the legal description of the lands withdrawn and reserved by this title with the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Resources of the United States Senate and with the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs of the United States House of Representatives. 

 
(b) Technical Corrections. -- Such maps and legal descriptions shall have the same force and 
effect as if they were included in this title except that the Secretary of the Interior may correct 
clerical and typographical errors in such maps and legal descriptions. 

 
(c) Availability for Public Inspection. -- Copies of such maps and legal descriptions shall be 
available for public inspection in the Office of the Director of the Bureau of Land Management, 
Washington, District of Columbia; the Office of the Director, California State Office of the Bureau 
of Land Management, Sacramento, California; the office of the commander of the Naval Weapons 
Center, China Lake, California; the office of the commanding officer, Marine Corps Air Station, 
Yuma Arizona; and the Office of the Secretary of Defense, Washington, District of Columbia. 

 
(d) Reimbursement. -- The Secretary of Defense shall reimburse the Secretary of the Interior for 
the cost of implementing this section. 

 
SEC. 804. MANAGEMENT OF WITHDRAWN LANDS. 

 
(a) Management by the Secretary of the Interior. -- (1) Except as provided in subsection (g), 
during the period of the withdrawal the Secretary of the Interior shall manage the lands 
withdrawn under section 802 pursuant to the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 
(43 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.) and other applicable law, including this title. 

 
(2) To the extent consistent with applicable law and Executive orders, the lands withdrawn under 
section 802 may be managed in a manner permitting -- 

 
(A) the continuation of grazing pursuant to applicable law and Executive orders where permitted 
on the date of enactment of this title; 

 
(B) protection of wildlife and wildlife habitat; 

(C) control of predatory and other animals; 

(D) recreation (but only on lands withdrawn by section 802(a) (relating to China Lake)); 
 
(E) the prevention and appropriate suppression of brush and range fires resulting from 
nonmilitary activities; and 

(F) geothermal leasing on the lands withdrawn under section 802(a) (relating to China Lake). 

(3)(A) All nonmilitary use of such lands, including the uses described in paragraph (2), shall be 
subject to such conditions and restrictions as may be necessary to permit the military use of 
such lands for the purposes specified in or authorized pursuant to this title. 

 
(B) The Secretary of the Interior may issue any lease, easement, right-of-way, or other 
authorization with respect to the nonmilitary use of such lands only with the concurrence of the 
Secretary of the Navy. 

 
(b) Closure to Public. -- (1) If the Secretary of the Navy determines that military operations, 
public safety, or national security require the closure to public use of any road, trail, or other 
portion of the lands withdrawn by this title, the Secretary may take such action as the Secretary 
determines necessary or desirable to effect and maintain such closure. 



 

(2) Any such closure shall be limited to the minimum areas and periods which the Secretary of 
the Navy determines are required to carry out this subsection. 

 
(3) Before and during any closure under this subsection, the Secretary of the Navy shall -- 

(A) keep appropriate warning notices posted; and 

(B) take appropriate steps to notify the public concerning such closures. 
 
(c) Management Plan. -- The Secretary of the Interior (after consultation with the Secretary of 
the Navy) shall develop a plan for the management of each area withdrawn under section 802 
during the period of such withdrawal. Each plan shall -- 

 
(1) be consistent with applicable law; 

 
(2) be subject to conditions and restrictions specified in subsection (a)(3); 

 
(3) include such provisions as may be necessary for proper management and protection of the 
resources and values of such area; and 

 
(4) be developed not later than three years after the date of enactment of this title. 

 
(d) Brush and Range Fires. -- The Secretary of the Navy shall take necessary precautions to 
prevent and suppress brush and range fires occurring within and outside the lands withdrawn 
under section 802 as a result of military activities and may seek assistance from the Bureau of 
Land Management in the suppression of such fires. The memorandum of understanding required 
by subsection (e) shall provide for Bureau of Land Management assistance in the suppression of 
such fires, and for a transfer of funds from the Department of the Navy to the Bureau of Land 
Management as compensation for such assistance. 

 
(e) Memorandum of Understanding. -- (1) The Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary of the 
Navy shall (with respect to each land withdrawal under section 802) enter into a memorandum 
of understanding to implement the management plan developed under subsection (c). Any such 
memorandum of understanding shall provide that the Director of the Bureau of Land 
Management shall provide assistance in the suppression of fires resulting from the military use of 
lands withdrawn under section 802 if requested by the Secretary of the Navy. 

 
[*H11390] (2) The duration of any such memorandum shall be the same as the period of the 

withdrawal of the lands under section 802. 
 
(f) Additional Military Uses. -- (1) Lands withdrawn by section 802 may be used for defense- 
related uses other than those specified in such section. The Secretary of Defense shall promptly 
notify the Secretary of the Interior in the event that the lands withdrawn by this title will be used 
for defense-related purposes other than those specified in section 802. Such notification shall 
indicate the additional use or uses involved, the proposed duration of such uses, and the extent 
to which such additional military uses of the withdrawn lands will require that additional or more 
stringent conditions or restrictions be imposed on otherwise-permitted nonmilitary uses of the 
withdrawn land or portions thereof. 

 
(g) Management of China Lake. -- (1) The Secretary of the Interior may assign the management 
responsibility for the lands withdrawn under section 802(a) to the Secretary of the Navy who 
shall manage such lands, and issue leases, easements, rights-of-way, and other authorizations, 
in accordance with this title and cooperative management arrangements between the Secretary 
of the Interior and the Secretary of the Navy. In the case that the Secretary of the Interior 
assigns such management responsibility to the Secretary of the Navy before the development of 



the management plan under subsection (c), the Secretary of the Navy (after consultation with 
the Secretary of the Interior) shall develop such management plan. 

 
(2) The Secretary of the Interior shall be responsible for the issuance of any lease, easement, 
right-of-way, and other authorization with respect to any activity which involves both the lands 
withdrawn under section 802(a) and any other lands. Any such authorization shall be issued only 
with the consent of the Secretary of the Navy and, to the extent that such activity involves lands 
withdrawn under section 802(a), shall be subject to such conditions as the Secretary of the Navy 
may prescribe. 

 
(3) The Secretary of the Navy shall prepare and submit to the Secretary of the Interior an annual 
report on the status of the natural and cultural resources and values of the lands withdrawn 
under section 802(a). The Secretary of the Interior shall transmit such report to the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs of the House of Representatives and the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources of the Senate. 

 
(4) The Secretary of the Navy shall be responsible for the management of wild horses and burros 
located on the lands withdrawn under section 802(a) and may utilize helicopters and motorized 
vehicles for such purposes. Such management shall be in accordance with laws applicable to 
such management on public lands and with an appropriate memorandum of understanding 
between the Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary of the Navy. 

 
(5) Neither this title nor any other provision of law shall be construed to prohibit the Secretary of 
the Interior from issuing and administering any lease for the development and utilization of 
geothermal steam and associated geothermal resources on the lands withdrawn under section 
802(a) pursuant to the Geothermal Steam Act of 1970 (30 U.S.C. 1001 et seq.) and other 
applicable law, but no such lease shall be issued without the concurrence of the Secretary of the 
Navy. 

 
(6) This title shall not affect the geothermal exploration and development authority of the 
Secretary of the Navy under section 2689 of title 10, United States Code, except that the 
Secretary of the Navy shall obtain the concurrence of the Secretary of the Interior before taking 
action under that section with respect to the lands withdrawn under section 802(a). 

 
SEC. 805. DURATION OF WITHDRAWALS. 

 
(a) Duration. -- The withdrawal and reservation established by this title shall terminate 15 years 
after the date of enactment of this title. 

 
(b) Draft Environmental Impact Statement. -- No later than 12 years after the date of enactment 
of this title, the Secretary of the Navy shall publish a draft environmental impact statement 
concerning continued or renewed withdrawal of any portion of the lands withdrawn by this title 
for which that Secretary intends to seek such continued or renewed withdrawal. Such draft 
environmental impact statement shall be consistent with the requirements of the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) applicable to such a draft 
environmental impact statement. Prior to the termination date specified in subsection (a), the 
Secretary of the Navy shall hold a public hearing on any draft environmental impact statement 
published pursuant to this subsection. Such hearing shall be held in the State of California in 
order to receive public comments on the alternatives and other matters included in such draft 
environmental impact statement. 

 
(c) Extensions or Renewals. -- The withdrawals established by this title may not be extended or 
renewed except by an Act or joint resolution. 

 
SEC. 806. ONGOING DECONTAMINATION. 



(a) Program. -- Throughout the duration of the withdrawals made by this title, the Secretary of 
the Navy, to the extent funds are made available, shall maintain a program of decontamination 
of lands withdrawn by this title at least at the level of decontamination activities performed on 
such lands in fiscal year 1986. 

 
(b) Reports. -- At the same time as the President transmits to the Congress the President's 
proposed budget for the first fiscal year beginning after the date of enactment of this title and for 
each subsequent fiscal year, the Secretary of the Navy shall transmit to the Committees on 
Appropriations, Armed Services, and Energy and Natural Resources of the Senate and to the 
Committees on Appropriations, Armed Services, and Interior and Insular Affairs of the House of 
Representatives a description of the decontamination efforts undertaken during the previous 
fiscal year on such lands and the decontamination activities proposed for such lands during the 
next fiscal year including: 

 
(1) amounts appropriated and obligated or expended for decontamination of such lands; 

(2) the methods used to decontaminate such lands; 

(3) amount and types of contaminants removed from such lands; 
 
(4) estimated types and amounts of residual contamination on such lands; and 

 
(5) an estimate of the costs for full decontamination of such lands and the estimate of the time 
to complete such decontamination. 

 
SEC. 807. REQUIREMENTS FOR RENEWAL. 

 
(a) Notice and Filing. -- (1) No later than three years prior to the termination of the withdrawal 
and reservation established by this title, the Secretary of the Navy shall advise the Secretary of 
the Interior as to whether or not the Secretary of the Navy will have a continuing military need 
for any of the lands withdrawn under section 802 after the termination date of such withdrawal 
and reservation. 

 
(2) If the Secretary of the Navy concludes that there will be a continuing military need for any of 
such lands after the termination date, the Secretary shall file an application for extension of the 
withdrawal and reservation of such needed lands in accordance with the regulations and 
procedures of the Department of the Interior applicable to the extension of withdrawals of lands 
for military uses. 

 
(3) If, during the period of withdrawal and reservation, the Secretary of the Navy decides to 
relinquish all or any of the lands withdrawn and reserved by this title, the Secretary shall file a 
notice of intention to relinquish with the Secretary of the Interior. 

 
(b) Contamination. -- (1) Before transmitting a notice of intention to relinquish pursuant to 
subsection (a), the Secretary of Defense, acting through the Department of Navy, shall prepare a 
written determination concerning whether and to what extent the lands that are to be 
relinquished are contaminated with explosive, toxic, or other hazardous materials. 

(2) A copy of such determination shall be transmitted with the notice of intention to relinquish. 

(3) Copies of both the notice of intention to relinquish and the determination concerning the 
contaminated state of the lands shall be published in the Federal Register by the Secretary of the 
Interior. 

 
(c) Decontamination. -- If any land which is the subject of a notice of intention to relinquish 
pursuant to subsection (a) is contaminated, and the Secretary of the Interior, in consultation 



with the Secretary of the Navy, determines that decontamination is practicable and economically 
feasible (taking into consideration the potential future use and value of the land) and that upon 
decontamination, the land could be opened to operation of some or all of the public land laws, 
including the mining laws, the Secretary of the Navy shall decontaminate the land to the extent 
that funds are appropriated for such purpose. 

 
(d) Alternatives. -- If the Secretary of the Interior, after consultation with the Secretary of the 
Navy, concludes that decontamination of any land which is the subject of a notice of intention to 
relinquish pursuant to subsection (a) is not practicable or economically feasible, or that the land 
cannot be decontaminated sufficiently to be opened to operation of some or all of the public land 
laws, or if Congress does not appropriate a sufficient amount of funds for the decontamination of 
such land, the Secretary of the Interior shall not be required to accept the land proposed for 
relinquishment. 

 
(e) Status of Contaminated Lands. -- If, because of their contaminated state, the Secretary of 
the Interior declines to accept jurisdiction over lands withdrawn by this title which have been 
proposed for relinquishment, or if at the expiration of the withdrawal made by this title the 
Secretary of the Interior determines that some of the lands withdrawn by this title are 
contaminated to an extent which prevents opening such contaminated lands to operation of the 
public land laws -- 

 
(1) the Secretary of the Navy shall take appropriate steps to warn the public of the contaminated 
state of such lands and any risks associated with entry onto such lands; 

 
(2) after the expiration of the withdrawal, the Secretary of the Navy shall undertake no activities 
on such lands except in connection with decontamination of such lands; and 

 
(3) the Secretary of the Navy shall report to the Secretary of the Interior and to the Congress 
concerning the status of such [*H11391] lands and all actions taken in furtherance of this 
subsection. 

 
(f) Revocation Authority. -- Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the Secretary of the 
Interior, upon deciding that it is in the public interest to accept jurisdiction over lands proposed 
for relinquishment pursuant to subsection (a), is authorized to revoke the withdrawal and 
reservation established by this title as it applies to such lands. Should the decision be made to 
revoke the withdrawal and reservation, the Secretary of the Interior shall publish in the Federal 
Register an appropriate order which shall -- 

 
(1) terminate the withdrawal and reservation; 

 
(2) constitute official acceptance of full jurisdiction over the lands by the Secretary of the 
Interior; and 

 
(3) state the date upon which the lands will be opened to the operation of some or all of the 
public lands laws, including the mining laws. 

 
SEC. 808. DELEGABILITY. 

 
(a) Defense. -- The functions of the Secretary of Defense or the Secretary of the Navy under this 
title may be delegated. 

 
(b) Interior. -- The functions of the Secretary of the Interior under this title may be delegated, 
except that an order described in section 807(f) may be approved and signed only by the 
Secretary of the Interior, the Under Secretary of the Interior, or an Assistant Secretary of the 
Department of the Interior. 



SEC. 809. HUNTING, FISHING, AND TRAPPING. 
 
All hunting, fishing, and trapping on the lands withdrawn by this title shall be conducted in 
accordance with the provisions of section 2671 of title 10, United States Code. 

 
SEC. 810. IMMUNITY OF UNITED STATES. 

 
The United States and all departments or agencies thereof shall be held harmless and shall not 
be liable for any injury or damage to persons or property suffered in the course of any 
geothermal leasing or other authorized nonmilitary activity conducted on lands described in 
section 802 of this title. 

 
SEC. 811. EL CENTRO RANGES. 

 
The Secretary of the Interior is authorized to permit the Secretary of the Navy to use until 
January 1, 1994, the approximately 44,870 acres of public lands in Imperial County, California, 
known as the East Mesa and West Mesa ranges, in accordance with the Memorandum of 
Understanding dated June 29, 1987, between the Bureau of Land Management, the Bureau of 
Reclamation, and the Department of the Navy. Such use shall be consistent with such 
Memorandum of Understanding and such additional terms and conditions as the Secretary of the 
Interior may require in order to protect the natural, scientific, environmental, cultural, and other 
resources and values of such lands and to minimize the extent to which use of such lands for 
military purposes impedes or restricts use of such or other public lands for other purposes. All 
military uses of such lands shall cease on January 1, 1994, unless authorized by subsequent Act 
of Congress. 

 
SEC. 812. MILITARY OVERFLIGHTS. 

 
(a) Disclaimer. -- Nothing in this Act shall preclude low-level overflights by military aircraft, the 
designation of new units of special airspace, or the use or establishment of military flight 
telephone routes over the new units of the National Park or National Wilderness Preservation 
Systems (or any additions to existing units of such Systems) designated by this Act. 

 
(b) Monitoring. -- The Secretary of the Interior shall monitor the effects of aircraft overflights on 
the resources and values of the units of the National Park System and National Wilderness 
Preservation System designated or expanded by this Act, and on visitor enjoyment of such units. 
The Secretary of the Interior shall actively seek the assistance of the Secretary of Defense, 
consistent with national security needs, to resolve concerns related to such overflights and to 
prevent, eliminate, or minimize the derogation of resources and values and of visitor enjoyment 
associated with overflight activities. 

 
The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the gentleman from Guam, Mr. BLAZ, will be recognized for 5 
minutes, and a member opposed will be recognized for 5 minutes. 

 
Does the gentleman from California [Mr. Lehman] oppose the amendment? 

Mr. LEHMAN of California. I do not, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from California [Mr. Lehman] does not oppose the amendment. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Guam [Mr. Blaz]. 

Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I have an inquiry then. If the gentleman from California [Mr. Lehman] 
does not oppose the amendment, since 10 minutes are allowed for this amendment, do I have 
10 minutes to dispense? 



The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will then ask is there any opposition to the amendment? 

Without objection, the gentleman from Guam [Mr. Blaz] will be recognized for 10 minutes. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself such time as I may consume. 
 
Mr. Chairman, prior to the debate I sought unanimous consent that the proposed Blaz 
amendment and the proposed vento amendment be merged. That was granted. My comments, 
then, relate to the Vento-Blaz formulation. 

 
Mr. Chairman, I offer this amendment in conjunction with Mr. Vento because it has become 
apparent to all of us that the end of the cold war has, sadly, not opened an era of world peace. 
Rather, the fall of the Iron Curtain has revealed an array of regional conflicts which previously 
had been concealed by the global nature of the stand-off between the United States and the 
Soviet Union. 

 
The Persian Gulf war is only one example of how these smaller conflicts can reach the United 
States with devastating impact. Or course, we all applaud the military cutbacks which the end of 
the cold war will permit. But we must not persuade ourselves that our military is superfluous. 
Indeed, if we learned anything from the Persian Gulf, it is that as our military becomes smaller, 
its training must be enhanced to assure that our vital interests as a Nation will be preserved. 

 
As technologically advanced as our arsenal is, it will prove no more effective than a club and a 
rock, unless the personnel who man it have acquired the necessary skills. The California desert 
provides the area and the facilities where these skills can be honed. This amendment, which I 
join Mr. Vento in offering, will help assure that when we must next send our young people in 
harm's way, they will be going forth fully prepared. It is the most that we can do for our brave 
men and women in uniform, and it is the least that should be expected of us as a Nation. 

 
I urge all my colleagues in the House to support this amendment. 

 
Mr. Chairman, it is my understanding since some of my colleagues on both sides would like some 
time, that I am now prepared to yield time to those who wish time. But before I yield to the 
gentleman who is standing, let me say I mentioned last week and I mentioned today again this 
gentleman absolutely enjoyed working with the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Vento], the 
gentleman from California [Mr. Lehman], and the gentleman from California [Mr. Miller], and the 
gentleman from California [Mr. Levine] as well. 

 
Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Vento]. 

(Mr. VENTO asked and was given permission to revise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of this amendment. As modified by the gentleman 
from Guam under his unanimous-consent request, the new Vento-Blaz amendment is similar to 
my own amendment, which is made in order under the rule. 

 
Mr. Chairman, this amendment would add to the bill provisions related to continued military use 
by the Navy of more than 1.3 million acres of Federal lands in the California desert and 
continued low-level overflights by military aircraft of other areas covered by the bill. 

 
The amendment is similar to a bill -- H.R. 3565 -- which I introduced last month and that was 
cosponsored by Chairman Miller of the Interior Committee and the gentlemen from California, 
Mr. Lehman and Mr. Levine. It is also similar to a bill, sponsored by our colleague from Maryland, 
Mrs. Byron, that the House passed in 1987 but on which the Senate did not complete action. 



 

The lands covered by this amendment have been used by the Navy for many yuears and for a 
variety of important purposes. Past withdrawals for military use have expired -- and under the 
Engle Act such withdrawals in peacetime can be renewed only by congressional action such as 
this amendment. 

 
The amendment would add a new title, title VIII, to the bill, It would renew the military 
withdrawal of the China Lake Naval Weapons Center and the Chocolate Mountain Aerial Gunnery 
Range and would also authorize continued military use of certain [*H11392]  other lands in 
Imperial County, CA, by the Navy. 

 
The Subcommittee on National Parks and Public Lands, which I chair, held a hearing on these 
provisions on November 5, and this Vento-Blaz amendment includes some revisions made in 
response to suggestions by the administration. 

 
For example, the amendment would delete from the Chocolate Mountain withdrawal 640 acres, 
as proposed by the Interior Department, to accommodate mineral exploration. At the hearing, 
the Defense Department indicated that this was acceptable to them. Similarly, language related 
to possible recreational use of the withdrawn lands has been narrowed so that it applies only to 
China Lake -- again, as suggested by the Interior Department. 

 
In the same way, this Vento-Blaz amendment includes language related to military overflights 
that is based on administration suggestions at that same hearing. That language would add to 
H.R. 2929 a provision stating that nothing in the bill is to be construed as precluding low-level 
military overflights of lands covered by the bill or as prohibiting either the designation of new 
units of special airspace of the establishment of military flight training routes over the lands 
covered by the bill. 

 
Mr. Chairman, provisions related to overflights are not actually a necessary part of this or any bill 
designating wilderness areas or to provide for adding lands to the National Park System. Such 
designations, by themselves, do not have any direct effect on low-level overflights, civilian or 
military, which are regulated by other existing laws and policies. 

 
However, because some have argued that enactment of legislation like H.R. 2929 could have 
such a direct effect on existing patterns of military overflights, I think adding language to clarify 
this matter may be helpful -- and that is what this amendment does. 

 
In summary, Mr. Chairman, this amendment will assure continued military use of the important 
China Lake and Chocolate Mountain areas, and will clarify that the designation of other California 
desert lands as wilderness or National Park System areas will not by itself block continued 
military overflights of those lands. I urge adoption of the amendment. 

 
Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I have an inquiry at this point. I must admit that I did not hear what 
was said at the beginning. Do I have 5 minutes or do I have 10 minutes? 

 
The CHAIRMAN. There was no Member rising in opposition. The gentleman from Guam [Mr. Blaz] 
had 10 minutes, and he has 3 1/2 minutes remaining. 

 
Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, in that case, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from California [Mr. 
Cunningham]. 

 
(Mr. CUNNINGHAM asked and was given permission to revise and extend his remarks.) 

 
Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I would like to have the Members of the House consider that, if 
they think there is no cost in H.R. 2929, when they come to pay for their parks and recreation on 
the east coast, think about where the money is going to come from. It is all going to California. 



 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to thank the gentleman from Guam [Mr. Blaz]. Not many people know 
General Blaz. He, as a boy, came from Guam, and looked at the 9th Marine Regiment and said, 
"I think I can do that." Well, General Blaz grew up to lead the 9th Marine Regiment and is very 
noteworthy in his attempts in what he is trying to do. 

 
However, Mr. Chairman, I would like to point out some shortfalls. I rise in support of the 
amendment of the gentleman from Guam [Mr. Blaz], but opposed to H.R. 2929. 

 
The amendment of the gentleman from Guam [Mr. Blaz] does a lot of different things. One of the 
points in the whip notice is it says 30 years for renewals. It is actually 15 years, as combined, as 
I understand it, with Mr. Vento's. One of the things with the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
Vento] is the El Centro ranges that go out in 1994. Those are the ranges where I, as a pilot, 
Jonathan Livingston Seagull trained on Inky Barley Pitty Baggage Rakey's Litter. That is where 
we drop our practice bombs, and I know that they can request a renewal, but then they have to 
support and requisition an environmental-impact statement, and the Navy has to give a report of 
decontamination. 

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

 
Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I yield to the gentleman from Minnesota. 

 
Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I would just point out that this is because they had not made a formal 
request under the Engel Act. We have no illusions about anything, and these are standard 
procedures under the Engel Act, as is the 15 years. 

 
Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman from California [Mr. Cunningham] for yielding. 

 
Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, 15 years is not my point. It is that they phased out in 1994, 
and that this training is critical. This is where our young pilots train from the training squadrons, 
and without that we are lost. If my colleagues want to cut the military, they want them well 
equipped, well trained, well, there needs more in this amendment. We also need buffer zones 
around. 

Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman from Maryland [Mrs. Byron]. 

Mrs. BYRON. Mr. Chairman, let me thank the gentleman from Guam [Mr. Blaz] and the 
gentleman from California [Mr. Cunningham] who has just spoken from the well. 

 
Mr. Chairman, I have been assured by the Department of Defense that by 1994, that is adequate 
time for them to get the request in for a continuation of the use of those areas. 

 
Let me say to my colleague, the gentleman from Guam [Mr. Blaz] who serves on both the 
Committee on Armed Services and the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs with me, and 
also to the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Vento], chairman of the Subcommittee on National 
Parks and Public Lands, that I want to thank him for putting the language of a bill that I had 
passed by this body in 1987. Once again DOD was here in November to testify in a hearing that 
we had, and the testimony was that they stated at the time with a modification of the 
gentleman's amendment it met all of their concerns and, therefore, they are in favor of the 
amendment as drafted. 

 
As my colleagues know, we spent a great deal of time on Friday discussing this amendment. My 
colleagues from California, Top Gun Cunningham, and I had a discussion, but I think this 
amendment answers the questions that DOD was concerned about. 

 
Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike the last word, and I will only take 30 



seconds. I just want to get on the record the answer to two questions. 
 
I ask the gentleman from Guam, "Mr. Blaz, are the land withdrawal provisions in your 
amendment the ones the Navy wants?" 

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

 
Mr. LEHMAN of California. I yield to the gentleman from Guam. 

Mr. BLAZ. Yes, it is. 

Mr. LEHMAN of California. And is the overflight language which is put forth in the amendment the 
overflight language that the Defense Department has asked for? 

 
Mr. BLAZ. Yes, it is. 

 
Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman from Guam for his good work in 
this area. 

 
Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike the last word on my own amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Guam is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from California [Mr. Lewis]. 
 
Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the gentleman from Guam [Mr. Blaz] yielding 
this time to me. 

 
Mr. Chairman, the amendment presented by the gentleman from Guam and the gentleman from 
Minnesota is very helpful to some of the concerns that we have about the military mission that is 
so critical to this country's role in the world. The National Training Center for the Army and the 
Marine Corps base at Twentynine [*H11393] Palms were very fundamental to the kind of 
training that caused us to be so successful in our venture in the Middle East. I know that the 
gentleman presenting this amendment and the Department of Defense feel very strongly that 
this amendment does not solve all of the problems involved. 

 
I have a letter dated November 21 of this year to the chairman of the Committee on Armed 
Services that says: 

 
Dear Mr. Chairman: We oppose the California Desert Protection Act, 2929, and support the 
California Public Lands Wilderness Act, H.R. 3066. Adoption of amendments to H.R. 2929 
expected to be offered by Congressman Vento and Congressman Blaz would address defense 
concerns relating to military overflight, the National Training Center and land withdrawals, but 
H.R. 2929 still would not address the following needs. 

 
They list three critical needs which have been previously addressed in the Record. Can we carry 
forward the training mission that is so vital to the future of our national defense H.R. 2929 is in 
effect? 

 
The answer to that according to the Secretary of Defense is no. 

 
So, Mr. Chairman, while I rise in support of the amendment of the gentleman from Guam [Mr. 
Blaz], let us state clearly for the record that we have not met the challenge of meeting the 
tremendous potential of this region. Our ability to defend ourselves and to move forward in our 
support of freedom throughout the world, depends on resolving these issues. 



Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance of my time. 
 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendments en bloc, as modified, offered by the 
gentleman from Guam [Mr. Blaz]. 

 
The amendments en bloc, as modified, were agreed to. 

 
The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to consider amendment No. 12 printed in House Report 102- 
314. 

 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DELAY 

 
Mr. DeLAY. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment made in order under the rule. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. DeLay: 

Page 65, after line 15, add the following new title: 
 
TITLE VIII -- REQUIREMENT FOR LAND DISPOSAL UPON LAND ACQUISITION 

LAND DISPOSAL UPON LAND ACQUISITION 

Sec. 801. Within one year of acquiring any non-Federal land or interest therein for any purpose 
of this Act, the Secretary shall dispose of all right, title, and interest in and to a quantity of 
Federal lands equal in value to the non-Federal land or interest acquired, as determined by the 
Secretary. 

 
The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the gentleman from Texas [Mr. DeLay] will be recognized for 5 
minutes, and a Member opposed will be recognized for 5 minutes. 

 
Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I am opposed to the amendment and would ask for the 
time. 

 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from California [Mr. Lehman] will be recognized for 5 minutes. 

The Chair now recognizes the gentleman from Texas [Mr. DeLay]. 

Mr. DeLAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself such time as I may consume. 
 
Mr. Chairman, although our operating deficit currently stands at $412 billion, H.R. 2929 requires 
the Federal Government to spend even more money for the management and acquisition of land. 
This is simply fiscally irresponsible. 

 
The Federal Government already owns approximately one-third of all of the land in the United 
States. We certainly do not need more. More importantly, we cannot afford it. 

 
The Bureau of Land Management [BLM] estimates that there are 828,000 acres of non-Federal 
land included in the land covered by the conservation and protection provisions of H.R. 2929. 
Using current appraisal data and mapping the area by value, BLM has estimated that the value of 
these 828,000 acres of land ranges from a low of $180 million to a high of $500 million. In 
addition, the total of all administrative costs and clearances could exceed $49 million. These are 
not insignificant amounts of money which we would have to spend if this bill were passed. 



 

Furthermore, as these figures provided by the National Park Service show, the NPS currently has 
a total shortfall of $8.38 to $10.38 billion; $3-$5 billion of this shortfall is in land it is authorized 
to acquire and has not yet paid for. It also has a shortfall of $5 billion in major facility repair and 
construction costs, and needs $375 million for annual park operations. It is unbelievable that 
some Members of this body are supporting H.R. 2929, a bill which will only add to the National 
Park Service's debt and burden it with additional land it will not be able to care for. 

 
H.R. 2929 would also add to the Federal backlog of land it owes. Most people do not realize that 
the State of California is still negotiating for 51,000 acres of land that were part of its original 
statehood grant and have not yet been received. How can we even consider acquiring more of 
California's land before we have paid off our decades-old debt? 

 
Even more outrageous is the fact that H.R. 2929 delays payment for the acquisition of land until 
after the budget agreement expires. The supporters of this bill know that we do not have the 
money or enough California land to pay for what it requires and are blatantly trying to avoid 
following the rules that this House passed to try to stem the growth of the deficit. The bill instead 
establishes the California desert lands credit account in the amount of the appraised value of the 
remaining land which has not been accounted for, with the intent to pay for it after October 1, 
1995. If this is not a sign of fiscal irresponsibility then I don't know what is. 

 
I am offering an amendment which will curb these fiscal excesses. My amendment will require 
the Federal Government to sell land of an equal value in exchange for acquiring additional land. 
If the land in question is considered truly vital for the public good and the Federal Government 
feels it necessary to acquire it, there must be some other less valuable piece of land which the 
Government could exchange for it. This will serve to keep the Government from purchasing more 
and more land which it cannot pay for. 

 
I am merely asking that we maintain an equilibrium. I am not asking that we get rid of land, just 
that we have no net gain of Federal land so as not to continue to plunge further into debt. I urge 
you to support my amendment as an act of fiscal responsibility. 

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

 
Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself such time as I may consume, and I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

 
Mr. Chairman, I think that Members should be aware of the ramifications of this. It is hard to 
take this amendment too seriously due to the enormous impact it might have beyond the bill we 
are talking about today. 

 
The requirement that we sell off Federal land whenever we acquire any Federal land, as written 
in this amendment, would impact all the 50 States, not just the State of California vis-a-vis the 
actions we take in the California desert. If we acquire land with respect to the desert, we would 
have to sell land anywhere in the United States, not just in the vicinity of the desert. 

 
Again we have required in the bill, in the exchange provisions, that there be a value-for-value 
trade at the time each exchange is made. Where there is Federal land available and where we 
need to acquire Federal land from the State teachers or in the amendment that the gentleman 
from California [Mr. Miller] will offer in a couple of minutes, from Catallas, we will be able to do 
so by trading for other Federal land of equal appraised value somewhere else. The requirement 
placed here would make it virtually impossible to carry out the purposes of the act. 

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

 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state that the gentleman from Texas [Mr. DeLay] has 1 minute 



remaining, and the gentleman from California [Mr. Lehman] has 3 1/2 minutes remaining. 

[*H11394] Mr. DeLAY. Mr. Chairman, I will just quickly use my remaining 1 minute. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate what the chairman of the subcommittee is saying, but it is obvious 
that they do not want to stop here. They want to increase the bank of Federal lands in this 
country. The fiscal irresponsibility embodied in this bill is truly astounding. How much clearer can 
it be? 

 
Proponents of the Desert Protection Act claim that the land would be paid for through the 
exchange, as the subcommittee chairman says. However, there is only 550,000 acres of Federal 
land available in California for disposal, and H.R. 2929 will require the acquisition of 828,000 
acres. To pay for all that land through equal exchange, California would have to be given Federal 
land outside the State, which means California would end up owning land in Oklahoma or New 
York, it is that crazy. Obviously this would not be a very good solution. 

 
I am just saying that we should not be increasing the bank of Federal land in this country if we 
do not have the money for it. We can sell land if we want more land, but we should sell land in 
an equivalent amount. 

 
Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
Vento]. 

 
Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the amendment. 

 
The amendment provides a solution where no problem exists. California has no problem in terms 
of the exchanges because there is Federal land in California which can provide the exchanges to 
block up and provide for the conservation units in the California desert. This reaches out and 
grabs into every 1 of the 50 States. You could have a 100-acre exchange in California and lose 
land in Minnesota or Washington or someplace else. The truth of the matter is that there is no 
great Federal grab that is going on. Our Nation has tried throughout its history to provide lands 
for homesteads, for schools, and for other purposes. 

 
The lands that remain here are the lands that nobody wanted. These were considered the 
wastelands. 

 
We see special value in these lands. We want to take and preserve them for the parks, for the 
wilderness, and other areas in this country for future generations. This is our American 
heritage. Let us try and hold it together. 

 
Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from California [Mr. 
Miller]. 

 
Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chairman, I would just say that the President had a policy of no 
new net wetlands. This is a sort of a no new net national park. 

 
If we create the Mojave National Park, then we have to give back land out of the Grand Tetons. 
And if we want to expand Yellowstone to protect the park, we can give back some of Colorado, 
the Colorado National Park. Or if we want to expand Yosemite, we can give back Fire Island. 

 
The bill provides for the exchange of lands between the private sector and the public sector. That 
is what the legislation does. For this amendment to come along is just ludicrous at this point, to 
suggest that somehow this is a workable policy or that this will save the taxpayers money. 

 
These lands are there. They are there to be exchanged. For the gentleman from the State of 
Texas, which has so much RTC property, he ought to be happy that the California State teachers 



retirement system is even thinking of bidding on RTC properties down the road. 
 
Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself such time as I may consume. 

 
I think the amendment is seriously flawed from a practical aspect. The requirement that Federal 
lands be disposed of within 1 year is totally impractical and in fact would have serious 
consequences right now when there is so much real estate on the market. It is flawed. We have 
worked out the problems in this bill with respect to exchange. I ask for a no vote on the 
amendment. 

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

 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
DeLay]. 

 
The question was taken; and the Chairman announced that the noes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. DeLAY. Mr. Chairman, I demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic device, and there were -- ayes 49, noes 379, not voting 6, as 
follows: 

 
(See Roll No. 434 in the ROLL segment.) 

(See Roll No. 434 in the ROLL segment.) 

[*H11395] Mr. HEFLEY and Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI changed their vote from "aye" to "no." 

Mr. SMITH of Texas changed his vote from "no" to "aye." 

So the amendment was rejected. 
 
The result of the vote was announced as above recorded. 

 
AMENDMENTS, EN BLOC AS MODIFIED, OFFERED BY MR. MILLER OF CALIFORNIA 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chairman, I offer amendments en bloc. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendments en bloc. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendments en bloc, as modified, offered by Mr. Miller of California: 
 
Page 7, lines 1 and 2, strike "seven hundred and thirty" and insert in lieu thereof "three hundred 
and eighty". 

 
Page 13, line 14, move section 102(25) to page 8, line 10, and renumber all the remaining 
wilderness areas in section 102 in sequential order. 

 
Page 16, line 2, strike "twenty-eight thousand eight hundred and twenty" and insert in lieu 
thereof "twenty-nine thousand five hundred and eighty". 



 

Page 16, lines 3 through 8, strike "two maps" and everything that follows through line 8, and 
insert in lieu thereof "a map entitled 'Kelso Dunes Wilderness -- Proposed 1', dated October 
1991, a map entitled 'Kelso Dunes Wilderness -- Proposed 2', dated May 1991, and a map 
entitled 'Kelso Dunes Wilderness -- Proposed 3', dated September 1991, and which shall be 
known as the Kelso Dunes Wilderness.". 

 
Page 16, line 21, strike "forty-eight acres" and insert in lieu thereof "three hundred and sixty- 
eight acres". 

 
Page 17, line 6, strike "forty-five thousand six hundred and eighty acres" and insert in lieu 
thereof with "forty-six thousand four hundred and sixty acres". 

 
Page 17, line 15, strike "three hundred", and insert in lieu thereof "four hundred". 

Page 18, line 6, strike "twenty-five", and insert in lieu thereof "five". 

Page 19, line 16, strike "five hundred and eighty", and insert in lieu thereof "two hundred and 
forty". 

 
Page 20, lines 7 through 11, strike "two maps" and everything that follows and insert in lieu 
thereof "a map entitled 'Old Woman Mountains Wilderness -- Proposed 1', dated May 1991 and 
a map entitled 'Old Woman Mountains Wilderness -- Proposed 2', dated October 1991, and 
which shall be known as the Old Woman Mountains Wilderness.". 

 
Page 25, line 23, strike "five hundred and forty", and insert in lieu thereof "eight hundred". 

Page 25, line 25, strike "dated May 1991", and insert in lieu thereof "dated October 1991". 

Page 33, line 12 and 13, strike "a map entitled 'Havasu Wilderness"' and insert in lieu thereof 
"a map entitled 'Havasu Wilderness -- Proposed"'. 

 
Page 33, lines 18 and 19, strike "a map entitled 'Imperial Refuge Wilderness"', and insert in lieu 
thereof "two maps entitled 'Imperial Refuge Wilderness -- Proposed '' and 'Imperial Refuge 
Wilderness -- Proposed 2,"'. 

 
Page 33, line 20, strike "known as Imperial Wilderness" and insert in lieu thereof "known as 
Imperial Refuge Wilderness". 

 
Page 40, line 7, strike "dated May 1991 or prior" and insert in lieu thereof "dated October 1991 
or prior". 

 
Page 44, line 8, strike "service" and insert in lieu thereof "services". 

 
Page 48, line 23, strike "in a right-of-way identified in paragraph (1)" and insert "in the Southern 
California Edison Company validly issued Eldorado-Lugo Transmission Line right-of-way and 
Mojave-Lugo Transmission Line right-of-way". 

 
Page 49, line 14, strike "replacement" and insert "upgraded". 

 
Page 49, line 23, strike "Eldorado rights-of-way" and insert in lieu thereof "Eldorado rights-of- 
way and Mojave right-of-way". 

 
Page 50, line 3, strike "in the Mojave right-of-way". 

 
Page 55, line 3, strike "six hundred" and insert "seven hundred". 



 

Page 55, lines 12 and 13, strike "ninety-four thousand five hundred acres" and insert in lieu 
thereof "ninety-five thousand fifty-six acres". 

 
Page 55, line 16, strike "dated September 1991 or prior" and insert in lieu thereof "dated 
October 1991 or prior". 

 
Page 55, line 19, strike "dated September 1991 or prior" and insert in lieu thereof "dated 
October 1991 or prior". 

 
Page 64, line 5, strike "October 1, 1995" and insert "October 1, 1996". 

 
Page 26 lines 17 through 23; page 26, strike lines 11 through 19; page 27, strike lines 3 through 
9; and redesignated the paragraphs in section 102 accordingly. 

Page 31, line 20, insert "(a)" after "Sec. 108.". 

Page 31, line 23, insert ", except for those areas provided for in subsection (b)," after "Act". 

Page 32, after line 5, insert the following new subsection: 

(b) Subject to valid existing rights, the Federal lands identified on maps as "Avawatz Mountains 
Wilderness -- Proposed", dated May 1991; "South Avawatz Wilderness -- Proposed", dated 
May 1991; and two maps entitled "Soda Mountains Wilderness -- Proposed 1", dated May 1991, 
and "Soda Mountains Wilderness -- Proposed 2", dated January 1989, are hereby withdrawn 
from disposition under the public lands laws and from entry or appropriation under the mining 
laws of the United States, from the operation of the mineral leasing laws of the United States, 
and form operation of the Geothermal Steam Act of 1970.". 

Page 65, lines 5 and 6 and insert in lieu thereof the following: 

EXCHANGES 

Sec. 611. (a) Upon request of the Catellus Development Corporation (hereafter in this section 
referred to as "Catellus"), the Secretary shall enter into negotiations for an agreement or 
agreements to exchange Federal lands or interests therein on the list referred to in subsection 
(b)(2) of this section for lands of Catellus or interests therein which are located within the 
boundaries of one or more of the wilderness areas or park units designated by this Act. 

 
(b) Within six months after the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary shall send to Catellus 
and to the Committees a list of the following: 

 
(1) Lands of Catellus or interests therein (including mineral interests) which are located within 
the boundaries of the wilderness areas or park units designated by this Act. 

 
(2) Lands, wherever located, under the Secretary's jurisdiction to be offered for exchange, in the 
following priority: 

 
(A) Lands, including lands with mineral and geothermal interests, which have the potential for 
commercial development but which are not currently under lease or producing Federal revenues. 

 
(B) Federal lands managed by the Bureau of Reclamation that the Secretary determines are not 
needed for any Bureau of Reclamation project. 

 
(C) Any public lands that the Secretary, pursuant to the Federal Land Policy and Management Act 
of 1976, has determined to be suitable for disposal through exchange. 



 

(c)(1) If an agreement under this section is for (A) an exchange involving lands outside the State 
of California, (B) more than 5,000 acres of Federal land or interests therein in California, or (C) 
Federal lands in any State valued at more than $5,000,000, the Secretary shall provide to the 
Committees a detailed report of such land exchange agreements. 

 
(2) All land exchange agreements shall be consistent with the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act of 1976. 

 
(3) Any report submitted to the Committee under this subsection shall include the following: 

(A) A complete list and appraisal of the lands or interests in land proposed for exchange. 

(B) A complete list of the lands, if any, to be acquired by the United States which contain any 
hazardous waste, toxic waste, or radioactive waste which requires removal or remedial action 
under Federal or State law, together with the estimated costs of any such action. 

 
(4) An agreement under this subsection shall not take effect unless approved by a joint 
resolution enacted by the Congress. 

 
(d) The Secretary shall provide the California State Lands Commission with a 180-day right of 
first refusal to exchange for any federal lands or interests therein, located in the State of 
California, on the list referred to in subsection (b)(2). Any lands with respect to which a right of 
first refusal is not noticed within such period or exercised under this subsection shall be available 
to Catellus for exchange in accordance with this section. 

 
(e) On January 3, 1996, the Secretary shall provide to the Committees a list and appraisal 
consistent with the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 of all Catellus lands eligible 
for exchange under this section for which an exchange has not been completed. With respect to 
any of such lands for which an exchange has not been completed by October 1, 1996 (hereafter 
in this section referred to as "remaining lands"), the Secretary shall establish an account in the 
name of Catellus (hereafter in this section referred to as the "exchange account"). Upon the 
transfer of title by Catellus to all or a portion of the remaining lands to the United States, the 
Secretary shall credit the exchange account in the amount of the appraised value of the 
transferred remaining lands at the time of such transfer. 

 
(f) Catellus may use the credit in the exchange account to bid, as any other bidder,  [*H11396] 
for any property real, personal, or mixed, wherever located, owned or controlled by the United 
States, including in a corporate capacity or as a receiver, conservator, or similar fiduciary 
capacity to be sold in accordance with the applicable laws and regulations of the Federal agency 
or instrumentality, or any element thereof, offering such property for sale. Upon approval by the 
Secretary in writing, the credits in Catellus's exchange account may be transferred or sold in 
whole or in part by Catellus to any other party, thereby vesting such party with all the rights 
formerly held by Catellus. The exchange account shall be adjusted to reflect successful bids 
under this section or payments or forfeited deposits, penalties, or other costs assessed to the 
bidder in the course of such sales. 

 
(g)(1) The Secretary shall not accept title pursuant to this section to any lands unless such title 
includes all right, title, and interest in and to the fee estate. 

 
(2) Notwithstanding paragraph (1), the Secretary may accept title to any subsurface estate 
where the United States holds title to the surface estate. 

 
(3) This subsection does not apply to easements and rights-of-way for utilities or roads. 

 
(h) In no event shall the Secretary accept title under this section to lands which contain any 



hazardous waste, toxic waste, or radioactive waste which requires removal or remedial action 
under Federal or State law unless such remedial action has been completed prior to the transfer. 

 
(i) For purposes of the section, any appraisal shall be consistent with the provisions of section 
206 of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976. 

 
(j) As used in this section, the term "Committees" means the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs of the House of Representatives and the Committee on Energy and Natural Resources of 
the Senate. 

 
Mr. MILLER of California (during the reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that the 
amendments be considered as read and printed in the Record. 

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

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the gentleman from California [Mr. Miller] will be recognized for 
10 minutes and the gentleman from Guam [Mr. Blaz] will be recognized for 10 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from California [Mr. Miller]. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself such time as I may consume. 
 
Mr. Chairman, it is my understanding that the amendment that we are now offering has no 
opposition. There is no controversy to the amendment. We will quickly move and hopefully pass 
this by a voice vote and then we will go to a vote immediately on final passage. That is my 
understanding from the other side of the aisle. Is that correct? 

 
Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman will yield, that is correct. 

 
Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chairman, I offer these en bloc amendments. They are mainly 
technical amendments to the bill that have been worked out with the minority and the majority 
of the staffs of the subcommittee. I would hope the Members would support them. 

 
Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

 
Mr. MILLER of California. I yield to my colleague, the gentleman from California. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate my colleague yielding to me. 

Mr. Chairman, as I understand the amendment, it is designed to address certain public employee 
lands in order that those lands might be disposed of in a way that at least the author of the 
amendment deems to be appropriate. Is that correct? 

 
Mr. MILLER of California. That is correct. 

 
LEWIS of California. The point of this amendment that does concern me is that there are very 
sizable numbers of acres of land in the territory that we are dealing with here in this bill in which 
a combination of two very important groups of public employees have significant investments. 

 
The Members should know that in this case the California Teachers' Association has very sizable 
investments in thousands of acres of land. The teachers have investments by way of their 
retirement funds in thousands of acres of lands, invested because they hoped they would be kept 
for various natural resources to benefit their retirees. 



There is a process whereby those lands will be dealt with. 
 
As I understand, this amendment deals with public employees who have a similar investment in 
acres of land. They invested those retirement dollars in order to hope for future potential 
resources that might be discovered. So I have a couple of questions in connection with that. 

 
The provisions that relate to the teachers indicate that the teachers get a buyout after the year 
2000 for whatever is left in their credit exchange account, as I understand it. 

 
Mr. MILLER of California. Should the money be appropriated; that is correct. 

 
Mr. LEWIS of California. Should the money be appropriated -- I do not think there is any doubt 
about that, is there? 

 
Mr. MILLER of California. The teachers do not doubt it; the gentleman is correct. 

 
Mr. LEWIS of California. The State teachers get a buyout after the year 2000 for any amount left 
in their credit account, and I am asking, do the public employees have such a right? 

 
Mr. MILLER of California. That is correct. That is in the body of the bill. 

 
Mr. LEWIS of California. I am not sure it is correct. My understanding is that the teachers have 
that right, but the public employees do not have that right. 

 
Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chairman, I cannot hear the gentleman. 

 
Mr. LEWIS of California. It is my understanding that the teachers have that right, but the public 
employees' language does not provide them with that right; they have a different disposal 
mechanism. 

 
Mr. MILLER of California. That is correct. 

 
Mr. LEWIS of California. The public employees, as I understand it, can exchange for public lands 
outside the State of California, is that correct? 

 
Mr. MILLER of California. That is provided that it is approved by the Congress. 

 
Mr. LEWIS of California. It is my understanding that the State teachers cannot -- they cannot 
exchange lands outside the State of California under this bill. 

 
Mr. MILLER of California. That is at their request; the gentleman is correct. They have requested 
that they not be provided lands outside of California. 

 
Mr. LEWIS of California. Well, Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the gentleman responding to my 
questions. I will ask for my own time and then comment on the amendment on my own time. 

 
Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman. 

 
Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself such time as I may consume, and I yield to the 
gentleman from California [Mr. Lewis]. 

 
Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, I take this time because I believe a very important 
problem continues to exist with the bill. 

 
Mr. Chairman, one of the complications of this bill that is very, very important to the citizens of 
California, but particularly important to retired former employees in California, is the fact that 



this bill has not settled the potential erosion of very significant investments for the retired 
teachers and the retired public employees in our State. 

 
I had planned a motion to recommit in order to have a thorough and extensive discussion of this 
matter, but I am not sure that the House is either patient enough to put up with more dialog on 
this bill or that all that time is necessary. The points I wish to make now are pretty fundamental. 

 
A wilderness package was put together that provided for 2.3 million acres of wilderness land 
and minimized these conflicts. If it had been enacted, it would have become the largest 
wilderness area in the continental United States. 

 
That bill did not begin to create problems that might erode the future retirement benefits of 
former public employees of our State. As of this moment, the California Teachers Association 
literally owns nearly 300,000 acres of land in the territory that would be put in a wilderness 
area under H.R. 2929. Those lands were purchased because of their considered [*H11397] 
judgment about future retirement potential from the natural resources that can be tapped over 
time. 

 
The teachers were somewhat ahead of the game. Some time ago they recognized the 
tremendous potential and resource value in those lands. 

 
Looking around the scene, the investment advisers for the public employees said, "I wonder why 
the teachers are investing in all that land out there?" After they got a lot of advice and counsel 
from highly paid experts, they came to the conclusion it was because the teachers saw a 
tremendous profit potential there. 

 
The public employees said, "How can we possibly take advantage of a similar circumstance for 
our retired employees?" Well, there was not very much land left that had huge investment 
potential. So they looked around in the private sector. It turned out, lo and behold, that the 
Santa Fe Railroad had an investment corporation that held hundreds of thousands of acres of 
land in this same territory. 

 
What happened? The public employees bought 20 percent of the Santa Fe Railroad's property 
firm. Can you imagine that? Now, why would the public employees do that? Well, simply because 
they were looking for the investment potential in terms of America's natural resources in that 
very land. 

 
They both were negotiating with the public commission that was drafting the bill which I offered 
earlier as a substitute. That bill excluded most of these territories, so that the teachers and the 
public employees could take advantage of that speculation for their future retirees' benefit. 

 
In this bill, we give them a beg and a promise. We kiss them on the cheek, and we say, "Hey, we 
are your friends. We will give you a promise about the future. We will trade that land off. But 
remember, friend, you teachers, you retired employees, you are our constituents. We got the 
votes, we will tell you what to do." So they forced some of their leadership to sign off in a 
haphazard fashion to a solution that is not a solution at all. 

 
There is huge investment potential here that can cause retired employees and retired teachers in 
our State to hope that they will be able to keep up with inflation from those investments. This bill 
will totally undermine that future potential. 

 
It is important that the Members know that this bill, H.R. 2929, does create unnecessary 
problems for retired teachers and retired public employees in our State. That is the reason I was 
asking for an "aye" vote the other day on our substitute. It is one of the many substantive 
reasons why we ought to vote "no" on this bill on final passage. 



Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the subcommittee chairman, the 
gentleman from California [Mr. Lehman]. 

 
Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, the facts here ought to be very clear. There is a 
difference between the land owned by the old Santa Fe Land Co. and the land owned by the 
California State retired teachers. 

 
Over 100 years ago, the Federal Government gave land to the State of California, land that no 
one else wanted, including the Federal Government, for the purposes of education. The State of 
California turned the land over to State teachers, and it ended up in their retirement system. 

 
It was a land grant over 100 years ago from the Federal Government, far different from the 
situation with Catellus, the successor to the Santa Fe Land Co., which 1 year ago was invested in 
by CALPERS, the California Public Employee Retirement System. Now, this bill has been around 
for over 5 years, and it has been around the House, and this issue, in a form very similar to what 
it is today. 

 
They made that investment 1 year ago, a 20-percent investment in Catellus. 

 
They could sell that land tomorrow, just like they could sell any investment, but the obligation of 
the Federal Government here with respect to the two, I believe, is quite different. The State 
teachers system did not select their lands on the basis of any plan as the gentleman suggested. 
They received those lands as a grant from the National Government when California was 
admitted as a State. And all during the 100 years, the teachers retirement system has held that 
land, they have not sought to develop that land in any manner whatsoever. We have worked this 
out. I ask for a "no" vote. 

 
Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, may I inquire how much time remains? 

 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Guam [Mr. Blaz] has 5 minutes remaining, and the 
gentleman from California [Mr. Miller] has 5 minutes remaining. 

 
Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from California [Mr. Thomas]. 

Mr. THOMAS of California. I thank the gentleman for yielding. 

I just think it is kind of telling that what we have in this amendment is an offering for a land 
exchange. We had an amendment defeated earlier, in which people who had paid their own 
money privately invested in the land were going to be forced from the land even if they were 
unwilling sellers. 

 
They were going to be forced from the land because the gentleman from California, the chairman 
of the committee, has said there was a constitutional provision which would allow the 
Government to take the land and give them what the Government thought was reasonable 
compensation. 

 
Mr. Chairman, I think it is ironic that the company that was mentioned in this amendment is the 
successor to the railroad which the Government gave the land to as an inducement for it to build 
the railroad. 

 
What the chairman is engaged in is taking the public's land, which was given to a private 
corporation as a stimulus to build the railroad and which has been held over the years and has 
accumulated value, and now they have a special amendment to allow them to exchange that 
land, some of it valuable, some of it less valuable, for other land, some of it valuable, some of it 
less valuable, rather than using another approach. It just seems to me that for all of the 
arguments about the encroachment of corporations, of individuals, and of rights, that most ironic 



amendment offered today is the fact that the public-used land to induce growth through a 
private company, and here we are coming full circle with an amendment which will bribe these 
folks with yet more land. 

It was public land, should be public land, and you are going to use public land to buy them out. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30 seconds to the author of the bill, the 
gentleman from California [Mr. Levine]. 

 
Mr. LEVINE of California. I thank the gentleman for yielding. 

 
I think, for the record, in light of the comments we have just heard on a technical amendment 
that does not deal with a land exchange, but with regard to the land exchange the record should 
reflect, No. 1, the California Retired Teachers Association, in a letter to the committee on 
October 25, supports the bill. And the company that includes the public employees retirement 
investors, in a letter to the committee of November 13, states, "We fully support the amendment 
and would no longer oppose the bill if the amendment is adopted." Both TERS and the retired 
teachers are happy with the amendment and urge support for the bill. 

 
Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from California [Mr. Lewis]. 

Mr. LEWIS of California. I thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise only to make a final point regarding this measure. 
 
I want to remind those Members who either may have forgotten or were not able to be here 
when we had the first discussion regarding this bill: There were four Members of Congress who 
stood at once as we began this debate. We represent the territory that we are dealing with in 
this bill. Together, the population they represent would make us the 23d largest State in the 
country. 

 
We represent territory that would make us the 29th State in terms of size, and yet as this bill 
went together the four Members who represent the territory, as well as the people they 
represent, were not consulted. In turn, [*H11398] those Members supported the substitute on 
the floor that was the result of almost 10 years of public dialog, 4 years of public hearings, and 
some 40,000 individual citizens' input. 

 
Mr. Chairman, if we care about anything around here as a body, at least we should be willing to 
focus upon the Members who represent these districts. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from California [Mr. Miller] is recognized for 2 minutes. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Speaker and Members of the House, perhaps the California 
delegation is giving the Members the finest Christmas present they could have received today 
because those of my colleagues who feared a powerful, unified delegation of 52 Members after 
reapportionment can now rest easy. 

 
This bill has been attacked by my colleagues within the delegation and by those from without the 
delegation. They have tried numerous efforts today. My colleagues have voted every 10 minutes 
as they have attacked this bill, trying to lead us to believe that this is some kind of effort to 
create a park where a park is not justified. 

 
The fact is over the last decade a park has been justified, and that is what all of the studies have 
found, and now we seek to implement it. We seek to implement it through the regular order. We 
seek to implement it through the hearings that were held, and the witnesses that were heard 
and the participation of all the members of our committee. 



 

Now we come to the last noncontroversial amendment, an amendment that was asked for, and I 
cannot quite get this clear between my two colleagues whether we are doing too much for the 
teachers and these people or whether we are doing too little. That is not quite clear, but they 
asked for this amendment because they want to be able to exchange their lands out, and that is 
what we do in this bill which my colleagues have already voted on. This is just a technical 
amendment. 

 
Mr. Chairman, I say to my colleagues, "One of these groups was given the lands when California 
became a State. Can't do much with the land. It's valuable from an environmental point of view, 
but it doesn't generate much income. They'd like to see if they can swap it out. The other is a 
private sector company that believes that they would like to swap their land out of the holdings 
of the monument so that they could see if they could become more productive on some other 
land because this land isn't terribly productive." 

 
That is what we do, that is the regular order, that is what we have done in parks, and 
monuments and wilderness all over the country. 

 
Mr. Chairman, I would urge my colleagues to support this amendment, there is no opposition to 
it, and then I would urge my colleagues to support the final passage of this legislation because 
this has been a long tortuous task, but is is clearly the right thing to do, and I urge an aye vote. 

 
THIS AMENDMENT ADDRESSES CONCERNS RAISED BY THE CATELLUS DEVELOPMENT 
CORPORATION AND THE 950,000 MEMBERS OF THE CALIFORNIA PUBLIC EMPLOYEES 
RETIREMENT SYSTEM. 

 
CATELLUS AND ITS STOCKHOLDERS, INCLUDING THE MEMBERS OF THE CALIFORNIA PUBLIC 
EMPLOYEES RETIREMENT SYSTEM, OWN APPROXIMATELY 410,000 ACRES OF LAND THAT 
WOULD BECOME INHOLDINGS WITHIN THE PARK UNIT AND MONUMENT AREAS DESIGNATED IN 
THE CALIFORNIA DESERT PROTECTION ACT. 

 
MR. CHAIRMAN, USING THE NUMBERS PROVIDED IN THE BLM'S REPORT INHOLDING 
ACQUISITION COSTS, THE LANDS OWNED BY CATELLUS ARE LOCATED IN AREAS WHERE LAND 
VALUES RANGE FROM $100 TO $400 PER ACRE. IF WE ASSUME BLM'S NUMBERS ARE 
ACCURATE, AND SOME PEOPLE INCLUDING CATELLUS SAY THEY ARE HIGH -- THIS MEANS THE 
410,000 ACRES OF CATELLUS LANDS ARE WORTH FROM $41 TO $164 MILLION. OUR 
AMENDMENT WOULD ALLOW CATELLUS TO REALIZE THE VALUE OF THESE LANDS, WHILE AT 
THE SAME TIME PROTECTING THE TAXPAYER'S POCKETBOOK. 

 
THE AMENDMENT IS VERY SIMILAR TO A PROVISION INCLUDED IN THE CALIFORNIA DESERT 
PROTECTION ACT TO ADDRESS CONCERNS RAISED BY THE CALIFORNIA STATE LANDS 
COMMISSION AND THE RETIRED TEACHERS IN CALIFORNIA. 

 
THE AMENDMENT DIRECTS THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR TO ENTER INTO LAND EXCHANGE 
NEGOTIATIONS WITH CATELLUS. THE AGREEMENT WOULD PROVIDE FOR THE EXCHANGE OF 
LANDS OWNED BY CATELLUS FOR SURPLUS NONREVENUE PRODUCING FEDERAL LANDS UNDER 
THE INTERIOR DEPARTMENT'S JURISDICTION. 

 
ALL LAND EXCHANGE AGREEMENTS MUST BE CONSISTENT WITH THE FEDERAL LAND POLICY 
AND MANAGEMENT ACT. ANY LAND EXCHANGE AGREEMENT INVOLVING MORE THAN 5,000 
ACRES OF FEDERAL LAND, ANY TRANSACTION VALUED AT MORE THAN $5,000,000, OR ANY 
EXCHANGE INVOLVING LANDS OUTSIDE THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA MUST BE APPROVED BY A 
JOINT RESOLUTION OF CONGRESS. 

 
MR. CHAIRMAN, IT IS OUR HOPE THAT LAND EXCHANGES WILL BE SUCCESSFULLY COMPLETED. 
HOWEVER, IF CATELLUS CONTINUES TO OWN INHOLDINGS IN THE PARK UNITS, AND 



MONUMENT OR WILDERNESS AREAS AFTER OCTOBER 1, 1996, THE SECRETARY IS DIRECTED 
TO ESTABLISH A MONETARY CREDIT ACCOUNT IN THE NAME OF CATELLUS. THE AMOUNT OF 
THE ACCOUNT SHALL BE EQUIVALENT TO THE APPRAISED VALUE OF THE REMAINING 
INHOLDINGS. CATELLUS COULD THEN USE THIS ACCOUNT TO BID AS ANY OTHER BIDDER FOR 
EXCESS OR FEDERAL PROPERTY OFFERED IN A PUBLIC SALE. 

 
MR. CHAIRMAN, THIS AMENDMENT HAS THE SUPPORT OF ENVIRONMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS, 
AS WELL AS THE CALIFORNIA PUBLIC EMPLOYEES RETIREMENT SYSTEM, AND CATELLUS. IT IS 
AN ATTEMPT TO FAIRLY DEAL WITH THE LARGEST INHOLDER WITHIN THE PARK, 
WILDERNESS, AND MONUMENT AREAS DESIGNATED BY THIS BILL. THE AMENDMENT ALLOWS 
THE LANDOWNER TO RECEIVE FAIR MARKET VALUE FOR ITS LANDS AT THE SAME TIME AS IT 
ENSURES THAT FEDERAL TAXPAYERS WILL RECEIVE FAIR MARKET VALUE FOR THEIR PUBLIC 
LAND. THE EXCHANGE ONLY OCCURS IF CATELLUS WISHES TO GIVE THE FEDERAL 
GOVERNMENT TITLE TO THE CATELLUS LANDS. 

 
Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I am about to yield back the remaining time, but, before I do that, I 
just want to say to you that I appreciate more than I can express your indulgence and your 
courtesy to the gentleman from Guam. 

 
MRS. SCHROEDER. MR. CHAIRMAN, I RISE IN SUPPORT OF THE VENTO-BLAZ AMENDMENT TO 
H.R. 2929, THE CALIFORNIA DESERT PROTECTION ACT. THE AMENDMENT IS SIMILAR TO H.R. 
3565, WHICH WAS REFERRED JOINTLY TO THE COMMITTEES ON ARMED SERVICES AND 
INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS. 

 
THIS AMENDMENT WITHDRAWS 1.3 MILLION ACRES OF LAND FROM APPROPRIATION UNDER 
THE PUBLIC LAND LAWS, ALLOWING FOR ITS CONTINUED USE FOR MILITARY PURPOSES. THE 
WITHDRAWAL FOR CHINA LAKE NAVAL WEAPONS CENTER IN INYO, KERN, AND SAN 
BERNARDINO COUNTIES AND THE CHOCOLATE MOUNTAIN AERIAL GUNNERY RANGE IN 
IMPERIAL COUNTY WOULD LAST FOR 15 YEARS. 

 
THE AREA COVERED BY THE WITHDRAWAL MEETS THE REQUIREMENT OF THE DEPARTMENT OF 
DEFENSE FOR THESE TWO LOCATIONS. PREVIOUS WITHDRAWALS OF THESE LANDS FOR 
MILITARY PURPOSES EXPIRED MANY YEARS AGO. THE AMENDMENT ALSO PERMITS USE BY THE 
NAVY OF THE EL CENTRO RANGES, ALSO IN IMPERIAL COUNTY, UNTIL JANUARY 1, 1994. 

 
THE VENTO-BLAZ AMENDMENT ALSO ADDRESSES THE ISSUE OF MILITARY OVERFLIGHTS. IN 
SECTION 812, THE AMENDMENT CLEARLY STATES THAT NOTHING IN THIS BILL PRECLUDES 
CURRENT OR FUTURE MILITARY USE OF AIRSPACE. THE SECTION REQUIRES THE SECRETARY 
OF INTERIOR TO MONITOR THE EFFECTS OF OVERFLIGHTS, AND TO WORK WITH THE 
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE TO PREVENT, ELIMINATE, AND MINIMIZE ANY ADVERSE IMPACT ON 
RESOURCES, VALUES, AND VISITOR ENJOYMENT CAUSED BY OVERFLIGHTS. 

 
THIS AMENDMENT IS VERY SIMILAR TO A BILL PASSED BY THE HOUSE IN THE 100TH 
CONGRESS, H.R. 1548, AND IS MODELED CLOSELY ON THE MILITARY LANDS WITHDRAWAL ACT 
OF 1986, PUBLIC LAW 99-606, 100 STAT. 3457-68. IT HAS BEEN SLIGHTLY MODIFIED FROM 
THE BILL ORIGINALLY INTRODUCED THIS YEAR, H.R. 3565, TO ADDRESS CONCERNS RAISED 
BY THE DEPARTMENTS OF INTERIOR AND DEFENSE DURING HEARINGS BY THE INTERIOR 
COMMITTEE. 

 
AS CHAIRWOMAN OF THE ARMED SERVICES SUBCOMMITTEE ON MILITARY INSTALLATIONS 
AND FACILITIES, I SUPPORT THE WITHDRAWAL OF THESE LANDS FROM THE PROTECTED 
CALIFORNIA DESERT TO ALLOW FOR THE CONTINUATION OF MILITARY PURPOSES SET FORTH 
IN THE AMENDMENT. I SALUTE THE CHAIRMAN OF THE NATIONAL PARKS AND PUBLIC LANDS 
SUBCOMMITTEE, THE GENTLEMAN FROM MINNESOTA [MR. VENTO] AND MY COLLEAGUE ON THE 
ARMED SERVICES COMMITTEE, THE GENTLEMAN FROM GUAM [MR. BLAZ] FOR OFFERING THIS 
AMENDMENT TO ADDRESS SPECIFIC MILITARY CONCERNS RAISED BY THE CALIFORNIA DESERT 



PROTECTION ACT. 
 
Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance of my time. 

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

 
Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance of our time. 

 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendments en bloc, as modified, offered by the 
gentleman form California [Mr. Miller]. 

 
The amendments en bloc, as modified, were agreed to. 

 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the committee amendment in the nature of a substitute, as 
amended. 

 
The committee amendment in the nature of a substitute, as amended, was agreed to. 

[*H11399]  The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the Committee rises. 

Accordingly, the Committee rose; and the Speaker pro tempore (Mrs. Kennelly) having assumed 
the chair, Mr. Barnard, Chairman of the Committee of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, having had under consideration the bill (H.R. 2929) to 
designate certain lands in the California desert as wilderness, to establish the Death Valley, 
Joshua Tree, and Mojave National Parks, and for other purposes, pursuant to House Resolution 
279, he reported the bill back to the House with an amendment adopted by the Committee of 
the Whole. 

 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under the rule, the previous question is ordered. 

 
Is a separate vote demanded on any amendment to the committee amendment in the nature of 
a substitute adopted by the Committee of the Whole? If not, the question is on the amendment. 

 
The amendment was agreed to. 

 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the engrossment and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, and was read the third time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the passage of the bill. 
 
The question was taken; and the Speaker pro tempore announced that the ayes appeared to 
have it. 

 
RECORDED VOTE 

 
Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speaker, I demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic device, and there were -- ayes 297, noes 136, not voting 1, as 
follows: 

 
(See Roll No. 435 in the ROLL segment.) 

So the bill was passed. 



 

The result of the vote was announced as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the table. 

 
 [Roll No. 429] 

 
 

 
AYES -- 235  

 
Alexander 

  
Allard Allen 

Anderson Anthony Applegate 
Archer Armey Baker 

Ballenger Barnard Barrett 
Barton Bateman Bentley 
Bevill Bilbray Bliley 
Boehner Brewster Brooks 

Broomfield Browder Bruce 
Bryant Bunning Burton 
Callahan Camp Campbell (CO)

Carper Carr Chandler 
Chapman Clinger Coble 

Coleman (MO) Combest Condit 
Costello Coughlin Cox (CA) 
Cramer Crane Cunningham 

Dannemeyer Darden Davis 
DeFazio DeLay Derrick 
Dickinson Dingell Doolittle 
Dorgan (ND) Dornan (CA) Dreier 

Duncan Edwards (TX) Emerson 
English Erdreich Espy 
Ewing Fields Franks (CT) 
Frost Gallegly Gallo 
Gaydos Gekas Geren 

Gilchrest Gillmor Gingrich 
Glickman Goodling Gordon 
Gradison Grandy Gunderson 
Hall (TX) Hammerschmidt Hancock 
Hansen Harris Hastert 
Hatcher Hayes (LA) Hefley 
Hefner Herger Hobson 
Holloway Hopkins Horton 
Houghton Hubbard Huckaby 
Hunter Hutto Hyde 
Inhofe Ireland Jefferson 
Jenkins Johnson (CT) Johnson (TX)

Kasich Klug Kolbe 
Kolter Kopetski Kyl 



 

Lagomarsino LaRocco Laughlin 

Leach Lent Lewis (CA) 

Lightfoot Livingston Lloyd 

Marlenee Martin Martinez 

McCandless McCollum McCrery 

McCurdy McDade McEwen 

McMillan (NC) McNulty Michel 

Miller (OH) Mollohan Montgomery 

Moorhead Morrison Murphy 

Myers Nagle Neal (NC) 

Nichols Nussle Olin 

Ortiz Orton Owens (UT) 

Oxley Packard Parker 

Pastor Patterson Paxon 

Payne (VA) Penny Perkins 

Peterson (FL) Peterson (MN) Petri 

Pickett Pickle Poshard 

Pursell Quillen Rahall 

Ramstad Ray Regula 

Rhodes Ritter Roberts 

Roemer Rogers Rohrabacher 

Roth Rowland Santorum 

Sarpalius Saxton Schaefer 

Schiff Schulze Sensenbrenner 

Shaw Shuster Sikorski 

Sisisky Skeen Skelton 

Slattery Smith (IA) Smith (NJ) 

Smith (OR) Smith (TX) Snowe 

Solomon Spence Spratt 

Staggers Stallings Stearns 

Stenholm Stump Sundquist 

Tallon Tanner Tauzin 

Taylor (MS) Taylor (NC) Thomas (CA) 

Thomas (GA) Thomas (WY) Traxler 

Unsoeld Upton Valentine 

Vander Jagt Volkmer Vucanovich 

Walker Walsh Weber 

Weldon Williams Wilson 

Wise Wolf Wyden 

Yatron Young (AK) Young (FL) 
Zeliff 

 NOES -- 193  

Abercrombie Ackerman Andrews (ME) 

Andrews (NJ) Andrews (TX) Annunzio 



 

Aspin Atkins AuCoin 
Bacchus Beilenson Bennett 
Bereuter Berman Bilirakis 
Blackwell Boehlert Bonior 
Borski Boucher Boxer 
Brown Bustamante Campbell (CA)

Cardin Clay Clement 
Coleman (TX) Collins (IL) Collins (MI)

Conyers Cooper Cox (IL) 
Coyne de la Garza DeLauro 
Dellums Dicks Dixon 
Donnelly Dooley Downey 
Durbin Dwyer Dymally 
Early Eckart Edwards (CA)

Engel Evans Fascell 
Fawell Fazio Feighan 
Fish Flake Foglietta 

Ford (TN) Frank (MA) Gejdenson 
Gephardt Gibbons Gilman 
Gonzalez Goss Green 
Guarini Hall (OH) Hamilton 

Hayes (IL) Henry Hertel 
Hoagland Hochbrueckner Horn 
Hoyer Hughes Jacobs 
James Johnson (SD) Johnston 

Jones (GA) Jones (NC) Jontz 
Kanjorski Kaptur Kennedy 
Kennelly Kildee Kleczka 
Kostmayer LaFalce Lancaster 
Lantos Lehman (CA) Lehman (FL) 

Levin (MI) Levine (CA) Lewis (FL) 
Lewis (GA) Lipinski Long 
Lowey (NY) Luken Machtley 
Manton Markey Matsui 

Mavroules Mazzoli McCloskey 
McDermott McGrath McHugh 

McMillen (MD) Meyers Mfume 
Miller (CA) Miller (WA) Mineta 

Mink Moakley Molinari 
Moody Moran Morella 
Mrazek Murtha Natcher 

Neal (MA) Nowak Oakar 
Oberstar Obey Olver 
Owens (NY) Pallone Panetta 
Payne (NJ) Pease Pelosi 



 

Porter Price Rangel 

Ravenel Richardson Ridge 

Riggs Rinaldo Roe 
Ros-Lehtinen Rose Rostenkowski

Roukema Roybal Russo 

Sabo Sanders Sangmeister 

Savage Sawyer Scheuer 

Schroeder Schumer Serrano 

Sharp Shays Skaggs 

Slaughter Smith (FL) Solarz 

Stark Stokes Studds 

Swett Swift Synar 

Thornton Torres Torricelli 

Traficant Vento Visclosky 

Washington Waters Waxman 

Weiss Wheat Whitten 

Wolpe Wylie Yates 
Zimmer 

 NOT VOTING -- 6  

Byron Edwards (OK) Ford (MI) 

Lowery (CA) Reed Towns 
 [Roll No. 430]  

 AYES -- 143  

Allard Allen Anderson 

Anthony Applegate Archer 

Armey Baker Ballenger 

Barrett Barton Bentley 

Bilirakis Bliley Boehner 

Broomfield Bruce Bunning 

Burton Byron Callahan 

Chandler Chapman Clinger 

Coble Coleman (MO) Combest 

Costello Cox (CA) Crane 

Cunningham Dannemeyer Davis 

DeLay Dickinson Doolittle 

Dorgan (ND) Dornan (CA) Dreier 

Duncan Edwards (OK) Emerson 

Ewing Fields Franks (CT) 

Gallegly Gallo Gekas 

Gilchrest Gillmor Gingrich 

Goodling Grandy Hall (TX) 

Hammerschmidt Hancock Hansen 

Hastert Hayes (LA) Hefley 

Herger Hobson Holloway 



 

Hopkins Houghton Hunter 

Hutto Hyde  Inhofe 

Ireland Kasich Johnson (TX) 
Kolbe Lagomarsino Kyl 

Laughlin Lewis (CA) Leach 
Lewis (FL) Livingston Lightfoot 
Marlenee McCandless Martin 
McCrery McMillan (NC) McEwen 
Michel Molinari Miller (OH) 
Moorhead Myers Morrison 
Nichols Ortiz Nussle 
Orton Packard Oxley 
Panetta Penny Paxon 

Peterson (MN) Poshard Petri 
Pursell Regula Quillen 
Rhodes Ritter Ridge 
Roberts Rohrabacher Rogers 
Santorum Schulze Schaefer 

Sensenbrenner Shuster Shaw 
Skeen Smith (OR) Smith (IA) 

Smith (TX) Solomon Snowe 
Spence Stenholm Stallings 
Stump Tallon Sundquist 
Tauzin Taylor (NC) Taylor (MS) 

Thomas (CA) Vucanovich Thomas (WY) 
Walker WylieWalsh  

Young (AK) Young (FL) 
 NOES -- 289  

Abercrombie Ackerman Alexander 

Andrews (ME) Andrews (NJ) Andrews (TX) 

Annunzio Aspin Atkins 

AuCoin Bacchus Barnard 

Bateman Beilenson Bennett 

Bereuter Berman Bevill 

Bilbray Blackwell Boehlert 

Bonior Borski Boucher 

Boxer Browder Brewster Brooks 

Bustamante Brown Bryant 

Campbell (CO) Camp Campbell (CA) 

Carr Cardin Carper 

Coleman (TX) Clay Collins Clement 

Condit (IL) Conyers Collins (MI) 

Coughlin Cox (IL) Cooper 
Coyne 



 

Cramer Darden de la Garza 
DeFazio DeLauro Dellums 
Derrick Dicks Dingell 
Dixon Donnelly Dooley 
Downey Durbin Dwyer 
Dymally Early Eckart 

Edwards (CA) Edwards (TX) Engel 
English Erdreich Espy 
Evans Fascell Fawell 
Fazio Feighan Fish 
Flake Foglietta Ford (MI) 

Ford (TN) Frank (MA) Frost 
Gaydos Gejdenson Gephardt 
Geren Gibbons Gilman 

Glickman Gonzalez Gordon 
Goss Gradison Green 

Guarini Gunderson Hall (OH) 
Hamilton Harris Hatcher 
Hayes (IL) Hefner Henry 
Hertel Hoagland Hochbrueckner

Horn Horton Hoyer 
Hubbard Huckaby Hughes 
Jacobs James Jefferson 
Jenkins Johnson (CT) Johnson (SD)

Johnston Jones (GA) Jones (NC) 
Jontz Kanjorski Kaptur 
Kennedy Kennelly Kildee 
Kleczka Klug Kolter 
Kopetski Kostmayer LaFalce 
Lancaster Lantos LaRocco 
Lehman (CA) Lehman (FL) Lent 
Levin (MI) Levine (CA) Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski Lloyd Long 
Lowey (NY) Luken Machtley 
Manton Markey Martinez 
Matsui Mavroules Mazzoli 

McCloskey McCollum McCurdy 
McDade McDermott McGrath 
McHugh McMillen (MD) McNulty 
Meyers Mfume Miller (CA) 

Miller (WA) Mineta Mink 
Moakley Mollohan Montgomery 
Moody Moran Morella 
Mrazek Murphy Murtha 
Nagle Natcher Neal (MA) 



 

Neal (NC) Nowak Oakar 

Oberstar Obey Owens Olin Owens 

Olver (NY) (UT) 

Pallone Parker Pastor 

Patterson Payne (NJ) Payne (VA) 

Pease Pelosi Perkins 

Peterson (FL) Pickett Pickle 

Porter Price Rahall 

Ramstad Rangel Ravenel 

Ray Reed Richardson 

Riggs Rinaldo Roemer 

Ros-Lehtinen Rose Rostenkowski 

Roth  Roukema Rowland Sabo 

Russo Sarpalius Roybal 
Sangmeister Saxton Sanders 

Sawyer Schroeder Savage 
Schiff Sharp Scheuer 
Serrano Sisisky Schumer 
Sikorski Slattery Shays Skaggs 
Skelton Smith (NJ) Slaughter 

Smith (FL) Staggers Solarz 
Spratt Stokes Stark 
Stearns Swift Studds 
Swett Thomas (GA) Synar 
Tanner Torricelli Thornton 
Torres Traxler Towns 

Traficant Valentine Unsoeld 
Upton Visclosky Vander Jagt 
VentoVolkmer  Waters 

Washington Weiss Waxman 
Weber Whitten Weldon 
Wheat Wise Williams 
Wilson WydenWolf  
Wolpe ZeliffYates  
YatronZimmer  

  

NOT VOTING -- 2  

Lowery (CA) Roe  
 [Roll No. 431]  
 AYES -- 155  

Allard Allen Archer 

Armey Baker Ballenger 

Barrett Barton Bateman 

Bentley Bereuter Bilirakis 



 

Bliley Boehner Broomfield 
Bunning Burton Callahan 
Camp Campbell (CO) Chandler 

Clinger Coble Coleman (MO)

Combest Cox (CA) Crane 
Cunningham Dannemeyer Davis 

DeLay Dickinson Doolittle 
Dornan (CA) Dreier Duncan 

Early Edwards (OK) Emerson 
Ewing Fawell Fields 

Franks (CT) Gallo Gekas 
Gillmor Gingrich Goodling 
Goss Gradison Grandy 

Gunderson Hall (TX) Hancock 
Hansen Hastert Hayes (LA) 
Hefley Henry Herger 
Hobson Holloway Hopkins 
Houghton Hunter Hyde 
Inhofe Ireland James 

Johnson (TX) Kasich Klug 
Kolbe Kolter Kyl 
LaRocco Laughlin Lewis (CA) 

Lewis (FL) Lightfoot Livingston 
Lowery (CA) Marlenee Martin 
McCandless McCollum McCrery 
McDade McEwen McMillan (NC)

Meyers Michel Miller (OH) 
Miller (WA) Molinari Moorhead 

Moran Morrison Myers 
Nichols Nussle Orton 

Owens (UT) Oxley Packard 
Pastor Paxon Pickle 
Porter Pursell Quillen 
Ramstad Regula Rhodes 
Riggs Roberts Rogers 

Rohrabacher Santorum Schaefer 
Schiff Schulze Sensenbrenner

Shaw Shuster Sisisky 
Skeen Skelton Smith (OR) 

Smith (TX) Solomon Spence 
Stallings Stearns Stenholm 
Stump Sundquist Swift 
Tauzin Taylor (NC) Thomas (CA) 

Thomas (WY) Upton Vander Jagt 
Volkmer Vucanovich Walker 



 

Weber Williams Wolf 

Wylie Young (AK) Young (FL) 
Zeliff Zimmer 

 NOES -- 274  

Abercrombie Ackerman Alexander 

Anderson Andrews (ME) Andrews (NJ) 

Andrews (TX) Annunzio Anthony 

Applegate Aspin Atkins 

AuCoin Bacchus Barnard 

Beilenson Bennett Berman 

Bevill Bilbray Blackwell 

Boehlert Bonior Borski 

Boucher Boxer Brewster 

Brooks Browder Brown 

Bruce Bryant Bustamante 

Byron Campbell (CA) Cardin 

Carper Carr  Chapman 

Clay Clement Coleman (TX) 
Collins (IL) Collins (MI) Condit 

Conyers Cooper Costello 

Coughlin Cox (IL) Coyne 

Cramer Darden de la Garza 

DeFazio DeLauro Dellums 

Derrick Dicks Dingell 

Dixon Donnelly Dooley 

Dorgan (ND) Downey Durbin 

Dwyer Dymally Eckart 

Edwards (CA) Edwards (TX) Engel 

English Erdreich Espy 
Evans Fascell  Fazio 

Feighan Fish Flake 

Foglietta Ford (MI) Ford (TN) 

Frank (MA) Frost Gallegly 

Gaydos Gejdenson Gephardt 

Geren Gibbons Gilchrest 

Gilman Glickman Gonzalez 

Gordon Green Guarini 

Hall (OH) Hamilton Harris 

Hatcher Hayes (IL) Hefner 

Hertel Hoagland Hochbrueckner 

Horn Horton Hoyer  
Hubbard Huckaby Hughes 
Hutto Jacobs Jefferson 
Jenkins Johnson (CT) Johnson (SD)



 

Jones (GA) Jones (NC) Jontz 
Kanjorski Kaptur Kennedy 
Kennelly Kildee Kleczka 
Kopetski Kostmayer LaFalce 

Lagomarsino Lancaster Lantos 
Leach Lehman (CA) Lehman (FL)

Lent Levin (MI) Levine (CA)

Lewis (GA) Lipinski Lloyd 
Long Lowey (NY) Luken 

Machtley Manton Markey 
Martinez Matsui Mavroules 
Mazzoli McCloskey McCurdy 
McDermott McGrath McHugh 

McMillen (MD) McNulty Mfume 
Miller (CA) Mineta Mink 
Moakley Mollohan Montgomery 
Moody Morella Mrazek 
Murphy Murtha Nagle 
Natcher Neal (MA) Neal (NC) 
Nowak Oakar Oberstar 
Obey Olin Olver 
Ortiz Owens (NY) Pallone 
Panetta Parker Patterson 

Payne (NJ) Payne (VA) Pease 
Pelosi Penny Perkins 

Peterson (FL) Peterson (MN) Petri 
Pickett Poshard Price 
Rahall Rangel Ravenel 
Ray Reed Richardson 
Ridge Rinaldo Ritter 
Roemer Ros-Lehtinen Rose 

Rostenkowski Roth Roukema 
Rowland Roybal Russo 
Sabo Sanders Sangmeister

Sarpalius Savage Sawyer 
Saxton Scheuer Schroeder 
Schumer Serrano Sharp 
Shays Sikorski Skaggs 

Slattery Slaughter Smith (FL) 
Smith (IA) Smith (NJ) Snowe 
Solarz Spratt Staggers 
Stark Stokes Studds 
Swett Synar Tallon 
Tanner Taylor (MS) Thomas (GA)

Thornton Torres Torricelli 



 

Towns Traficant Traxler 

Unsoeld Valentine Vento 

Visclosky Walsh Waters 

Waxman Weiss Weldon 

Wheat Whitten Wise 

Wolpe Wyden Yates 
Yatron 

  

NOT VOTING -- 5  

Hammerschmidt Johnston Roe 
Washington Wilson 

 [Roll No. 432]  
 AYES -- 110  

Allard Allen Anderson 

Archer Armey Baker 

Ballenger Barrett Barton 

Bateman Bentley Bilirakis 

Bliley Boehner Broomfield 

Bunning Burton Byron 

Callahan Chandler Clinger 

Coble Coleman (MO) Combest 

Cox (CA) Crane  Cunningham 

Dannemeyer Davis DeLay 

Dickinson Doolittle Dornan (CA) 

Dreier Duncan Edwards (OK) 

Emerson Ewing Fields 

Franks (CT) Gallegly Gekas 

Gilman Grandy Hall (TX) 

Hammerschmidt Hancock Hansen 

Hayes (LA) Hefley Herger 

Holloway Hopkins Houghton 

Hunter Hyde Inhofe 

Johnson (TX) Kolbe Kyl Lewis 

Lagomarsino Lent (CA) 

Lewis (FL) Lightfoot Livingston 

Lowery (CA) Marlenee Martin 

McCandless McEwen McMillan (NC) 

Michel Miller (OH) Moorhead 

Myers Nichols Oxley 

Packard Paxon Pursell 

Rhodes Roberts Rogers 

Rohrabacher Roth Schaefer 

Schulze Sensenbrenner Shaw 

Shuster Sisisky Skeen 

Smith (OR) Solomon Spence 



 

Stearns Stenholm Stump 

Sundquist Tauzin Taylor (NC) 

Thomas (CA) Thomas (WY) Vander Jagt 

Vucanovich Walker Wolf 
Young (AK) Young (FL) 

 NOES -- 316  

Abercrombie Ackerman Alexander 

Andrews (ME) Andrews (NJ) Andrews (TX) 

Annunzio Anthony Applegate 

Aspin Atkins AuCoin 

Bacchus Barnard Beilenson 

Bennett Bereuter Berman 

Bevill Bilbray Blackwell 

Boehlert Bonior Borski 

Boucher Boxer Brewster 

Brooks Browder Brown 

Bruce Bryant Bustamante 

Camp Campbell (CA) Campbell (CO) 

Cardin Carper  Carr  

Chapman Clay Clement 

Coleman (TX) Collins (IL) Collins (MI) 

Condit Conyers Cooper 

Costello Coughlin Cox (IL) 

Coyne Cramer Darden 

de la Garza DeFazio DeLauro 

Dellums Derrick Dicks 

Dingell Dixon Donnelly 

Dooley Dorgan (ND) Downey 

Durbin Dwyer Dymally 

Early Eckart Edwards (CA) 

Edwards (TX) Engel  English 

Erdreich Espy  Evans  

Fascell Fawell  Fazio  

Feighan Fish Flake 

Foglietta Ford (MI) Ford (TN) 

Frank (MA) Frost Gallo 

Gaydos Gejdenson Gephardt 

Geren Gibbons Gilchrest 

Gillmor Gingrich Glickman 

Gonzalez Goodling Gordon 

Goss Gradison Green 

Guarini Gunderson Hall (OH) 

Hamilton Harris Hastert 

Hatcher Hayes (IL) Hefner 



 

Henry Hertel Hoagland 
Hobson Hochbrueckner Horn 
Horton Hoyer Hubbard 
Huckaby Hutto Ireland 
Jacobs James Jefferson 
Jenkins Johnson (CT) Johnson (SD)

Johnston Jones (GA) Jones (NC) 
Jontz Kanjorski Kaptur 
Kasich Kennedy Kennelly 
Kildee Kleczka Klug 
Kolter Kopetski Kostmayer 
LaFalce Lancaster Lantos 
LaRocco Laughlin Leach 

Lehman (CA) Lehman (FL) Levin (MI) 
Levine (CA) Lewis (GA) Lipinski 

Lloyd Long Lowey (NY) 
Luken Machtley Manton 
Markey Martinez Matsui 

Mavroules Mazzoli McCloskey 
McCollum McCrery McCurdy 
McDade McDermott McGrath 
McHugh McMillen (MD) McNulty 
Meyers Mfume Miller (CA) 

Miller (WA) Mineta Mink 
Moakley Molinari Mollohan 

Montgomery Moody Moran 
Morella Morrison Murphy 
Murtha Nagle Natcher 

Neal (MA) Neal (NC) Nowak 
Nussle Oakar Oberstar 
Olin Olver Ortiz 
Orton Owens (NY) Owens (UT) 
Pallone Panetta Parker 
Pastor Patterson Payne (NJ) 

Payne (VA) Pease Pelosi 
Penny Perkins Peterson (FL)

Peterson (MN) Petri Pickett 
Pickle Porter Poshard 
Price Quillen Rahall 
Ramstad Rangel Ravenel 
Ray Reed Regula 

Richardson Rinaldo Ritter 
Roe Roemer Ros-Lehtinen

Rose Rostenkowski Roukema 
Rowland Roybal Russo 



 

Sabo Sanders  Sangmeister 

Santorum Sarpalius Savage 

Sawyer Saxton Scheuer 

Schiff Schroeder Schumer 

Serrano Sharp Shays 

Sikorski Skaggs Skelton 

Slattery Slaughter Smith (FL) 

Smith (IA) Smith (NJ) Snowe 

Solarz Spratt Staggers 

Stallings Stark Stokes 

Studds Swett Swift 

Synar Tallon Tanner 

Taylor (MS) Thomas (GA) Thornton 

Torres Torricelli Towns 

Traficant Traxler Unsoeld 

Upton Valentine Vento 

Visclosky Volkmer Walsh 

Washington Waters Waxman 

Weber Weiss Weldon 

Wheat Williams Wise 

Wolpe Wyden Wylie 

Yates Yatron Zeliff 
Zimmer 

 NOT VOTING -- 8  

Hughes Mrazek  Obey 

Ridge Riggs Smith (TX) 
Whitten Wilson 

 

[Roll No. 433] 

AYES -- 133 

Allard Allen Anderson 
Applegate Archer Armey 
Baker Ballenger Barrett 
Barton Bentley Bilirakis 
Boehner Brewster Broomfield 
Bunning Burton Callahan 
Camp Chandler Clinger 
Coble Coleman (MO) Combest 

Cox (CA) Crane Cunningham 
Dannemeyer Davis DeLay 
Dickinson Doolittle Dornan (CA) 
Dreier Duncan Edwards (OK) 
Emerson Ewing Fields 

Franks (CT) Gallegly Gekas 
Geren Gingrich Goodling 



 

Goss Grandy Hall (TX) 

Hammerschmidt Hancock Hansen 

Hastert Hayes (LA) Hefley 
Herger Hobson Holloway 

Hopkins Hunter Hutto 

Hyde Inhofe Ireland 

James Johnson (TX) Kasich 

Kolbe Kyl Lent 
Lewis (CA) Lewis (FL) Lightfoot 

Livingston Lowery (CA) Marlenee 
Martin McCandless McCrery 

McDade McEwen McMillan (NC) 

Michel Miller (OH) Molinari 
Montgomery Moorhead Murphy  

Myers Nichols Nussle  
Oxley  Packard Parker  

Paxon Petri Porter 

Quillen Ramstad Ray 
Regula Rhodes Riggs 

Ritter Roberts Rogers 

Rohrabacher Ros-Lehtinen Roth 
Schaefer Schulze Sensenbrenner

Shuster Sisisky Skeen Smith 
Skelton Smith (OR) (TX) 
Solomon Spence Stearns 
Stenholm Stump Sundquist 
Tauzin Taylor (MS) Taylor (NC) 

Thomas (CA) Thomas (WY) Vander Jagt 
Vucanovich Walker Wylie 
Young (AK) 

 NOES -- 292  

Abercrombie Ackerman Alexander 

Andrews (ME) Andrews (NJ) Andrews (TX) 

Annunzio Aspin Atkins 

AuCoin Bacchus Barnard 

Bateman Beilenson Bennett 

Bereuter Berman Bevill 

Bilbray Blackwell Bliley 

Boehlert Bonior Borski 

Boucher Boxer Brooks 

Browder Brown Bruce 

Bryant Bustamante Byron 

Campbell (CA) Campbell (CO) Cardin 

Carper Carr Chapman 



 

Clay Clement Coleman (TX)

Collins (IL) Collins (MI) Condit 
Conyers Cooper Costello 
Coughlin Cox (IL) Coyne 
Cramer Darden de la Garza 
DeFazio DeLauro Dellums 
Dicks Dingell Dixon 

Donnelly Dooley Dorgan (ND) 
Downey Durbin Dwyer 
Dymally Early Eckart 

Edwards (CA) Edwards (TX) Engel 
English Erdreich Espy 
Evans Fascell Fawell 
Fazio Feighan Fish 
Flake Foglietta Ford (MI) 

Ford (TN) Frank (MA) Frost 
Gallo Gaydos Gejdenson 

Gephardt Gibbons Gilchrest 
Gillmor Glickman Gonzalez 
Gordon Gradison Green 
Guarini Gunderson Hall (OH) 
Hamilton Harris Hatcher 
Hayes (IL) Hefner Henry 
Hertel Hoagland Hochbrueckner

Horn Horton Houghton 
Hoyer Hubbard Huckaby 
Hughes Jacobs Jefferson 
Jenkins Johnson (CT) Johnson (SD)

Johnston Jones (GA) Jones (NC) 
Jontz Kanjorski Kaptur 
Kennedy Kennelly Kildee 
Kleczka Klug Kolter 
Kopetski Kostmayer LaFalce 

Lagomarsino Lancaster Lantos 
LaRocco Laughlin Leach 

Lehman (CA) Lehman (FL) Levin (MI) 
Levine (CA) Lewis (GA) Lipinski 

Long Lowey (NY) Luken 
Machtley Manton Markey 
Martinez Matsui Mavroules 
Mazzoli McCloskey McCollum 
McCurdy McDermott McGrath 
McHugh McMillen (MD) McNulty 
Meyers Mfume Miller (CA) 

Miller (WA) Mineta Mink 



 

Moakley Mollohan Moody 

Moran Morella Morrison 

Mrazek Murtha Nagle 

Natcher Neal (MA) Neal (NC) 
Nowak Oakar Oberstar 

Obey Olin Olver 

Ortiz Orton Owens (NY) 

Owens (UT) Pallone Panetta 

Pastor Patterson Payne (NJ) 

Payne (VA) Pease Penny 

Perkins Peterson (FL) Peterson (MN) 

Pickett Pickle Poshard 

Price Pursell Rahall 

Rangel Ravenel Reed 
Richardson Rinaldo  Roe 

Roemer Rose  Rostenkowski 

Roukema Rowland  Roybal 

Russo Sabo  Sanders 

Sangmeister Santorum Sarpalius 

Savage Sawyer  Saxton 

Scheuer Schiff Schroeder 

Schumer Serrano  Sharp 

Shaw Shays Sikorski 

Skaggs Slattery Slaughter 

Smith (FL) Smith (IA) Smith (NJ) 

Snowe Solarz Spratt 

Staggers Stallings Stark 

Stokes Studds Swett 

Swift Synar Tallon 

Tanner Thomas (GA) Thornton 

Torres Torricelli Towns 

Traficant Traxler Unsoeld 

Upton Valentine Vento 

Visclosky Volkmer Walsh 

Waters Waxman Weber 

Weiss Weldon Wheat 

Whitten Wilson Wolf 

Wolpe Wyden Yates 

Yatron Young (FL) Zeliff 
Zimmer 

 NOT VOTING -- 9  

Anthony Derrick Gilman 

Lloyd Pelosi Ridge 

Washington Williams Wise 



[Roll No. 434] 
 

[Roll No. 434] 

AYES -- 49 

Archer Armey Ballenger 
Barton Burton Coble 
Combest Crane Dannemeyer 
DeLay Doolittle Duncan 

Edwards (OK) Emerson Fields 
Gekas Grandy Hall (TX) 
Hancock Hayes (LA) Herger 
Holloway Hunter Inhofe 

Johnson (TX) Kolbe Kyl 
Lightfoot Livingston Marlenee 
McCandless McEwen Miller (OH) 

Myers Nichols Packard 
Payne (VA) Rhodes Rohrabacher 

Skeen Smith (OR) Smith (TX) 
Stump Tauzin Taylor (NC) 

Thomas (WY) Vucanovich Young (AK) 
Zimmer   

NOES -- 379 

Abercrombie Ackerman Alexander 
Allard Allen Anderson 

Andrews (ME) Andrews (NJ) Andrews (TX) 
Annunzio Anthony Applegate 
Aspin Atkins AuCoin 
Bacchus Baker Barnard 
Barrett Bateman Beilenson 
Bennett Bentley Bereuter 
Berman Bevill Bilbray 

Bilirakis Blackwell Bliley 
Boehlert Boehner Bonior 
Borski Boucher Boxer 
Brewster Brooks Broomfield 
Browder Brown Bruce 
Bryant Bunning Bustamante 
Byron Callahan Camp 

Campbell (CA) Campbell (CO) Cardin 
Carper Carr Chandler 
Chapman Clay Clement 
Clinger Coleman (MO) Coleman (TX) 

Collins (IL) Collins (MI) Condit 
Conyers Cooper Costello 
Coughlin Cox (CA) Cox (IL) 



 

Coyne Cramer Cunningham 
Darden Davis de la Garza 
DeFazio DeLauro Dellums 
Derrick Dickinson Dicks 
Dingell Dixon Donnelly 
Dooley Dorgan (ND) Dornan (CA) 
Downey Dreier Durbin 
Dwyer Early Eckart 

Edwards (CA) Edwards (TX) Engel 
English Erdreich Espy 
Evans Ewing Fascell 
Fawell Fazio Feighan 
Fish Flake Foglietta 

Ford (MI) Ford (TN) Frank (MA) 
Franks (CT) Frost Gallegly 

Gallo Gaydos Gejdenson 
Geren Gibbons Gilchrest 
Gillmor Gilman Gingrich 
Glickman Gonzalez Goodling 
Gordon Goss Gradison 
Green Guarini Gunderson 

Hall (OH) Hamilton Hammerschmidt

Hansen Harris Hastert 
Hatcher Hayes (IL) Hefley 
Hefner Henry Hertel 
Hoagland Hobson Hochbrueckner

Hopkins Horn Horton 
Houghton Hoyer Hubbard 
Huckaby Hughes Hutto 
Hyde Ireland Jacobs 
James Jefferson Jenkins 

Johnson (CT) Johnson (SD) Johnston 
Jones (GA) Jones (NC) Jontz 
Kanjorski Kaptur Kasich 
Kennedy Kennelly Kildee 
Klug Kolter Kopetski 

Kostmayer LaFalce Lagomarsino 
Lancaster Lantos LaRocco 
Laughlin Leach Lehman (CA) 

Lehman (FL) Lent Levin (MI) 
Levine (CA) Lewis (CA) Lewis (FL) 
Lewis (GA) Lipinski Lloyd 

Long Lowery (CA) Lowey (NY) 
Luken Machtley Manton 
Markey Martin Martinez 



 

Matsui Mavroules Mazzoli 
McCloskey McCollum McCrery 
McCurdy McDade McDermott 
McGrath McHugh McMillan (NC)

McMillen (MD) McNulty Meyers 
Mfume Michel Miller (CA) 

Miller (WA) Mineta Mink 
Moakley Molinari Mollohan 

Montgomery Moody Moorhead 
Moran Morella Morrison 
Mrazek Murphy Murtha 
Natcher Neal (MA) Neal (NC) 
Nowak Nussle Oakar 

Oberstar Obey Olin 
Olver Ortiz Orton 

Owens (NY) Owens (UT) Oxley 
Pallone Panetta Parker 
Pastor Patterson Paxon 

Payne (NJ) Pease Pelosi 
Penny Perkins Peterson (FL)

Peterson (MN) Petri Pickett 
Pickle Porter Poshard 
Price Pursell Quillen 
Rahall Ramstad Ravenel 
Ray Reed Regula 

Richardson Riggs Rinaldo 
Ritter Roberts Roe 
Roemer Rogers Ros-Lehtinen

Rose Rostenkowski Roth 
Roukema Rowland Roybal 
Russo Sabo Sanders 

Sangmeister Santorum Sarpalius 
Savage Sawyer Saxton 
Schaefer Scheuer Schiff 
Schroeder Schulze Schumer 

Sensenbrenner Serrano Sharp 
Shaw Shays Shuster 

Sikorski Sisisky Skaggs 
Skelton Slattery Slaughter 

Smith (FL) Smith (IA) Smith (NJ) 
Snowe Solarz Solomon 
Spence Spratt Staggers 

Stallings Stark Stearns 
Stenholm Stokes Studds 
Sundquist Swett Swift 



 

Synar Tallon Tanner 

Taylor (MS) Thomas (CA) Thomas (GA) 

Thornton Torres Torricelli 

Towns Traficant Traxler 

Unsoeld Upton Valentine 

Vander Jagt Vento Visclosky 

Volkmer Walker Walsh 

Washington Waters Waxman 

Weber Weiss Weldon 

Wheat Whitten Williams 

Wilson Wise Wolf 

Wolpe Wyden Wylie 

Yates Yatron Young (FL) 
Zeliff 

  

NOT VOTING -- 6  

Dymally Gephardt Kleczka 

Nagle Rangel Ridge 
 

[Roll No. 435] 

AYES -- 297 

Abercrombie Ackerman Alexander 
Andrews (ME) Andrews (NJ) Andrews (TX) 
Annunzio Anthony Applegate 
Aspin Atkins AuCoin 
Bacchus Barnard Beilenson 
Bennett Berman Bevill 
Bilbray Blackwell Boehlert 
Bonior Borski Boucher 
Boxer Brooks Browder 
Brown Bruce Bryant 

Bustamante Byron Campbell (CA) 
Campbell (CO) Cardin Carper 

Carr Clay Clement 
Coleman (TX) Collins (IL) Collins (MI) 

Condit Conyers Cooper 
Costello Coughlin Cox (IL) 
Coyne Cramer Darden 

de la Garza DeFazio DeLauro 
Dellums Derrick Dicks 
Dingell Dixon Donnelly 
Dooley Dorgan (ND) Downey 
Durbin Dwyer Dymally 
Early Eckart Edwards (CA) 

Edwards (TX) Engel English 
Erdreich Espy Evans 



 

Fascell Fawell Fazio 
Feighan Fish Flake 
Foglietta Ford (MI) Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) Frost Gallo 
Gaydos Gejdenson Gephardt 
Geren Gibbons Gilchrest 
Gilman Glickman Gonzalez 
Gordon Goss Green 
Guarini Gunderson Hall (OH) 
Hamilton Harris Hatcher 
Hayes (IL) Hefner Henry 
Hertel Hoagland Hochbrueckner

Horn Hoyer Huckaby 
Hughes Jacobs James 

Jefferson Jenkins Johnson (CT)

Johnson (SD) Johnston Jones (GA) 
Jones (NC) Jontz Kanjorski 
Kaptur Kennedy Kennelly 
Kildee Kleczka Klug 
Kolter Kopetski Kostmayer 
LaFalce Lancaster Lantos 
LaRocco Leach Lehman (CA) 

Lehman (FL) Levin (MI) Levine (CA) 
Lewis (FL) Lewis (GA) Lipinski 

Lloyd Long Lowey (NY) 
Luken Machtley Manton 
Markey Martinez Matsui 

Mavroules Mazzoli McCloskey 
McCollum McCurdy McDermott 
McGrath McHugh McMillen (MD)

McNulty Meyers Mfume 
Miller (CA) Miller (WA) Mineta 

Mink Moakley Mollohan 
Moody Moran Morella 

Morrison Mrazek Murphy 
Murtha Nagle Natcher 

Neal (MA) Neal (NC) Nowak 
Oakar Oberstar Obey 
Olin Olver Ortiz 

Owens (NY) Owens (UT) Pallone 
Panetta Pastor Patterson 

Payne (NJ) Payne (VA) Pease 
Pelosi Penny Perkins 

Peterson (FL) Peterson (MN) Petri 
Pickett Pickle Porter 



 

Poshard Price Pursell 

Rahall Ramstad Rangel 

Ravenel Reed Richardson 

Rinaldo Ritter Roe 

Roemer Ros-Lehtinen Rose 

Rostenkowski Roukema Rowland 

Roybal Russo Sabo 

Sanders Sangmeister Santorum 

Sarpalius Savage Sawyer 

Saxton Scheuer Schiff 

Schroeder Schumer Serrano 

Sharp Shaw Shays 

Sikorski Sisisky Skaggs 

Slattery Slaughter Smith (FL) 

Smith (IA) Smith (NJ) Snowe 

Solarz Spratt Staggers 

Stark Stokes Studds 

Swett Swift Synar 

Tallon Tanner Taylor (MS)

Thomas (GA) Thornton Torres 

Torricelli Towns Traficant 

Traxler Unsoeld Upton 

Valentine Vento Visclosky 

Volkmer Walsh Washington 

Waters Waxman Weber 

Weiss Weldon Wheat 

Whitten Williams Wilson 

Wise Wolpe Wyden 

Yates Yatron Zimmer 

 NOES -- 136  

Allard Allen Anderson 

Archer Armey Baker 

Ballenger Barrett Barton 

Bateman Bentley Bereuter 

Bilirakis Bliley Boehner 

Brewster Broomfield Bunning 

Burton Callahan Camp 

Chandler Chapman Clinger 

Coble Coleman (MO) Combest 

Cox (CA) Crane Cunningham 

Dannemeyer Davis DeLay 

Dickinson Doolittle Dornan (CA) 

Dreier Duncan Edwards (OK)

Emerson Ewing Fields 



 

Franks (CT) Gallegly Gekas 
Gillmor Gingrich Goodling 
Gradison Grandy Hall (TX) 

Hammerschmidt Hancock Hansen 
Hastert Hayes (LA) Hefley 
Herger Hobson Holloway 
Hopkins Horton Houghton 
Hubbard Hunter Hutto 
Hyde Inhofe Ireland 

Johnson (TX) Kasich Kolbe 
Kyl Lagomarsino Laughlin 
Lent Lewis (CA) Lightfoot 

Livingston Lowery (CA) Marlenee 
Martin McCandless McCrery 
McDade McEwen McMillan (NC)

Michel Miller (OH) Molinari 
Montgomery Moorhead Myers 
Nichols Nussle Orton 
Oxley Packard Parker 
Paxon Quillen Ray 
Regula Rhodes Riggs 
Roberts Rogers Rohrabacher 
Roth Schaefer Schulze 

Sensenbrenner Shuster Skeen 
Skelton Smith (OR) Smith (TX) 
Solomon Spence Stallings 
Stearns Stenholm Stump 
Sundquist Tauzin Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (CA) Thomas (WY) Vander Jagt 
Vucanovich Walker Wolf 

Wylie Young (AK) Young (FL) 
Zeliff   

NOT VOTING -- 1 
 

Ridge 
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	[*H11370]  The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursuant to House Resolution 279 and rule XXIII, the Chair declares the House in the Committee of the Whole House on the State of the Union for the further consideration of the bill, H.R. 2929. 
	 
	IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 
	 
	Accordingly, the House resolved itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the State of the Union for the further consideration of the bill (H.R. 2929) to designate certain lands in the California desert as wilderness, to establish the Death Valley, Joshua Tree, and Mojave National Park, and for other purposes, with Mr. Glickman, Chairman pro tempore, in the chair. 
	 
	The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
	 
	[*H11371] The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. Glickman). When the Committee of the Whole rose on Friday, November 22, 1991, amendment No. 1 offered by the gentleman from California [Mr. Lewis] has been disposed of. 
	 
	It is now in order to consider amendment No. 2 printed in House Report 102-314. 
	 
	Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, if I might, that amendment will be offered later in the en bloc amendment offered by the gentleman from California [Mr. Miller]. We are not going to offer it at this time. 
	 
	The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Since that amendment will be deferred, it is now in order to consider amendment No. 3 printed in House Report 102-314. 
	 
	PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 
	 
	Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, I have a parliamentary inquiry. The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The gentleman will state it. 
	 
	Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, the bill has been brought up in relatively short notice in terms of the circumstance of these closing moments. Is there a way of giving reasonable notice, of deferring this? 
	 
	I do not want to see a Member lose their opportunity because they do not know that we are up yet. 
	 
	Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I have no objection, if the gentleman from California 
	[Mr. Dannemeyer] wants to reserve his space. 
	 
	Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, it is clear that really none of these Members are here. It is a delicate circumstance. 
	 
	The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Without objection, the gentleman may strike the last word. In the Committee of the Whole, the Chair cannot entertain the request to change the order of amendments when it was stated in the rule. 
	 
	There was no objection. 
	 
	Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike the last word. 
	 
	My concern is that we do have a number of amendments that Members are serious about because we are in the closing day and because of the confusing schedule. 
	 
	I would hope that we could give Members who have amendments filed notice immediately, if we could proceed with that, so that we do not literally cut the sand from under the feet of a Member who is legitimately in line to be heard but may not know that he is up yet, if there is a way we can handle that. 
	 
	Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
	 
	Mr. LEWIS of California. I yield to the gentleman from Minnesota. PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 
	Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I have a parliamentary inquiry. 
	 
	The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The gentleman will state it. 
	 
	Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I note that the gentleman from Guam [Mr. Blaz] has an amendment that is not controversial and the gentleman is present. If we could ask unanimous consent, I thought perhaps we could move ahead with that. 
	 
	The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The Chair would state that the gentleman from California [Mr. Miller] chairman of the committee can offer amendments en bloc at any time. The Chair unfortunately cannot by unanimous consent recognize for amendments out of order since in the Committee of the Whole and the order was provided in the rule. 
	 
	The Chair would recommend either that the gentleman from California be recognized or else the Chair would recognize Members to strike the last word, without objection, if there is no objection, for a short period of time until such time as we get reasonable notice to Members. 
	 
	The Chair agrees with the gentleman from California, this bill did come up instantly. It is now in order to consider amendment No. 3 printed in House Report 102-314. 
	 
	AMENDMENTS EN BLOC OFFERED BY MR. DANNEMEYER 
	 
	Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Chairman, I offer amendments en bloc. 
	 
	The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The Clerk will designate the amendments en bloc. The text of the amendments en bloc is as follows: 
	Amendments en bloc offered by Mr. Dannemeyer: 
	 
	Page 43, strike line 11 and all that follows through line 7 on page 54 (all of title IV), and redesignate succeeding titles accordingly. 
	 
	Page 55, strike lines 11 through 20, and on line 21 strike "(4)" and insert "(3)". 
	 
	The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Under the rule, the gentleman from California [Mr. Dannemeyer] 
	will be recognized for 5 minutes, and a Member opposed will be recognized for 5 minutes. 
	 
	The Chair recognizes the gentleman from California [Mr. Dannemeyer]. 
	 
	(Mr. DANNEMEYER asked and was given permission to revise and extend his remarks.) 
	 
	Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of this amendment to strike from the bill the inclusion of what is known as the East Mohave area. I think it is appropriate to talk about the political force that essentially is driving the consideration by the House to lock up this area of our State. 
	 
	Three years ago I sent an intern to the records of the Federal Elections Commission and asked that intern to check an analysis of the records on file there for some of the organizations that comprise the Environmental Party in American politics. 
	 
	This list is by no means exclusive, but the organizations in that unit include the following: The Center for Marine Conservation, the Clean Water Action Project, the Environmental Defense Fund, Greenpeace U.S.A., National Audubon Society, National Wildlife Federation, Natural 
	Resources Defense Council, the Nature Conservancy, Public Interest Research Groups, the Sierra 
	Club, the Wilderness Society, and the World Wildlife Fund. 
	 
	This is a short list, by no means exclusive. These organizations have a combined membership in the country of a little less than 13 million people who annually put up $335 million to influence public policy. 
	 
	Of that sum, about $127 million is spent on grassroots lobbying. The two major political parties 
	in the country, the Democratic Party and the Republican Party, have a contributing base of about 
	2.3 million people, that is at the national level, who annually put up about $93 million to influence all aspects of public policy. So the Environmental Party has four times the contributing base and four times the resources to influence public policy. 
	 
	No one who hears my comments should believe that these people do not have the right to organize into a party and influence public policy. I am not saying that at all. I am just saying that we Americans better wake up to the reality that this Environmental Party seeks to change our society to one that worships the creation rather that the creator. If you wander through life and you do not believe in a hereafter, which I believe the leaders of the Environmental Party do not, what they see in this world is all
	to tear down a tree and make a piece of lumber to build a house, or if somebody wants to catch a fish or if somebody wants to bag a deer and eat that meat or share it with somebody else, 
	these people in the Environmental Party get real uptight. This is the movement we are dealing with in this issue. 
	 
	In the East Mojave area I think we should understand something. It is comprised of 210,000 acres. The Union Pacific Transcontinental Railroad cuts across the area for 55 miles and forms 35 miles of the southwest boundary. We have about 40,000 miners mining the minerals in the State of California, and about 20,000 have their jobs in this area. The reality is if this bill passes is that these 20,000 jobs are going to be gone. 
	 
	I have never been able to understand why the proponents of this legislation who profess such a tender concern for the working men and women of our society; namely, the members of the Democratic Party, are so unconcerned about the loss of jobs and economic growth and activity that is going to take place in the State of California if this measure is adopted. 
	 
	Let me just recite to my colleagues some of the activity that is going on in this area. Over 
	10,000 mining claims exist. Four hundred and thirty thousand acres in the East Mohave have 
	[*H11372] been leased for oil and gas development. Over 2,500 miles of major and secondary roads cover the proposed monument. Since grazing allotments encompass more than 90 percent of the East Mojave, over 700 miles of cattle fence, water pipelines, tanks, troughs, an corrals exist in this area. 
	 
	AT&T, Sprint, and Wiltel have miles of cable, including fiberoptics, running across the area. A natural gas pipeline runs almost 40 miles along the southern section of the proposed monument. Southern California Edison maintains 75 miles of wood pole power lines. Pacific telephone lines wind on for 120 miles inside the designated area. High voltage steel tower transmission lines criss-cross the area. Southern California Edison shares 425 miles of power lines with the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power
	 
	In short, this is a developed area of southern California. It is desert area, it is true, but it is a vast resource of minerals that the people of this country need, the 20,000 people working in this region of our State need for a livelihood. 
	 
	I ask for an "aye" vote for this amendment that would delete this portion from the bill. 
	 
	The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from California [Mr. Dannemeyer] has expired. Does the gentleman from California [Mr. Lehman] oppose the amendment? 
	Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Speaker, I am opposed to the amendment. 
	 
	The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from California [Mr. Lehman] is recognized for 5 minutes. Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself such time as I may consume. 
	Mr. Chairman, it is hard to take this amendment seriously, but I will, and it is certainly not my intention to get into a theological discussion this afternoon with my good friend, the gentleman from California [Mr. Dannemeyer]. 
	 
	This is one of the most important parts of this legislation that Mr. Dannemeyer seeks to gut, the designation of the East Mojave as a national monument. When we examined all of the areas in 
	the California Desert, 25 million acres, we found the East Mojave to be one of the most deserving 
	of protection, and in fact so well deserving that we decided to give it a higher designation. The original proposal had this area designated as a national park. We made it as a national monument in the legislation on the floor to facilitate some more multiple use planning. 
	 
	Both the Bureau of Land Management and the National Park Service professional staff have 
	studied the Mojave's resources and have made strong recommendations for designation of the area as a national park. I quote from the Park Service study on the East Mojave: 
	 
	Cultural and natural resource values of the East Mojave study area are so diverse and outstanding that the area readily qualifies for national park or monument status. In all the California Desert, and I am quoting from this study by the Park Service, there is no finer grouping of different wildlife habitats than the East Mojave. 
	 
	What about the mineral and geological aspects of the East Mojave? Well, it is not as Mr. Dannemeyer has stated. According to a recent U.S. Geological Survey report on the East Mojave, and I quote from it, 
	 
	The prospects for further mineral discoveries in the Mojave are relatively poor. 
	In the parlance of mineral resources, this does not appear to be an area of world class deposits. Again with respect to the wilderness areas in this bill, the mining can continue. Mining has not 
	been prohibited and will not be. Indeed, with respect to the major mine in the East Mojave we have not designated that land as wilderness to even give them a further protection there in the 
	park to continue to mine under the auspices of the Park Service. 
	 
	The East Mojave is the gem of the California Desert. We recognize it as such in this legislation. Not even the gentleman from California [Mr. Lewis], who in his substitute last week changed the designations of this area went as far as the gentleman from California [Mr. Dannemeyer] and removed all protections of this area, whether it is wilderness or Park Service. This takes all protection from the East Mojave and keeps the status quo. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Vento], the chairman of the Subcommittee on National Parks and Public Lands. 
	Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to these Dannemeyer amendments en bloc. These amendments would delete from the bill the sections that establish the East Mojave 
	National Monument and that designate as wilderness some of the lands within that unit of the 
	National Park System. 
	 
	As has been noted before, national monument status for the East Mojave area has been supported by the professional judgment of the land managers: In 1979, the BLM reported that -- 
	 
	Cultural and natural resource value of the East Mojave area are so diverse and outstanding that the area readily qualifies for national park or monument status. 
	 
	And in 1987, after reviewing the proposed designation of the area as a national park, the professional staff of the National Park Service's western region found that the area met the required criteria specified in the service's management policies, and they concluded that the area would be a worthy and valuable addition to the National Park System. 
	 
	The Interior Committee agreed with those professional judgments, and the House should do so, too, and should reject these Dannemeyer amendments en bloc. 
	 
	The Dannemeyer amendments also should be rejected because they would delete from the bill all the wilderness designations for lands within the East Mojave area. The President has proposed that some of these lands be designated as wilderness. 
	 
	The substitute offered by the gentleman from California [Mr. Lewis], designated some of these lands as wilderness. The gentleman offering these amendments voted for that substitute, so he 
	evidently supports designation of some wilderness in the East Mojave. The gentleman's amendment has consequences that he doesn't intend or he has changed his views. 
	 
	The lands that would be designated as wilderness by the bill have wilderness values, and they should be so designated and managed, which would not occur if these Dannemeyer en bloc amendments were adopted. I urge the House to reject the Dannemeyer amendments. 
	 
	Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the distinguished gentleman from 
	California [Mr. Levine]. 
	 
	(Mr. LEVINE of California asked and was given permission to revise and extend his remarks.) 
	 
	Mr. LEVINE of California. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to this amendment. The amendment would gut the essence of this legislation. It is extremely important to protect this extraordinarily fragile and vital resource. The East Mojave, as the chairman of the subcommittee indicated, was originally designated a national park. It is now designated a national monument. The subcommittee chairman read quotes that are extremely important that emphasize that the staff of both the BLM and the National Park Servi
	 
	I would like to respond briefly to two points of the proponent, one to suggest that this is a 
	lockup, a canard. The fact is this is a preservation provision that is essential to this extraordinary resource. Second, although I do not intend, either, to get into a theological debate, to suggest 
	that this amendment should be passed because somehow environmentalists are subversive or ungodly is not worthy of a response, but certainly is not an appropriate reason to not protect this 
	extraordinarily precious resource. 
	 
	Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself the remaining time. The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from California is recognized for 1 minute. 
	Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, the quote I read earlier was from the Bureau of Land Management desert planning staff that was submitted to the Park Service on the study of the East Mojave. As I alluded to, a  [*H11373] study was also done by the National Park Service. The Regional Director of the Park Service recommended that the Mojave, and I quote, "would be a worthy and valuable addition to the National Park System." 
	 
	In addition, we have allowed for in the bill under national monument status that we can make some adjustments outside just the domain of being in the park as far as land use management in the area is concerned. We have accommodated the utilities that exist in the area and none of them are opposed to this legislation. We have worked with the cattle interests in the area and 
	have gone beyond what is usually done in a national park in terms of the 10-year phaseout or an immediate phaseout and given them up to 25 years for those six operations in the area. 
	 
	Mr. Speaker, this is a bad amendment. It kills our bill. I ask for a "no" vote. 
	 
	The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendments en block offered by the gentleman from 
	California [Mr. Dannemeyer]. 
	 
	The amendments en bloc were rejected. 
	 
	The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to consider amendment No. 4 printed in House Rept. 102-314. For what purpose does the gentleman from Montana [Mr. Marlenee] rise? 
	AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MR. MARLENEE 
	 
	Mr. MARLENEE. Mr. Chairman, I offer amendments. 
	 
	The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will designate the amendments. The text of the amendments is as follows: 
	Amendments offered by Mr. Marlenee: Page 44, line 16, insert "(a)" after "402.". Page 44, after line 25, add the following: 
	(b) The Secretary shall permit hunting on all lands within the monument in accordance with applicable Federal and State law. The Secretary may, after consultation with the California Department of Fish and Game, designate zones where, and establish periods when, such activities will not be permitted for reasons of public safety, administration, fish and wildlife habitat, or public use and enjoyment, subject to terms and conditions as he deems necessary in furtherance of this Act. Nothing in this Act shall b
	 
	The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the gentleman from Montana [Mr. Marlenee] will be recognized for 5 minutes and a Member opposed will be recognized for 5 minutes. 
	 
	Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I oppose the amendment. 
	 
	The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from California [Mr. Lehman] will be recognized for 5 minutes. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Montana [Mr. Marlenee]. 
	Mr. MARLENEE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Schulze]. 
	 
	Mr. SCHULZE. Mr. Chairman I rise in strong support of the Marlenee amendment to H.R. 2929, the California Desert Protection Act. The Marlenee amendment would protect hunters rights in the Mojave National Monument created by H.R. 2929. 
	 
	Public lands provide access to hunters who don't have the financial ability to own their own land or belong to a private hunting club. 
	 
	Restricting access to an additional 1.5 million acres would further diminish the multiple use of our public lands. In addition to prohibiting hunting on the Mojave Monument, the designation of 
	4.3 million acres of wilderness in H.R. 2929 further restricts the opportunity for hunters. 
	 
	Although hunting is allowed in wilderness areas, restricted access to those areas makes it much more difficult for the hunter to utilize the area. 
	 
	Hunting and hunters have contributed greatly to wildlife and wildlife management. The foundation for the conservation of desert bighorn sheep and many other conservation organizations should be commended for their work in reestablishing viable wildlife populations. 
	 
	They should not be punished by having access to public lands denied or restricted. 
	 
	Allowing hunting in this area will contribute greatly to the management of wildlife species. In my home State of Pennsylvania, we have the Gettysburg National Military Park and the Eisenhower National Historic Site. Both of these areas are managed by the Park Service and hunting is not allowed. 
	Because no hunting is allowed, deer populations have soared and are six times greater than the carrying capacity of the ecosystem. This is causing severe economic and environmental stress. 
	 
	Do not let this happen in the Mojave National Monument. For the conservation of our Nation's wildlife, I urge my colleagues to support the Marlenee amendment. 
	 
	Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 1 minute. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, I oppose this amendment. The gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Vento] will go into the arguments with regard to Park Service rules. 
	 
	The desert has 25 million acres in it, my friends. Three million acres are in the Mojave area and have always been off limits to hunting. Less than 1 million acres are in Joshua Tree and have always been off limits. That leaves 21 million acres. 
	 
	With this bill, an additional 1.5 million acres out of the mix would be put in the national monument and hunting will not be allowed in that area. There will still be almost 19 million acres on the desert where you can hunt. 
	 
	Now, the good gentleman talks about wildlife in this area. The facts should be clearly on top, especially with respect to deer. Last year in California we shot 30,000 deer statewide. How many were shot in the East Mojave? Exactly 25. 
	 
	In response to that statistic, in committee the gentleman from Montana [Mr. Marlenee] said, well, a lot of us like maybe not just to shoot, but to go walk around out there. 
	 
	Well, that is fine, but you still have 19 million acres on which to do that. 
	 
	Everyone in this bill in order to protect the California desert is being asked to give just a little. The utilities have given a little. The cattle interests are giving a little. The mining interests are giving a little. This should not be the only group not to give anything to protect the species in the area. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, I ask for a no vote. 
	 
	Mr. MARLENEE. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 2 minutes. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, recently a "Dear Colleague" letter was circulated by those who oppose this amendment. That "Dear Colleague" letter said this would destroy the few remaining big game species in that area. What a misleading statement that is; what a blatantly/misleading statement that is. 
	 
	I assure you and I assure all my colleagues that it must be an insult to the California State Fish and Game Department, under those whose control the harvesting of wild game takes place. 
	 
	It further states that there are very few animals to hunt and very few animals taken. That is not the question. What we are trying to do here is protect the areas and the accessibility and the opportunity for sportsmen across the United States of America, sportsman who in fact have put waterholes and water out there, reintroduced the big horn desert sheep in that particular area, and now the antihunters are going to tell those sportsmen they are going to remove 1.5 million acres because somebody said we oug
	 
	They will also tell you that this is unprecedented that we are allowing hunting on national parks, but there is a precedent. In these particular areas, Big Cypress Reserve of Florida, Delware Water, Fire Island National, Glenn Canyon area, all these areas are in the National Park System and allow hunting to take place. 
	 
	The harvesting of game is natural and it must take place to prevent overpopulation and degradation of the environment. 
	 
	I am chagrined that such a misleading "Dear Colleague" letter would be sent out. 
	 
	You know, this amendment is simple. It is either you are for the sportsmen or you are against them. 
	 
	We want no net loss of hunting or hunting areas to take place. 
	 
	Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Vento]. 
	 
	[*H11374] Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposition to the amendment, which would open to hunting the new East Mojave National Monument designated by this bill. 
	 
	I am a hunter and I do not think we need to hunt in national parks and monuments. 
	 
	The fact of the matter is the list the gentleman from Montana placed up there are not national parks or monunments. There is only one national park on that list, and that is the Grand Tetons, and that is the hunting of elk, and the individuals who do that have to be deputize to do so, so what we are about to do or what the gentleman proposes to do is to throw our a 75-year history of policy with regard to national parks and monuments that are established to preserve the species in perpetuity, but the gentle
	not think this is a symbol. I think we have to get down to the facts, and the facts are that in 
	order for people to hunt, there has to be game in these particular areas. There is very little game in these areas. 
	 
	What we are saying in this type of Mojave Desert area is that we want to see the natural processes take place without being interfered with by man, permitting the types of desert species that occur there to live in as natural a condition as possible. 
	 
	We know that most hunters are good people; they are conservationists. We also know that there are a lot of directional and informational signs that get shot up and a lot of other damage that goes on in some of these areas because some people -- some hunters -- are not as responsible. 
	 
	So I will just emphasize, Mr. Chairman, we are being asked here to reverse a 75-year time- honored policy with regard to the National Park System. All the other units that permit such activities are preserves. In Alaska we have some examples, and the Tetons, where individuals have to be deputized in order to hunt. 
	 
	The amendment would undermine one of the basic, longstanding principles under which National Park System monuments and national parks are managed -- that they are sanctuaries for wildlife, and are off limits to sport hunting. 
	 
	I understand that supporters of this amendment claim that it is necessary in order to save hunting on public lands in California. Of course, that is not the case. Just in the California desert alone, there are millions and millions of acres of public lands that would be left wide open to hunting by this bill. Establishment of the East Mojave National Monument is not a threat to hunting on these other lands, and there is no need to save hunting through this amendment. 
	 
	Furthermore, hunters hunt game -- they don't hunt acres. It's true the East Mojave is a fairly large area, but it is not really one that is important for hunters. We have been told that of some 
	30,000 deer taken by hunters in California annually, only about 25 or 30 come from the East 
	Mojave area. 
	 
	Twenty-five or thirty deer out of 30,000 deer taken annually in California. Obviously, the East Mojave is not an important part of the deer hunting scene in California. And the story is the same for other game species as well. 
	 
	The fact is, the East Mojave is a rugged desert area, remote from any major population centers. Closing it to hunting will not have any significant effect on hunting opportunities for the sportsmen of California. 
	 
	The author of the amendment is well aware that there are some types of National Park System units where hunting is permitted -- but he is not proposing to change the designation of the East Mojave. So, what is the purpose of this amendment? The answer is, It is an attack on the principle that national parks and national monuments are off limits to hunting. 
	 
	Finally, Mr. Chairman, I note that many of the backers of this amendment are opposed to the bill, and at the same time they urge a vote for the amendment, they urge opposition to final passage. That tells me that this amendment isn't intended to address any real need to save hunting, but is strictly an attempt to derail the conservation designations in this overall desert legislation and it generally damages 75 years of time honored policy. Not to hunt in national parks and monuments. 
	 
	I urge the House to reject the amendment. 
	 
	Mr. MARLENEE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 seconds to the gentleman from California [Mr. Hunter]. (Mr. HUNTER asked and was given permission to revise and extend his remarks.) 
	Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman and my colleagues, this is another part of the desert lockout bill. I told you the other day that the desert lockout bill locks out 100,000 blue collar families from the California desert, and the South Algodones is doomed. 
	 
	In this particular area, they are locking out 22,000 blue collar families that, yes, they cannot go deer hunting north in Montana or Wyoming, but they do take the kids and they go out with their campers from L.A., from San Diego and other points in the inland empire to go hunting for a couple days for dove, for quail, and for rabbits in the desert. 
	 
	This is another part of the Democrat lockout bill. Support the Marlenee amendment. 
	Mr. MARLENEE. Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance of my time. 
	 
	Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield my remaining 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
	California [Mr. Levine]. 
	 
	Mr. LEVINE of California. I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, let me begin by responding to my friend from California who talked about 22,000 hunters in this area. Those 22,000 hunters bagged all of 25 deer last year in the East Mojave. 
	 
	Now there may be 22,000 hunters, there may be 22,000 hunters in the entire wilderness area, but let us get our facts straight. This bill leaves 9 million wilderness acres available for hunting. The part of the bill that we are talking about is an area which claimed 25 deer, 25 deer. 
	 
	Now we are talking about the East Mojave. When people claim this is a lockout, which the other 
	side consistently does, let us talk about what we are protecting. We are protecting an essential part of the fragile resource, which we discussed in the last amendment, which was defeated on a voice vote. 
	 
	This amendment is nothing more than a subterfuge for eroding protection in National Park 
	Service land, national parks and national mounuments in those areas. 
	 
	It is an effort to allow hunting in parks. It is extraordinarily important to understand what is at stake here. We are simply suggesting that this fragile resource in the East Mojave, leaving 9 million wilderness acres available for hunting, should be protected. 
	 
	To my friends on the other side who suggest that somehow there is an overpopulation-of-wildlife problem here, that is simply contravened by the facts. This area, this entire area, netted 25 
	deer. And for the extraordinary effort that is occurring to try to keep hunting in an area which claimed 25 deer in the last year, I believe that tells us what the real intent of this amendment is. The real intent of the amendment is to open up our national parks and to open up our national 
	monuments to hunting. 
	 
	The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Montana [Mr. Marlenee] for 30 seconds. 
	 
	Mr. MARLENEE. I yield myself 30 seconds. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, this is not to open up a national park. They are the ones on that side of the aisle who are creating a new national park that will reserve, 1.5 million acres and take it away from the sportsmen, the sportsmen who have developed the area, who provided watering holes and reintroduced species. 
	 
	We are not talking about how many game animals that have been harvested during this period of time. We are talking about the opportunities, as my good friend, Duncan Hunter, understands very well, the opportunity to go out there with your family and enjoy a day of hunting and field activity. 
	 
	[*H11375] The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Montana [Mr. Marlenee] has expired. All time has expired. 
	 
	Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike the last word. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from Montana. The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is recognized. 
	Mr. VENTO. Regular order, Mr. Chairman. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, under the rule there are 10 minutes given to this amendment. I would ask would it not be appropriate at this time to call for the question? 
	 
	The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would remind the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Vento] that under the rule the chairman or ranking minority member of the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs may offer pro forma amendments. 
	 
	PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 
	 
	Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, as the chairman, I would make a parliamentary inquiry: Has Mr. Blaz assumed that role? 
	The CHAIRMAN. Yes. Mr. Blaz assumed that position during the entire general debate. The Chair is trying to be consistent. 
	The gentleman from Montana [Mr. Marlenee] is recognized. 
	 
	Mr. MARLENEE. Mr. Chairman, I realize there is an attempt to muzzle this side of the aisle continually, and particularly to muzzle this side of the aisle -- -- 
	 
	PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 
	 
	Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, a point of parliamentary inquiry. Is a different amendment being offered by the gentleman from Guam? 
	 
	Mr. MARLENEE. Mr. Chairman, I do not yield. I do not yield. I do not yield. 
	 
	The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would remind the gentleman from Minnesota the gentleman from 
	Montana [Mr. Marlenee] has been recognized. 
	 
	Mr. MARLENEE. Mr. Chairman, as I said, I realize there is a continual attempt by the animal activists to eliminate hunting wherever that opportunity exists. If it was of no significance, why is this amendment supported to such a great degree by the National Rifle Association and other conservation groups such as Quail Unlimited, California Wildlife Federation, California Chapter of the Izaak Walton League, Society for the Conservation of Bighorn Sheep, Safari Club International, Fish and Wildlife Legislativ
	 
	They recognize that we have got to be in a position of no net loss on hunting. Otherwise, we are going to have those strict preservationists take from the American sportsman all of the opportunity to enjoy and participate in outdoor activity. 
	 
	The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Guam [Mr. Blaz] controls the time, and it will be designated by the gentleman from Guam and not by the Chair. 
	 
	Mr. BLAZ. I thank the Chair. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from California [Mr. Hunter]. Mr. HUNTER. I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
	Mr. Chairman, at this point in the debate I also want to offer my thanks to the gentleman from Guam for his very statesmanlike handling of this particular piece of legislation that has been, I think, a very difficult piece of legislation. 
	 
	Let me just say to the people on the other side of the aisle who have talked about deer hunting on the Mojave and said, "You are not shooting any deer, so let us lock it up," the Mojave is not a deer hunting area. The Mojave is a place where blue-collar families can get on highway 10 from Los Angeles, millions of them, and you will see literally thousands and thousands of pickups and campers leaving on an exodus every Friday night to go out to the Mojave with their family and to go hunting for a few duck, q
	 
	It is not a deer hunting area, but it is a place where the average family in California that cannot afford to go fly fishing in New Zealand, like some of the Sierra Clubbers can, can go out and have a decent time. 
	 
	We are locking up California, and we are locking it up from precisely the same people, blue-collar 
	people who lost 114,000 jobs over the last year. The Democratic leadership ought to be concentrating on a jobs package, which they refused to bring up today, that will help middle- class America instead of locking them out of national lands. 
	 
	Mr. SCHULZE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
	 
	Mr. HUNTER. I am happy to yield to the gentleman from Pennsylvania. Mr. SCHULZE. I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
	Mr. Chairman, earlier one of our colleagues referred to the fact that there were something like 
	30,000 deer harvested in all of California. Let me tell you that close to 40,000 deer a year are killed on the highways in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, at an average cost of about 
	$1,000 per incident, not counting the loss of life and limb and hospital bills associated with that. Much of this is due to some unwise utilization of hunting and preservation in certain areas. We have got to have a balance. 
	 
	The greatest conservationists in the United States of America are the sportsmen of America. They do not want to eliminate species. They have spent thousands and thousands of dollars continuing the propagation of bighorn sheep in this very area. 
	 
	Mr. HUNTER. I thank the gentleman for his comments. The people who built water guzzlers, they have gone out there and built water guzzlers for small game and big game in the 110-degree heat in the desert, have been sportmen. They have been people who like to hunt and fish. They developed this desert so that Californians can use it. 
	 
	We are now in the process of locking Californians out of their own desert. Mr. MARLENEE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
	Mr. HUNTER. I yield to the gentleman from Montana. Mr. MARLENEE. I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
	Mr. Chairman, I note the "Dear Colleague" said that opening up this hunting would destroy the few remaining species of big-game species. How would they do that? That is an incredible statement. How would they do that? 
	 
	Mr. HUNTER. In the first place, they would not do it because the vast majority of the people who hunt in the Mojave are people who hunt small game, like dove and quail and rabbits. 
	 
	Second, you have very stringent game laws, and you have game management very effective in 
	California. We can see to it that you have no overharvest. 
	 
	The facts are that American sportsmen and Californians ought to be trusted. The whole theme of the Democratic side is you cannot trust Californians to use their own public lands. Let us lock them out with their off-road vehicles, they cannot use them in the desert where you have sand dunes; let us lock them out of the hunting areas because you cannot trust them. 
	 
	You cannot trust them. You have to trust people who live in condominiums in San Francisco and who can go off to foreign countries and have great vacations and come back and say, "Now, for an encore, I am going to lock out some middle-class people." 
	 
	The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Guam [Mr. Blaz] has expired. 
	 
	The question is on the amendments offered by the gentleman from Montana [Mr. Marlenee]. 
	 
	The question was taken, and the Chairman announced that the noes appeared to have it. RECORDED VOTE 
	Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I demand a recorded vote. A recorded vote was ordered. 
	The vote was taken by electronic device, and there were -- ayes 235, noes 193, not voting 6, as follows: 
	 
	(See Roll No. 429 in the ROLL segment.) 
	 
	[*H11376] The Clerk announced the following pairs: On this vote: 
	Mr. LOWERY of California for, with Mr. TOWNS against. 
	 
	Mrs. SCHROEDER, Mr. JAMES, and Mr. HUGHES changed their vote from "aye" to "no." 
	 
	Mrs. LLOYD and Messrs. TRAXLER, WILSON, CARR, PICKLE, SIKORSKI, BARNARD, ERDREICH, MARTINEZ, and BRYANT changed their vote from "no" to "aye." 
	 
	So the amendments were agreed to. 
	 
	The result of the vote was announced as above recorded.[APPROACHES A LIMIT] 
	 
	The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to consider amendment No. 5 printed in House Report 102- 
	314. 
	 
	AMENDMENTS EN BLOC OFFERED BY MR. DELAY 
	 
	Mr. DeLAY. Mr. Chairman, I offer amendments en bloc. The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will designate the amendment. The text of the amendments en bloc is as follows: 
	Amendments en bloc offered by Mr. DeLay: Page 54, beginning on line 1, strike "thereof" and all that follows through "title." on line 7, and insert "thereof.". 
	 
	Page 65, after line 6, insert the following new section: LAND ACQUISITION ON A WILLING SELLER BASIS 
	Sec. 612. Lands may not be acquired by the Secretary for the purposes of this Act without the consent of the owner thereof. 
	 
	Mr. DeLAY (during the reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that the amendments be considered as read and printed in the Record. 
	 
	The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the gentleman from Texas? There was no objection. 
	 
	The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the gentleman from Texas [Mr. DeLay] will be recognized for 5 minutes, and a Member opposed will be recognized for 5 minutes. 
	 
	Is the gentleman from California [Mr. Lehman] opposed to the amendments? Mr. LEHMAN of California. I am opposed to the amendments, Mr. Chairman. The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Texas [Mr. DeLay]. 
	Mr. DeLAY. Mr. Chairman, currently the Federal government may acquire land without the consent of the owner. This is an infringement on property rights, and should not be allowed to occur except in the gravest of situations. the situation described in H.R. 2929 is not grave. In fact, the bill has been criticized by many, including members of the California delegation, for designating lands that do not meet minimum wilderness protection standards, as well as protecting more land than necessary to preserve th
	 
	My amendment would establish some reason and fairness by requiring that the Federal Government obtain the consent of the property owner bfore taking his or her land for public use. Already the Federal Government owns, manages, or controls approximately one-third of all of 
	the Nation's land. If one includes State and local government holdings, the total government 
	land ownership of the United States jumps to about 40 percent. Most of this federally owned land is located in the West, with about 63 percent of all the land in the 13 Western States owned by 
	the Federal Government. 
	 
	We have to establish some restraints on this outrageous land grab. Do you realize that the millions of acres of land affected by this bill will be the second largest land withdrawal in U.S. history after Alaska? As Mr. John Kenneth Galbraith, a well-known liberal perceptfully observed: 
	 
	The public lands of the United States exceed the combined areas of Germany, France, Italy, Belgium, Holland, Switzerland, Denmark, Hungary, and Albania. Where socialized ownership of land is concerned, only the U.S.S.R. and China can claim company with the United States. 
	 
	This statement clearly shows that the U.S. Government is far exceeding its bounds in the taking of land. The irony is that the Soviet Government is finally selling its land to private citizens, while the United States continues to move in the opposite direction by taking land away from its citizens. Considering our country was founded with the belief that the cornerstone of all our freedom depends upon the widest possible distribution of property,  [*H11377] securely protected under a system of private owne
	 
	H.R. 2929, the California Desert Protection Act, if passed, will add another 828,000 acres of State and privately owned land to the Federal inventory. This may be a silly question, but do we need this? 
	 
	Furthermore, this bill does not account for either the wishes of the landowners or how they will be compensated. H.R. 2929 allows the Federal Government to acquire these lands through exchange, but considering there are only 550,000 acres of suitable land available in California for exchange, this still leaves several hundred thousand acres of land unaccounted for. And, 
	although the bill also allows for the purchase of land, we must keep in mind that we are deeply in debt at this time. While the Constitution allows the taking of land for public use, the fifth 
	amendment requires that there be just compensation. This bill does not reflect the constitutional mandate. 
	 
	Giving the Government the power to take land without any restraints regarding the willingness of the propertyowner will only tempt it to continue to acquire more land which we do not need. My 
	amendment will require the consent of the owners of the land included in this bill before the Federal Government may purchase it, which will help curb the Government's hungry appetite. I urge you to support this amendment to H.R. 2929 and help keep these lands in the hands of citizens, where it belongs. 
	 
	Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 1 1/2 minutes. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Texas has completely misstated the language in the bill and has completely misinterpreted existing law. Under existing law, condemnation is prohibited in the Wilderness Act and thus, in over half the acreage in the bill, no condemnation could take place anyway. 
	 
	Second, there is language in this bill which we inserted requiring consent of a propertyowner in the Mojave before an action could take place unless they were using the land in such a way that was adverse to the monument. 
	 
	Third, over seven eights of the holdings in this bill, that is over 85 percent, are owned by two entities, the State of California and the Catellus Land Co. 
	 
	We have already worked out the details for change with regard to those, those entities, at their request. There is no taking of private land in the bill, as I just said. We have developed an exchange procedure for seven eights of the holdings. 
	 
	The experience in the area is exactly the contrary to what the gentleman has stated. In the Death Valley National Monument there has been absolutely no condemnation since it was created. 
	 
	It is interesting how some opponents get upset regarding Federal ownership of land. Remember that this is BLM desert land, leftover land in the West that no one else wanted. Suddenly, when we try to protect it from destruction, we are told it ought to be put in private hands. 
	 
	It has long been the goal of the land management agencies to consolidate land holdings. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Vento]. 
	Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to these amendments en bloc by the gentleman from Texas. This legislation has no or insignificant impact on public land ownership. It deals with how we manage such lands. Public lands are the heritage of all Americans. We don't have to apologize for that. 
	 
	The amendments would restrict the authority of the Secretary of the Interior with respect to acquisition of lands -- authority that he has today. The effect of the amendments would be to limit the Secretary so that acquisitions would occur only on a willing-seller basis. The basic law that governs BLM lands provides this authority nationwide. Just the classification changes are no basis for such a restriction; if anything, such a tool is needed even more under these designations. 
	 
	As a practical matter, Mr. Chairman, it is unlikely that there will be any significant acquisitions in the desert on any other basis. The American people, through the National Government, are already the major landowner there. The second largest landowner is the State of California which has school lands granted by the United States at the time California was admitted to the Union -- and the State is not only willing, but eager, to transfer these lands to the National Government under the exchange provision
	 
	So, the amendments are not necessary. Furthermore, Mr. Chairman, as a matter of sound land management, the National Government should retain the option of making unrestricted 
	acquisitions in those exceptional circumstances that may arise where that would be necessary to protect the public interest. By denying that option, these amendments en bloc would place an unnecessary and unwise restriction on the National Government. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, it is interesting that the gentleman from Texas wants to amend the bill in order to restrict the National Government in this way. The substitute bill offered by the Gentleman from California [Mr. Lewis] did not include any such restriction -- and the gentleman from Texas voted for that substitute, which suggests that his support for these restrictions is selective, and not across the board. 
	 
	The en bloc amendments are unnecessary, unwise, and would be bad public policy. I urge their rejection by the House. 
	 
	Mr. DeLAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the distinguished gentleman from Alaska [Mr. Young]. 
	 
	Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of this amendment. If there is no private land under this bill that is taken without the consent of the owner, then there should be no objection to the amendment. May I suggest respectfully, we have already $3 billion and $5 billion authorized private land that the Congress has not acquired. I believe very strongly that the protection of the private land is crucial. In fact, if the individual does not want to sell his land, he should not be required to do
	 
	The gentleman from Texas is absolutely correct. We own over 647 million acres of land in the 
	United States and it does not take one nickel of taxes. 
	 
	Remember, every acre of land that we take out and put into public ownership does not produce 
	$1 for the workingman, nor does it produce any dollar for the Treasury to conduct the programs. Yet we continue to do that. So this is wrong. This is a simple amendment that says if the owner does not wish to sell that land, he does not have to sell the land. There is private land in this bill. 
	 
	I urge adoption of the amendment. 
	 
	Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from California [Mr. Miller], chairman of the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 
	 
	Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chairman, the suggestion is somehow that this is a great land grab if we look here at the map, the blue is the State land. In the bill it says upon request of the State Lands Commission. The same is true for the biggest private land holder; 735 acres out of 
	830,000 acres is upon request of those landowners to engage in the exchange. The rest of it is protected not by the amendment of the gentleman from Texas [Mr. DeLay], not by this bill, but by the Constitution of the United States. 
	 
	There is nothing we can do about that. People are entitled to that compensation should there be a taking. There will be no taking without compensation. That is the Constitution. 
	 
	So the gentleman ought not to misrepresent the bill or misrepresent the facts. It is about upon request. On page 51, section 610 "Upon request the California State Lands Commission," and I think it is very important for Members to understand that. 
	 
	The suggestion is here somehow this committee is willy-nilly going around scooping up lands in the California desert, and that is simply not the case. This is after years of study, and the private landowners, the State landowners  [*H11378] have come to us and asked for those exchanges. 
	 
	Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from Florida [Mr. Smith]. 
	 
	Mr. SMITH of Florida. Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman for yielding time to me. 
	 
	The last amendment passed, and I think a number of Members were not aware fully of its impact. But they better be aware of the full impact of what this amendment does. This is the Liberty Lobby amendment. 
	 
	Oh, it hurts. This will start unraveling the capability of the Federal Government to protect anything in this country; the Liberty Lobby would like to take all Government lands away from Government ownership. 
	 
	This will start the ball rolling in that direction. Be very careful, my colleagues, there will be no protection of anything in this country, not the Everglades in Florida, not the national parks, and certainly not this property in California if we vote yes. 
	 
	I urge my colleagues to vote "no." This can be one of the most devastating votes that they could make on this bill. It is wrong and the concept is wrong. 
	 
	I say to our Republican colleagues, if they do not like it, they can vote against it, too. 
	 
	Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30 seconds to the gentleman from California [Mr. Levine]. 
	 
	Mr. LEVINE of California. Mr. Chairman, I would just like to underscore two of the key issues here. No. 1, there is no taking of private land required by this bill, and we ought to get the facts straight. 
	 
	In terms of the Catellus property and the State Lands property, seven-eighths of the properties here, those entities prefer exchanges. The exchange has been worked out. This is a red herring. 
	 
	It is not necessary. It presents a danger that does not exist in the bill. I strongly urge a no vote on the DeLay amendment. It raises an assertion that is flatly false. 
	 
	Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike the last word. 
	 
	Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? Mr. BLAZ. I yield to the gentleman from California. 
	(Mr. DANNEMEYER asked and was given permission to revise and extend his remarks.) 
	 
	Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the gentleman from California [Mr. Lehman] a question. I do not want to misstate him, but I thought I heard him say there is no private land to be taken in this land grab. 
	 
	Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? Mr. BLAZ. I yield to the gentleman from California. 
	Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, that is correct. 
	 
	Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman will continue to yield, I ask the gentleman from California [Mr. Lehman] does he see this map? 
	 
	Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman will continue to yield, that is by request, as the gentleman from California stated it. 
	 
	Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Chairman, this is a map of the East Mojave area. On the legend the white is the private ownership that has existed there for sometime. The blue is the State land. The yellow is the BLM and look at the checkered white land on this map. This is private land. People are using it for all of the purposes for which private property exists in this country. And all the amendment of the gentleman from Texas [Mr. DeLay] says is that before this land grab can be successful with this private land, t
	 
	I concede that the Government could take private land for building a road, or a school, or a highway, that is part of America. 
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	But this is different. Right now the Environmental Party in America wants to grab to itself all the land that it can. There are people in this movement in this country who believe that all undeveloped land belongs only in public ownership. I suggest that these private property owners have the right to say that before their land is part of this land grab they have to consent. 
	 
	Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? Mr. BLAZ. I yield to the gentleman from California. 
	Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
	 
	I want to follow up on the point Mr. Dannemeyer has been making. There are a minimum of 
	584,000 acres of private land which would be affected by passage of H.R. 2929. Some suggest that these lands can be negotiated away by way of a trade for other public lands. The fact is that there has been no trade. Any private holder, whether they are a public interest or otherwise, that wants to try to trade with our agencies faces considerable delay and substantial doubt as to the final outcome. 
	 
	In the meantime, the private landholders have been there for generations. They deserve a fair hearing, and assurance that they will get fair compensation for their land. Their voice should be heard when they agree to a transfer, before they agree to a transfer of that land. 
	 
	Mr. THOMAS of California. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? Mr. BLAZ. I yield to the gentleman from California. 
	Mr. THOMAS of California. Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
	 
	I think we should listen to the chairman of the committee very carefully. What he said was a right was guaranteed in the Constitution, and that is correct, a right for compensation. That is not what this amendment is about. The Chairman knows that. 
	 
	There was the only asbestos-free talc mine in the United States that was taken, that was taken. Was there compensation? Yes. Was there permission? No. This amendment requires permission. That is all. 
	 
	Mr. DeLAY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? Mr. BLAZ. I yield to the gentleman from Texas. 
	Mr. DeLAY. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the gentleman yielding. 
	 
	I cannot believe what I am hearing. I have to charge that there are some serious 
	misrepresentations going on here. I am not trying to inflame the passions of people that want to grab this land. All I am saying is let us have a little fairness here. If a group does not want to give up their land, then they should not have to. I am not attemptin to do anything to compensation. If they have a land swap deal with private ownerships that went consent, my amendment does not touch that at all. But if in this case, if there is a landowner here that does not want to give up his land and there ar
	 
	I have a list of 23 organizations that agree with me. I think Members ought to really pay attention to what is going on here. What I am talking about is a land grab for no outrageous reason other than an environmental group wants to take land, more land, and put land into the environmental system. I am just trying to slow down what is happening here. 
	 
	Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike the last word. 
	 
	The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from California is recognized for 5 minutes under the rule. 
	Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from Minnesota, [Mr. Vento]. Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I will just reiterate that we are not changing any of the laws with 
	regard to the powers of the Secretary of the Interior. The Secretary of the Interior has the same powers under the proposals that are being made here generally that he has in terms of the public domain. In fact, with respect to the lands that have been illustrated here in terms of the Mojave National Monument, there is a special provision on page 53 of the bill that points out, 
	and I will read it, Mr. Chairman, "Lands or interests therein within the boundary of the monument which are not owned by the State of California or any political subdivision may be 
	acquired only with the consent of the [*H11379] owner," only with the consent of the owner. 
	 
	There is an exception made if after written notice the owner had the opportunity for comment that the property was to somehow be developed in an adverse way within a national monument, that then we would have the opportunity, for instance, to stop such development, Mr. Chairman. 
	 
	So the provisions of this bill are very reasonable. The powers that the Secretary has today are reasonable. We are not changing those powers generally. If anything, we are restricting them in this bill. We should not accept this type of general amendment which would take away the power of the Secretary of the Interior to manage the public lands and the designations that we are making in this bill. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, I request a no vote on the DeLay amendment. 
	 
	Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, it is amazing to me how selective Mr. DeLay is being with this amendment. Imagine the mischief in this country if this amendment were applied to the highway system. Imagine the mischief in this country if this amendment were applied to the military and expansion of military bases, one of which is being proposed under this legislation. There are no trades in the bill. There is a provision to allow for trades, a provision that has already been negotiated out with the en
	 
	We are talking here also, the Members should know, about State lands in California, land use for the State Teachers Retirement System. I hope the gentleman from California on the other side has no objection to that. 
	 
	Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? Mr. LEHMAN of California. I yield to the gentleman from California. 
	Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Speaker, I think the gentleman from California [Mr. Lehman] just put his finger on it. Later tonight hopefully or early tomorrow morning you are going to vote on a 
	$151 billion highway bill and transit bill. Which of you would put in the way of the transit or highway system in your State or your district this requirement, that one willing seller would hold 
	up a highway, or buyer, because they chose not to do it? 
	 
	For 75 years the Department of Interior has amassed what many of us refer to when we go back to our districts as the crown jewels of this country: The National Park System, the national monuments, some of the wilderness areas. We talk about how proud we are, and the millions and millions of Americans that have visited them every day. This bill seeks to do for the desert that which we do for the Grand Tetons, that which we did for Yellowstone or for Glacier or for Olympic National Park, that which we did for
	 
	It is the same process but now we are into an ideological debate here about the Environmentalist 
	Party seeking to violate the Constitution or people's rights. 
	 
	But when you come here to expand a military base there will be no amendment about willing sellers and willing buyers. Later tonight, in a $151 billion transportation bill, none of you will give the right to a landowner in your district to delay a single highway, an off ramp, an access road, 
	or a transit pass. None of you will do that because you know what this amendment does. This amendment simply creates mischief. 
	 
	Yes, utilities and cities and States and the Federal Government from time to time have a right under eminent domain to take property. In this particular case, we have some three-quarters of the land where the sellers are excited to engage in an exchange. So let us keep our eye and understanding out of the ideological debate here about whether or not this is a taking or a willing seller and willing buyer. The gentleman knows exactly what his amendment does. 
	 
	There will later be amendments offered in this process to expand Fort Irwin or to engage in the military, and I suspect that not the gentleman or anyone else will suggest that the willing seller, willing buyer provision would stand in the way of that provision. 
	 
	The CHAIRMAN. All time has expired. 
	The question is on the amendment en bloc offered by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. DeLay]. The question was taken; and the Chair being in doubt, the Committee divided and there were -- 
	ayes 43, noes 43, RECORDED VOTE 
	Mr. DeLAY. Mr. Chairman, I demand a recorded vote. A recorded vote was ordered. 
	The vote was taken by electronic device and there were -- ayes 143, noes 289, not voting 2, as follows: 
	 
	(See Roll No. 430 in the ROLL segment.) 
	 
	[*H11380] Mr. REED changed his vote from "aye" to "no." 
	 
	Mr. APPLEGATE and Mr. RIDGE changed their vote from "no" to "aye." So the amendments en bloc were rejected. 
	The result of the vote was announced as above recorded. 
	 
	The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to consider amendment No. 6 printed in House Report 102- 
	314. 
	 
	AMENDMENTS EN BLOC OFFERED BY MR. ALLARD 
	 
	Mr. ALLARD. Mr. Chairman, pursuant to the rule, I offer amendments en bloc. The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will designate the amendments en bloc. 
	The text of the amendments en bloc is as follows: Amendments en bloc offered by Mr. Allard: 
	Page 60, line 17, after "by this Act," insert the following: "and subject to the limitations set forth in subsection (e),". 
	 
	Page 61, after line 15, insert the following: 
	 
	(e) With respect to the Havasu and Imperial Wilderness areas designed by section 111(a) of this Act, no rights to water of the Colorado are reserved, either expressly, impliedly, or otherwise. 
	 
	The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. Allard] will be recognized for 
	5 minutes, and a Member opposed will be recognized for 5 minutes. 
	 
	Does the gentleman from California [Mr. Lehman] rise in opposition to the amendment? Mr. LEHMAN of California. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 
	The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from California [Mr. Lehman] will be recognized for 5 minutes in opposition to the amendment. 
	 
	The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. Allard]. 
	 
	Mr. ALLARD. Mr. Chairman, I offer amendments en bloc today to prevent a Federal reserve water right created in the California Desert Protection Act from interfering with the Colorado River Compact. The amendment I have today has been voted on by this body before. It was passed in the Arizona Wilderness Act of 1990. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, this amendment has been taken word for word from that provision. This amendment applies to the same refugee areas, the Imperial and the Havasu refuge areas. It has an unintended consequence not brought to our attention until after the full committee. The only difference is this bill affects the California side of the Colorado River which divides these same refuge areas. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, this is an important issue. I know it was not the intent of the sponsors to introduce a bill to this body that will undo the extremely complicated and fragile Colorado River Compact system. We must not let Federal reserve water rights take precedence over the Colorado River Compact worked out by California, Arizona, Nevada, Utah, New Mexico, Colorado, and Wyoming. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs in its report on H.R. 2889 states its intent that the bill would not affect water rights on the Colorado River, but the report is not legally binding. The report language offered by the committee after passing the Arizona bill 
	recognized the fact that it does not have the law behind it. My amendment puts into law this clarification. 
	 
	I hope the sponsors will view this as a friendly amendment. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. Hefley]. 
	 
	Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. Allard] for yielding this time to me. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the amendment offered by my friend, the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. Allard]. Mr. Allard's amendment clarifies the intent of Congress with respect to wilderness water rights for the Colorado River. This amendment is identical to one added to last year's Arizona Desert Wilderness Act. That law has now been embraced as boilerplate for the water law throughout the Western States. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, the Colorado River supplies water for the rest of the West. The Colorado is at the center of a body of law intended to safeguard the rights and needs of all. It is essential then that any legislation be neutral in its impact on the river or on the water compacts and water rights associated with it. 
	 
	The amendment of the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. Allard] provides this safeguard in a way that builds on past precedent and improves the underlying bill, and I urge my colleagues to join me in voting for this amendment. 
	 
	Mr. ALLARD. Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance of my time. 
	 
	Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 1 minute. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, I am rising in opposition to the amendments en bloc offered by the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. Allard], and I understand the gentleman's statement, that he means this not as a harmful amendment to the bill. He is trying to clarify something. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, we are opposed on this side. We think the amendment is unnecessary, and we fear it could create problems that might not be anticipated right now. 
	 
	The boundaries of the wilderness area in question were specifically drawn above the historic high-water mark just to make sure that there was no question as to whether the Colorado River would be involved. The lines were drawn above the high water mark. 
	 
	The report language specifically states, and I quote from it: 
	 
	The Committee notes, with regard to this section on water rights, that boundaries of both of the Wildlife Refuge wilderness units designated in section 111 are above the historic high water mark of the Colorado River. Neither of these wilderness areas include any portion of the Colorado River. Therefore, the express reservation of water for wilderness purposes in section 
	608 does not affect the Colorado River, its water management or any compacts associated with it. 
	 
	Finally, the Colorado River is 100 percent appropriated whether we in California like that or not, and there is no water right there for the Federal Government to obtain. We have taken care of the problem in the legislation. The area in question is not included, and the report language adequately clarifies that. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from California [Mr. Miller]. 
	Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate what the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. Allard] is trying to do, and I understand why they are offering the amendment, but I must say that I think that in fact this amendment is somewhat mischievous as to what is really settled law with respect to the compact, and to suggest that somehow a Federal water right could be perfected in the lower basin and then somebody could go to the northern basin to perfect that water right is to stand the compact on its head
	 
	We have worked with the gentleman. We recognize the concersn of all the parties to the compact. As the gentleman from California [Mr. Lehman] pointed out, the boundaries have been drawn in a very conservative fashion, recognizing there is no abutment to the Colorado River. I really raise this issue in all sincerity, that to suggest anybody in the southern basin could perfect a water right in any fashion where there is no water and then somehow go and deal with that in the  [*H11381] north, I think the legis
	 
	The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from California [Mr. Miller] has expired. 
	 
	Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 additional minute to the gentleman from 
	California [Mr. Miller]. 
	 
	Mr. ALLARD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
	 
	Mr. MILLER of California. I yield to the gentleman from Colorado. 
	 
	Mr. ALLARD. Mr. Chairman, I would just like to point out to the gentleman from California that the language we have in this amendment is the exact same language that is in the Arizona Wilderness Act, and this particular language was a hard-fought compromise in 1990 when that language came through, and the same set of facts that applied in that period of time still apply at this time. 
	 
	I think this is a very important amendment, and I would ask that the sponsor of the bill go ahead and accept the amendment. It is really a technical amendment. 
	 
	Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chairman, reclaiming my time, I understand that. 
	 
	The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from California [Mr. Miller] has expired. 
	 
	Mr. ALLARD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from Arizona [Mr. Rhodes.] Mt. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman for yielding time to me. 
	The Imperial Havasu Refuge is astraddle the river. On the Arizona side of the river, the law specifically says that as to those refuges there is no Federal reserve water right in the Colorado River. If as to the California side of the two refuges we are silent except for report language, my concern is that we are lending confusion to the managers of those lands. 
	 
	My concern also is having the report language refer to the historical high-water mark of the river. Those of us who live in both Arizona and California know that that river fluctuates both in terms of width and breadth and also height frequently and historically, and the historical high- water mark of the river could well not be the historical high-water mark of the river once you Californians get over your drought and the river gets back to where it is supposed to be. 
	 
	It simply seems to me that consistency calls for having the language defining the water rights or 
	the lack of water rights of these two refuges be consistent on both sides of the river. Mr. Chairman, I urge adoption of the Allard amendment. 
	The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Colorado [Mr. Allard] has 1 minute remaining, and the gentleman from California [Mr. Lehman] has 2 1/2 minutes remaining. 
	 
	Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself such time as I may consume. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, I would just like to reiterate what Chairman Miller suggested here. We do not mean any mischief on this side as far as what water rights are going to be under the legislation. There is a possibility of talking about this and trying to work it out. If you think the language on this side does some harm to you, let me just say that we are not willing at this time to accept the language that you have, not knowing what the impacts of it might be down the line. 
	 
	Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
	 
	Mr. LEHMAN of California. I yield to the gentleman from Minnesota. 
	 
	Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I would ask the gentleman from Colorado whether there are any area of this wilderness in the bill that touch the Colorado River. The fact is that they do not, so that being the case, does the gentleman believe a wilderness could have a water right outside the wilderness boundaries? 
	 
	That is what this is about. We are setting some precedents here in terms of granting water rights outside. A lot of people argue about water rights within a wilderness. Now, this language would suggest that the water rights of the wildness somehow go outside. This does not even touch the Colorado River. 
	 
	I might say, with reference to the hard-fought Arizona water language, that we really did not have any debate at all on that particular portion of the water rights. It came back from the Senate. I was the manager, along with Congressman Udall. We accepted it. It was not necessary in the Arizona bill, and it is not necessary in this bill. 
	 
	I think the mischief is that you are, I think, accidentally trying to create water rights outside of a wilderness that do not exist. We argue about them within. There is no reason to try to suggest there are water rights outside. We are not suggesting that, and we hope the gentleman from Colorado is not suggesting it. 
	 
	Mr. ALLARD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
	 
	Mr. LEHMAN of California. I yield to the gentleman from Colorado. 
	 
	Mr. ALLARD. The precedent has been set in the Arizona wilderness bill. We are just using the same language. We are even applying it to the same refuge area. 
	 
	Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman from California will yield further, yes, the precedent has been set. It is a bad precedent, and we ought not duplicate it here, because you are extending it outside the wilderness where there is no wilderness designation. It is a bad precedent, and we should not set it. 
	 
	Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I would suggest that the gentleman is also setting a bad precedent for his own purposes in that if this were to pass, in future acts, if there were nothing done with respect to rivers outside a wilderness area, somebody might interpret that because nothing was done, there might be a right there, and that would certainly harm interests that were not intended to be harmed under this legislation. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, I urge a "no" vote on the amendment. 
	 
	The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Colorado [Mr. Allard] has 1 minute remaining. 
	 
	Mr. ALLARD. Mr. Chairman, I yield my remaining 1 minute to the gentleman from Utah [Mr. Orton]. 
	 
	(Mr. ORTON asked and was given permission to revise and extend his remarks.) 
	 
	Mr. ORTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong support of this amendment. It is designed to accomplish one simple but essential goal. It clarifies that the California Desert Protection Act has absolutely no impact on the carefully balanced compact which determines water rights in the Colorado River. 
	 
	Water is absolutely essential to life for those of us who live in the arid west. Our agriculture, industry, and even the population density in our dry Western States could not exist without a 
	very well-developed system to store, transport and efficiently utilize water. My own State of Utah is the second driest in the Nation. Water is our life blood and is an issue of overriding importance 
	to us. I realize that it is hard for those of my colleagues from States with higher levels of 
	precipitation to understand our overriding preoccupation with water. 
	 
	Almost 40 years ago, the States in the Colorado River Basin finally arrived at an agreement on how the flow of the Colorado River would be utilized. This Colorado River Basin compact was enacted into law and has worked well in the years since. Like most water agreements, it is a very delicately balanced compromise between competing interests. 
	 
	In the Western States there is never enough water. That is the reality we must always live with. So the water which is available must be clearly allocated among many competing uses. 
	 
	What this amendment will do is simply ensure that the carefully crafted agreement among the Colorado River Basin States is not inadvertently upset by the legislation before us to designate wilderness in California. 
	 
	This is a simple amendment which is identical to one which the House has placed in previous legislation. When the Congress enacted the Arizona wilderness bill in the last session, it included this identical provision. We are asking for nothing more than what has already been agreed to in the past to ensure that the rights to water in the Colorado are not affected by wilderness designation. 
	 
	There is another important element of this issue which I hope all of my [*H11382]  colleagues will consider. When the Congress enacted the Wilderness Act in 1964, and FLPMA in 1976, it created wilderness designation as a category or system of management of public lands. I can find no provision of either act which would create any water rights attached to public lands or being reserved to the Federal Government. Water rights lie within the jurisdiction of the separate States and must be reserved to the State
	Whether it is for municipal use, transportation, agriculture, industry, or recreation, the rights and responsibilities of the various States versus the Federal Government is a question which must be 
	reserved to State statute. 
	 
	I would urge all my colleagues to realize the true implications of this amendment and support it. The CHAIRMAN. All time for debate has expired. 
	 
	Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike the last word. 
	 
	The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Guam [Mr. Blaz] is recognized for 5 minutes. Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from Wyoming [Mr. Thomas]. Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman for his time. 
	There is no question for those of us who come from the arid public land States that there is nothing more important than water rights. There is nothing more important to us than having it clearly defined in the law where we stand in the future with regard to water. It has to do with the shifting of rivers, it has to do with the use of the boundary, a boundary of the wilderness or a park area. The shifting may change that. It has particular importance in the Colorado River 
	where we have now congressionally approved compacts between the upper and the lower. 
	 
	I think this amendment is simply designed to make it certain that we do not find ourselves in court wondering what the interpretation of the law would be, and I certainly stand in support of the amendment offered by the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. Allard]. 
	 
	Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from Utah [Mr. Hansen]. 
	 
	(Mr. HANSEN asked and was given permission to revise and extend his remarks.) Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong support of the Allard amendment. 
	Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. Allard]. 
	 
	MR. ALLARD. Mr. Chairman, I would just summarize by quickly saying I think this is an important amendment. I think a precedent has been set prior to this time, and we need to continue it in order to honor it in this body. So I am going to ask for a yes vote on the Allard amendment. 
	 
	MR. OWENS OF UTAH. MR. CHAIRMAN IT IS CLEAR FROM THE REPORT LANGUAGE OF THE COMMITTEE THAT THERE IS NO INTENTION TO EFFECT A RESERVED WATER RIGHT TO THE COLORADO RIVER IN THIS WILDERNESS BILL. THE BOUNDARIES OF THE WILDERNESS AREAS IN THE IMPERIAL AND HAVASU NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGES NEXT TO THE RIVER DO NOT EVEN EXTEND TO THE HISTORIC HIGH WATER MARK -- A SURE INDICATION THAT NO RESERVED WATER RIGHT IS SOUGHT ON THE COLORADO RIVER. 
	 
	THAT HAVING BEEN SAID, WHILE THERE IS NO CLEAR NEED FOR THIS AMENDMENT, I ALSO DO NOT SEE THE HARM IN CLARIFYING THE COMMITTEE'S INTENT DIRECTLY IN THE TEXT OF THE BILL. IN ANY CASE, THIS LEGISLATION IS NOT LIKELY TO EMERGE FROM THE SENATE 
	WITHOUT THIS LANGUAGE WHICH MIRRORS THE LANGUAGE THE SENATE ADDED TO THE ARIZONA WILDERNESS AREA LAST YEAR FOR THE SAME REFUGES ON THE OTHER SIDE OF 
	THE COLORADO RIVER. 
	 
	NOTHING CAUSES AS MUCH SUSPICION AND CONSTERNATION IN THE WEST, ESPECIALLY IN UPPER BASIN STATES LIKE UTAH, AS THE POSSIBILITY THAT RIGHTS UNDER THE COLORADO RIVER COMPACT MIGHT BE AFFECTED. WE CAN ALLAY THOSE FEARS SIMPLY BY ESTABLISHING THAT THE INTENT OF THIS BILL WAS NOT TO ESTABLISH A FEDERAL RESERVED WATER RIGHT ON THE COLORADO. WHEN PROPONENTS OF WILDERNESS, MYSELF INCLUDED, CAN MAKE RATIONAL COMPROMISES, THEN I THINK WE SHOULD. EVEN AS I VOTE FOR THIS AMENDMENT, I WANT MY COLLEAGUES TO UNDERSTAND TH
	POSSIBLE, SIGNAL OUR WILLINGNESS TO WORK TO CALM FEARS AND EXHIBIT A SPIRIT OF COMPROMISE ON ISSUES THIS EMOTIONALLY POWERFUL. 
	 
	Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance of my time. 
	 
	The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendments en bloc offered by the gentleman from 
	Colorado [Mr. Allard]. 
	 
	The question was taken; and the Chairman announced that the noes appeared to have it. RECORDED VOTE 
	Mr. ALLARD. Mr. Chairman, I demand a recorded vote. A recorded vote was ordered. 
	The vote was taken by electronic device, and there were -- ayes 155, noes 274, not voting 5, as follows: 
	 
	(See Roll No. 431 in the ROLL segment.) 
	 
	[*H11383] Mr. HYDE changed his vote from "no" to "aye." So the amendments en bloc were rejected. 
	The result of the vote was announced as above recorded. 
	 
	The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to consider amendment No. 7 printed in House Report 102- 
	314. 
	 
	AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DANNEMEYER 
	 
	Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will designate the amendment. The text of the amendment is as follows: 
	Amendment offered by Mr. Dannemeyer: Page 61, line 7, after section 611 insert the following new section: 
	 
	ECONOMIC IMPACT STATEMENT 
	 
	Sec. 612. (a) Notwithstanding any other provision of this Act, lands in the State of California designated in sections 102, 402, and 501 of this Act shall not be designated as wilderness or established as a national park or monument unless -- 
	 
	(1) the Secretary has prepared an economic impact analysis with respect to each land designation; 
	 
	(2) the Secretary determines, based on that analysis, that the environmental benefits of each land designation outweigh the economic costs of each land designation; and 
	 
	(3) the Secretary publishes an economic impact statement describing the findings of that analysis. 
	(b)(1) The Secretary shall perform an economic impact analysis in accordance with this paragraph with respect to each land designation in sections 102, 402, and 501. 
	 
	(2) An economic impact analysis under this paragraph shall include the following: 
	 
	(A) The economic consequences of each land designation, including aggregate statistical data which indicates -- 
	 
	(i) identifiable and potential job losses or diminishments resulting from a designation, 
	 
	(ii) identifiable losses or diminishments in the value of real property resulting from a designation; 
	and 
	(iii) losses or diminishments in the value of business enterprises resulting from a designation. (B) The effect that a designation will have on revenues received by the Federal Government or 
	by State and local governments, including any revenue losses attributable to losses or diminishments in value described in clause (i). 
	 
	(C) The effects that a designation will have on outlays by Federal, State, and local governments, including -- 
	 
	(i) effects on payments made pursuant to paragraph (1), 
	 
	(ii) effects on expenditures required for Federal unemployment compensation, aid to families with dependent children, medicaid, and other Federal, State, and local programs, 
	 
	(iii) the effect that a designation will have on the competitive position of any individual business or aggregate industry affected by a designation, determined jointly with the Secretary of Commerce, and 
	 
	(iv) any other potential economic, budgetary, or ecological effects that the Secretary considers appropriate. 
	 
	(c) Not later than one year after the date of enactment, the Secretary shall determine, based on the analysis performed under paragraph (2), whether the economic costs of each designation outweigh the environmental benefits of each designation. 
	 
	(d) In implementing this Act with respect to each land designation in subsections 102, 402, and 
	501, the Secretary shall limit losses incurred by persons as a result of each land designation. 
	 
	(e) The Secretary shall pay to any person who incurs an economic loss as a result of a land designation the amount of that loss, including -- 
	 
	(1) any diminishment in the value of tangible or intangible property, and 
	 
	(2) any loss resulting from the loss or diminishment of a job. 
	 
	(f) The Secretary shall issue regulations establishing procedures for obtaining payments under this subsection. 
	 
	(g) A person may not recover any amount under this subsection for any de minimis or wholly speculative loss. 
	 
	(h) Any denial by the Secretary of an application for payment under this subsection may be appealed in the appropriate Federal district court of the United States, including any 
	determination by the Secretary that a person is ineligible for payment by reason of paragraph 
	(3). 
	 
	(i) Any person (including any State or local governmental entity) may intervene in any proceeding under this subsection for the purpose of assisting the Secretary in issuing payments under this subsection to individuals or businesses who suffer demonstrable loss as a result of a land designation. 
	 
	 
	 
	The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the gentleman from California [Mr. Dannemeyer] will be recognized for 5 minutes and a Member opposed will be recognized for 5 minutes. 
	 
	Is the gentleman from California [Mr. Lehman] opposed to the amendment? Mr. LEHMAN of California. I am, Mr. Chairman. 
	The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from California [Mr. Lehman] will be recognized for 5 minutes. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from California [Mr. Dannemeyer]. 
	Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself such time as I may consume. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, this map to my left tells quite a story. The western United States is owned predominantly by the Federal Government. Government ownership of land in my State of California is about 46 percent of the 100 million acres. 
	 
	These landgrabbers today want some more land, another 4.5 million acres. 
	 
	Our world really is turned upside down, because we have an Endangered Species Act which has been in the law since 1973, which requires an environmental impact statement to determine whether or not we are going to list one of these critters on the list of endangered species. 
	 
	In my State of California we have seen thousands of people in the lumber industry in northern California out of work because of the spotted owl. In my area of southern California, the Least Bell's bireo, a little bird, threatens the whole Santa Ana River flood control project. 
	 
	There is nothing in this Endangered Species Act that gives any consideration to the impact on jobs and businesses and private property when we list one of these critters. I say it is high time in this country, Mr. Chairman, that we have a law which says that we should recognize jobs, and people, and businesses, and private property at least on the same basis as we recognize critters. What is more important in this world, people or animals? 
	 
	Our world is turned upside down. The Environmental Party likes it that way. They want to preserve the creation, worship the creation rather than the Creator, and I say just the opposite should be the case. 
	 
	All my amendment does is say that we have to prepare an economic impact statement in order to determine what the impact is going to be on jobs, on property and businesses if this law comes into existence. 
	 
	When Members read the report on page 70 and 71, it is uncertain as to what the cost is going to be. Now they have conveniently shunted aside any evaluation of the minerals under the ground. It so happens in my State of California that the mineral reserves are estimated at $360 billion. 
	 
	Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
	 
	Mr. DANNEMEYER. I yield to my friend from California. 
	 
	Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman, let us note that in the middle of the worst drought in California history, 1.8 billion gallons of water were dumped into the ocean because of a bird nest on the Prado Dam. Things are topsy-turvy. The gentleman is [*H11384] right. We are putting more value on the life of small critters and things rather than on human life and the lifestyles of the people themselves. 
	 
	I think that this body should have some reflection on the values that our legislation maintains in this country. 
	 
	Mr. DANNEMEYER. I thank my colleague for his comment. 
	 
	Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Chairman, this economic impact statement that I ask be adopted would show that we in California lead all States in the production of asbestos, borates, portland cement, diatomite, calcined gypsum, construction sand and gravel, tungsten, yttrium, and rare earths. 
	 
	We have over 40,000 people working in the mining industry in the State of California, about 
	20,000 of them are going to be put out of work. 
	 
	Now, the unemployment rate in California today is 7.3 percent. That is a half a percentage point higher than the Nation. 
	 
	We have been talking in this Chamber in the last few days about jobs creation. This bill is a Job 
	Unemployment Act of 1991 waiting to be adopted. 
	 
	Where in the world in the tender concern in the hearts of the Democrat leadership who are pushing this bill for the 20,000 people who are going to be put out of work in the mining industry in the State of California if this turkey becomes law? 
	 
	I do not understand this at all, and this is the reason for this economic impact statement which would also show that each $1 million in mining output in the desert provides about 15.1 jobs, 
	$334,000 plus of personal income, $28,000 in local tax revenues, $47,000 in State tax revenues, and $1.8 million overall to the southern California economy. 
	 
	Gold production in the desert area is about 400,000 ounces in 1989. 
	 
	We have 12 of 21 geothermal sites in California or in the desert that supply about 450,000 watts of power. 
	 
	Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield for a question? Mr. DANNEMEYER. I yield to my colleague, the gentleman from California. 
	Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman, there has been a lot of talk in this body about which party represents the working men and women of America. 
	 
	I would like to know how this proposal the gnetleman is making today affects them. 
	 
	The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from California [Mr. Dannemeyer] has expired. Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yiled myself 2 minutes. 
	Mr. Chairman, the other gentleman from California has talked here for 5 minutes about the 
	Endangered Species Act. The Endangered Species Act is not in this bill. The Endangered Species 
	Act is not affected by this bill, nor will it be affected by the gentleman's amendment. 
	 
	No one who wants any level of protection, no matter how minimal it is on the California desert, could support the amendment of the gnetleman from California [Mr. Dannemeyer]. 
	 
	The gentleman from California [Mr. Lewis] did not have this provision in his substitute before us last week. Even in the substitute of the gentleman from California [Mr. Lewis] the findings state: 
	 
	It is in the national interst that these wilderness areas be promptly designated as components of the National Wilderness Preservation system. 
	 
	The purpose of this amendment is to make sure that they are never designated. It is an amendment to delay forever. 
	 
	But what about the economic consequencies? It is not as if they had not been studied. Again I quote from the U.S. Geological Survey: 
	The prospects for future mineral discoveries in the Mojave are relatively poor. In the parlance of mineral resources, this does not appear to be an area of world calss deposits. 
	 
	None of the 14 minerals identified by the Office of Technology Assessment of meeting the criteria for strategic minerals is produced anywhere in the Calfiornia desert conservation area. 
	 
	The Mountain Pass Mine which produces 97 percent of the U.S. output of rare earth minerals is excluded from the boundaries of the Mojave Monument. 
	 
	This idea that there are thousands of jobs lost is ludicrous. In 1990, the U.S. Department of Commerce statistics state there were 1,100 mining jobs in all of San Bernardino County, and understand that the mines in wilderness areas are protected. Understand that the other major ones have been taken out. Understand that when the national monument is created there will be many, many new jobs associated with that monument in its place. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from California [Mr. Levine]. 
	 
	(Mr. LEVINE of California asked and was given permission to revise and extend his remarks.) Mr. LEVINE of California. Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman for yielding this time to me. 
	Mr. Chairman, I actually think in general in concept the idea of an economic impact statement has some merit, I do not believe it has any merit as applied to this particular bill for several reasons. 
	 
	First of all, this bill has been around now for 5 years. This is the third Congress that has looked at this bill. We have had extensive hearings. 
	 
	This proposal, this suggestion, has never been made at the committee level, has never been made at the subcommittee level, and frankly what an impact statement would be designed to review has been studied very thoroughly in the deliberations leading up to the floor consideration of this bill. 
	 
	As the gentleman from California [Mr. Lehman] has indicated, mines within the boundaries of this legislation are protected. 
	 
	This does not put people out of work. This does not cost jobs. This bill simply does not deal with 
	any of the things that the author of the amendment suggested that it would do. 
	 
	The fact of the matter is that this is a proposal in terms of Death Valley, in terms of Johua Tree, in terms of the East Mojave. It has been looked at carefully. It has been analyzed carefully. 
	 
	The economic consequences of these provisions have been evaluated and analyzed and studied and all the representations that have been made have been found wanting. 
	 
	I would say that if there was a serious suggestion to have an economic impact statement, that that could have been made at any point in time during the 5 years in which this bill was considered, but to bring it up today at the 11th hour on the House floor and to support it with a range of arguments that have been repudiated thoroughly throughout this process simply is an effort again to delay extraordinarily important desert protection legislation that Congress should act upon positively today. 
	 
	Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Vento]. 
	 
	Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the amendment. 
	 
	The Dannemeyer amendment providing for an economic impact statement may sound appealing on the surface, but I assure my colleagues that this would lead us into unchartered waters. 
	 
	The bottom line of this amendment as an example states that the Secretary of the Interior shall pay to any person who incurs any economic loss as the result of land designation the amount of that loss. 
	 
	Then it goes on to include all sorts of tangible and intangible losses, an appeals process. This could subject the Federal Government to unreasonable and unlimited costs. 
	 
	Where is the CBO estimate on this? 
	 
	The fact of the matter is they have been arguing in the courts and the Supreme Court for years about whether the classification or zoning of land is an authority of the National Government or any local government. 
	 
	This particular amendment makes a finding in favor of the landowners. It comes down and states that classification changes must be paid for by the Federal Government. 
	 
	The truth of the matter is that we have very little understanding of many of the impacts of the environmental classification and the species. The fauna and flora. We ought to do a much better job regarding the science of such ecosystems. 
	 
	[*H11385] This is not a debate about the Endangered Species Act. This is simply a stumbling block that is attempting to be placed in the way of the designation of the California Desert Act, and as such it should be defeated. 
	 
	Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike the last word. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from California [Mr. Lewis]. 
	 
	Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, I thank my colleague, the delegate from Guam [Mr. Blaz] 
	for yielding to me. 
	 
	I want to say one more time to the Members that I appreciate the very fine job the gentleman has done in helping to add some balance to this debate. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, it was suggested earlier by the gentleman from California [Mr. Levine] and others that I did not include an economic impact statement in my substitute. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, we do have economic impacts regarding this bill versus the substitute that I had before the House the other day. The Bureau of Land Management did give us a guesstimate. If H.R. 2929 became law, the cost would be somewhere between $290 million and $610 million. 
	 
	If our substitute had been implemented instead, the Bureau of Land Management suggested the spread might be between $45 million and $170 million. 
	 
	To say the least, there is a huge difference reflected in these estimates. 
	 
	The guesstimates were that if H.R. 29 was implemented that the loss of jobs would be in the neighborhood of 20,000 jobs, versus less than 2,000 jobs in the substitute. 
	 
	Indeed, this proposal is going to have a huge economic effect. Detailed economic impact analysis is appropriate for H.R. 2929 since it was not a product of a public process. 
	 
	Let me make the point in this way: Two organizations have very sizable holdings in this territory. The California Public Employees Retirement System has large holdings that they had planned to be developed for the benefit of retirees. Everybody admits that there is potential resource value that has not been evaluated or tapped. 
	 
	The California Teachers Association has similar holdings. Their retirees are at risk without effective evaluation of the underlying resource potential here. To suggest that economic impact evaluation would not help them in their eventual decisions as to what is required for a trade of land, for example, is unreasonable. 
	 
	These lands have great economic potential for the retired teachers of California and for the retired employees of California. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, are the ranking members suggesting that we should ask them to trade their land without an economic evaluation first? Certainly not. 
	 
	Mr. Dannemeyer is simply suggesting that, up front, such evaluation should be made because the studies, the detailed have not been done. The people who will lose if you do not accept this kind of approach are the people of California. A very significant number of the landholders are the retired former employees of the people of California. 
	 
	Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from California [Mr. Dannemeyer]. Mr. DANNEMEYER. I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
	Let me tell my colleagues just what my amendment would do. It would require the Secretary to determine that environmental benefits must outweigh economic losses or costs before land in the above sections can be designated. Now, that is a balance in our law that I think is missing in a very significant way today because what we have done -- look at this map. At least a third of the western part of the United States is already in public ownership. 
	 
	How much land is enough? How much land does the environmental party need before it satisfies its lust to take all land in private ownership and put it into public ownership? 
	 
	Now, it may create a world where we have clean air and clean water in America, but I ask you one simple question: Where are the jobs going to be for the people of this country who want to work and make a living? Somebody has to watch out for these people, and that is what this 
	amendment does. It just says there has got to be balance when we make these environmental decisions. 
	 
	The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Guam [Mr. Blaz] has expired. Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike the penultimate word. 
	Mr. Chairman, first of all, contrary to the presentation just made, there is no increase in the amount of Federal land owned under this legislation. The land that is being changed is having its designation changed, not its ownership. The Federal Government owns the land now, and the Federal Government will continue to own the land in the future. We are changing the way in which the land is managed. 
	 
	The provisions in the bill allowing for acquisition on a case-by-case basis in the future provide for exchange of land. Again, there is not going to be a change in the value of land owned by the Federal Government, and probably not in the amount. 
	 
	So that is not really an issue here. The CBO estimate of the cost of this legislation shows that it is negligible. As far as mining is concerned, it says: 
	 
	Loss of receipts from mining activities relative to current law, we do not expect the loss of receipts to the Federal Government from mineral leasing activities to be significant over the next 
	5 years. 
	 
	The report shows zero, zero outlays for 1990, 1991, 1992, 1993, 1994, and 1995. 
	 
	The costs here are not significant. The great cost is not acting to protect the desert. The great cost is to those of us in California and those around the country if we fail to act to save the desert now while we still have a chance. 
	 
	Are we going to let amendments like this drive off the day of decision until it is too late to protect the endangered species? Until it is too late to protect the land from total degradation? 
	 
	Or are we going to do it now while we still have a chance? That is the issue. That is the heart of the matter. 
	Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Vento]. Mr. VENTO. I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
	Mr. Chairman, the gentleman's amendment goes to a different direction; it has nothing to do with public ownership of land versus nonpublic. It has to do with how we conduct the policy on public lands, the designations. He is saying that the Secretary "shall pay to any person who incurs an economic loss as a result of land designation, that means zoning, the amount that that loss, including," and then he goes through all that. So he is on uncharted waters in terms of in fact committing the Congress and the U
	 
	The other thing the gentleman says is that we are going to turn over to the Secretary of the 
	Interior the right to make the decision on how this land should be designated. 
	 
	Well, Mr. Chairman, the reason that our committee has so many measures on the floor is because Congress has reserved to itself the right to make designations as to wilderness, as to parks and other uses of our land. 
	 
	We do not give that job to the bureaucrats the unelected in this country. We think it is an 
	important decision that ought to rest with Congress. 
	 
	I do not care if it is done under an economic impact statement excuse or done on some other basis; in other words, Congress ought to be involved in the terms of making such decisions. 
	 
	I think that that by itself is enough reason to vote "no" on this amendment. We should not transfer this unlimited power in the California desert to the Secretary of the Interior or to anyone else. We ought to make the decisions on the floor ourselves with regard to wilderness, with regard to parks and monuments. That is what we have been struggling to do this week, and I hope we will do so by defeating this poorly crafted amendment. 
	 
	Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from California [Mr. Levine]. (Mr. LEVINE of California asked and was given permission to revise and extend his remarks.) [*H11386]  Mr. LEVINE of California. I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
	Mr. Chairman, in a nutshell this amendment is an amendment designed to kill desert protection. Let us be candid about what we are trying to do here. 
	 
	This is an amendment that seeks to impose requirements on this legislation that simply cannot be met. It is impossible, it is simply impossible to quantify the educational, the scientific, the scenic, the historic, and natural values associated with preserving desert lands for future generations. That is the essence of this legislation. 
	 
	One point on cost: Mr. Lewis raises a number of cost figures. It is important to understand that CBO spells out $6 million in cost beyond those that are currently undertaken by the Federal Government in order to provide this type of desert protection. 
	 
	For an additional $6 million a year, that is an extraordinary good deal for the American taxpayer, for the American citizen and those future taxpayer, for the American citizen and those future generations who will, I think, be pleased that this legislation is enacted into law. 
	 
	Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance of my time. The CHAIRMAN. All time has expired. 
	The question is on the amendment offered by the gentleman from California [Mr. Dannemeyer]. The question was taken; and the Chairman announced that the noes appeared to have it. RECORDED VOTE 
	Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Chairman, I demand a recorded vote. 
	 
	A recorded vote was ordered. 
	 
	The vote was taken by electronic device, and there were -- ayes 110, noes 316, not voting 8, as follows: 
	 
	(See Roll No. 432 in the ROLL segment.) 
	 
	Mr. GLICKMAN changed his vote from "aye" to "no." So the amendment was rejected. 
	The result of the vote was announced as above recorded. 
	 
	The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to consider amendment No. 8 printed in House Report 102- 
	314. 
	 
	AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. NICHOLS 
	 
	Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 
	 
	The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will designate the amendment. The text of the amendment is as follows: 
	Amendment offered by Mr. Nichols: Page 61, line 17, insert "(a)" after "Sec. 609. Page 61, after line 19, insert the following: 
	(b) Effective Date. -- This section shall take effect in the fiscal year following the first fiscal year after the date of enactment of this Act in which Federal revenues are equal to or greater than Federal expenditures. 
	 
	The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. Nichols] will be recognized for 5 minutes, and a Member opposed will be recognized for 5 minutes. 
	 
	Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I am opposed to the amendment. 
	 
	The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from California [Mr. Lehman] will be recognized for 5 minutes. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. Nichols]. 
	Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself such time as I may consume. 
	 
	(Mr. NICHOLS asked and was given permission to revise and extend his remarks.) 
	 
	Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Chairman, the Department of Interior already faces a budget shortfall of astronomical proportions. When I say astronomical, I mean approaching $8 1/2 to $10 1/2 billion. That may not seem like much here in Washington, but that is an awful lot of money to the citizens of this country. 
	 
	To break that down, this means that the U.S. Department of the Interior already faces a $3 to $5 billion backlog of land acquisition -- a $5 billion backlog in major repairs and construction -- and 
	a $375 million shortfall in their annual operations budget. [*H11387] Why are we proposing to spend more money than the department has? 
	 
	We, as a nation, must learn fiscal responsibility. We are writing checks on a line of credit that long ago went bad -- the pot of gold is empty. We have absolutely no right, no right whatsoever, to authorize any additional spending unless it is an urgent investment in the ongoing prosperity and well-being of the citizen taxpayers of this country. And that, my colleagues, is why I offer this amendment today. 
	 
	I am not against protecting the very fragile and uniquely beautiful environment and ecosystem of the California desert. I have visited the area with my family. We have driven through Death 
	Valley and marveled at the region. 
	 
	I wholeheartedly understand the desire to add to the already existing expanses of protected desert wilderness in the California desert. However, now is not the time. Not with a record 
	deficit of $269 billion this year alone. Not at a time when our Government needs to drastically reevaluate its spending practices. Not when the taxpayers of our Nation are frustrated by the political process that is supposed to be protecting them. 
	 
	My amendment merely places a condition on the expenditures of funds for the enactment of this act until Congress is able to balance the budget. 
	 
	All across America, families are having to carefully limit their spending for the upcoming holiday season, while Congress continues to spend like everyday is Christmas. Why can't this great body, full of so many honorable and distinguished Members, use good, sound judgment when it comes to spending money. The time to reduce spending is not some time in the future, it is now... 
	 
	I urge you to vote "aye" on my balanced budget amendment. Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance of my time. 
	Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 1 minute. 
	 
	This is not a balanced budget amendment. In fact, it has nothing to do with the balanced budget. All of the expenditures by the Park Service can continue to go on even with this amendment. 
	 
	All the amendment affects is the ability of the Federal Government to enter into the land exchange after 1996 with the State teachers retirement system in California. Under this amendment none of those exchanges will be allowed to take place. Those exchanges are not going to cost the Federal Government any money. 
	 
	As the bill states, property will be exchanged value for value and we will have an even playing field. 
	 
	We have done that to ensure that the Federal Government does not lose any money and that the 
	State teachers retirement system is held whole in its land holdings and so that we can consolidate the national monument. 
	 
	This amendment will not pay them any money. It will place a hardship on the State teachers retirement system and do great damage to this bill. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Vento]. 
	 
	Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the Nichols so-called balanced-budget amendment. The fact of the matter is that almost all these lands that are being designated here are already managed by the Federal land management agencies, by the Park Service, by the Bureau of Land Management. So we are transferring some of these lands from the jurisdiction of the BLM to the Park Service. There may be some turf battles involved, but the fact of the matter is the money within the Department of the Interi
	 
	Likewise, they may, for instance, as we look at these designations, we are asking the BLM to manage some of the lands as wilderness area and releasing other lands from being managed as wilderness. 
	 
	Furthermore the private land would be insignificant because most of this is public land. 
	 
	I would challenge the gentleman's figures that he has on the chart concerning the backlog; the figure is closer to $3 billion. In any case the land acquisition funding is not based on a pot of gold. It is based on a pot of oil, offshore Continental Shelf receipts, the land-water conservation fund which are credited to the land-water acquisition programs which has over $7 billion 
	available until appropriated. 
	 
	Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from California [Mr. Cunningham]. 
	 
	(Mr. CUNNINGHAM asked and was given permission to revise and extend his remarks.) 
	 
	Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Smoke and mirrors, Mr. Chairman. They say there will be no cost. What about the cost of the 20,000 jobs that will be lost? 
	 
	I would hate to manage millions of dollars and millions of acres myself. The gentleman said it is all BLM land. I thought we were just talking about exchange of millions of acres of land that would come into this. Who is going to maintain that? Who is going to maintain the roads? Who is going to maintain the water? Who is going to maintain the rest of it? 
	We the taxpayers are going to do that. It is going to take this public land off the tax rolls. What about the revenue from the mineral sources? The other side of the aisle and many 
	Members on this side of the aisle are always looking for alternative fuel sources. What about the 
	geothermal that will not be looked into because this bill only covers, as I understand it, existing lines, existing coverages. 
	 
	Some of my friends say, I've got to protect my environment vote. My heart bleeds for them. How about protecting the people instead of their environmental vote? 
	 
	Take a look at the map that was up here before. If Members on the east coast had to live with the amount of Government-owned land, I do not think they could stand it. Remember the four Congressmen that represent that area want "no" on 2929 and "yes" on this amendment. 
	 
	Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute and 30 seconds to the gentleman from 
	California [Mr. Levine]. 
	 
	Mr. LEVINE of California. Mr. Chairman, I will just mention briefly that the common thrust of these amendments is to do one thing. It is to delay this bill so long that California desert protection will never occur. I do not know that there is a coordinated effort with regard to these amendments. I suspect there is not. But there is one common theme. It is delay, delay, delay until this basically cannot occur. 
	 
	The other point that I just want to emphasize is that that the subcommittee chairman emphasized. We have gone to great lengths to protect the retired teachers of the States of California in this bill. The lands that are being exchanged are lands that are very important to the retired teachers in California. This provision would hurt California's retired teachers by blocking the exchange that has been very carefully worked out and that the State retired teachers and 
	the public lands commission are strongly supporting. 
	 
	I strongly urge a "no" vote on this amendment. 
	 
	Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
	 
	Mr. LEVINE of California. I yield to the gentleman from Minnesota. 
	 
	Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, the House had a similar amendment before us when we were dealing with the Flint Hills Prairie Park. That amendment was defeated on a vote of 153 to 249. I think the House would do well to defeat this amendment on the same basis it defeated that amendment. 
	Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from Texas [Mr. DeLay]. 
	 
	Mr. DeLAY. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the gentleman from California trying to make this my amendment by saying this is delay, delay, delay, delay, but I must point out that it is the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. Nichols] that brought the amendment and it is not a delay tactic. What it is is fiscal responsibility. 
	 
	What we are saying is right now we cannot pay for the land that we have tried to acquire. I am told that the Park Service is in arrears right now $4 [*H11388]  billion to $5 billion, trying to pay for the land they have already acquired. Since they cannot pay for it, land not only in this desert but in other areas of the country, this land cannot be used, it cannot be sold, nobody will use it. 
	It is amazing to me that if we do not have the money now to pay for land, and we do not have the money, even if it is not true, I am just told that it is true, but even if it is not true, we do not have the money when we are talking about a $350 billion deficit, we do not have the money for this kind of action. All the gentleman is saying is we cannot do it until we have the money. 
	 
	Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from Calfornia [Mr. Miller], the chairman of the full committee. 
	 
	Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chairman, I would hope that we would reject this amendment. I think we should understand that what is happening in this legislation is that we seek for the most part the exchange of lands. There are very substantial private inholdings within the boundaries 
	of this area. Many in the private sector would like to exchange those lands out. Their lands are not productive for any economic purpose. They are valuable from an environmental point of 
	view, from a cultural point of view, from an anthropological point of view, but the fact is they 
	have no economic value for that company, that holding. They believe they can trade those off for lands of economic value which they can then use, they can use in their endeavors to create jobs, to create economic activity. We will be able to put the park and the monument and others together for the purposes of better management. 
	 
	So this makes sense all around. This is a win-win. This allows the private sector to go out and utilize its expertise and talents on those lands. It allows the public sector to have the most economical unit in order to run. This is a very foolish amendment. 
	 
	The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from California [Mr. Lehman] has 45 seconds remaining. Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself the 45 seconds. 
	Again, this amendment has nothing to do with anything except some land that The State teachers' retirement system in California owns. It has nothing to do with pruchasing any other land. The provisions of the bill allow that the State of California, the State lands commission, may exchange those lands with lands offered to it by the Federal Government after the year 
	1996. That is all we allow for in the bill. 
	 
	The losers, if this amendment is going to pass, are going to be the State of California and the State teachers' retirement system in California, an innocent party. It is not going to be anything else and it is not going to be anyone else. 
	 
	We have carefully worked out the compromise with the State lands commission and the state teachers' retirement system over months and months of work. This House should abide by that work at this time. 
	 
	The CHAIRMAN. All time has expired. 
	 
	The question is on the amendment offered by the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. Nichols]. 
	The question was taken; and the Chairman announced that the ayes appeared to have it. RECORDED VOTE 
	Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Chairman, I demand a recorded vote. A recorded vote was ordered. 
	The vote was taken by electronic device, and there were -- ayes 133, noes 292, not voting 9, as follows: 
	 
	(See Roll No. 433 in the ROLL segment.) 
	 
	Mr. MOODY change is vote from "aye" to "no." 
	 
	Mr. JAMES and Mr. RAY changed their vote from "no" to "aye." So the amendment was rejected. 
	The result of the vote was announced as above recorded. 
	 
	The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to consider amendment No. 10, printed in House Report 102- 
	314. 
	 
	[*H11389] AMENDMENT AS MODIFIED OFFERED BY MR. BLAZ Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment as modified. 
	The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will designate the amendment as modified. The text of the amendment, as modified, is as follows: 
	Amendment as modified; offered by Mr. Blaz; instead of the matter proposed to be inserted, insert the following: 
	 
	Page 65, after line 15, add the following new title: TITLE VIII -- MILITARY LANDS AND OVERFLIGHTS SEC. 801. SHORT TITLE AND FINDINGS. 
	(a) Short Title. -- This title may be cited as the "California Military Lands Withdrawal and 
	Overflights Act of 1991". 
	 
	(b) Findings. -- The Congress finds that -- 
	 
	(1) the Federal lands within the desert regions of California have provided essential opportunities for military training, research, and development for the Armed Forces of the United States and allied nations; 
	 
	(2) alternative sites for military training and other military activities carried out on Federal lands in the California desert area are not readily available; 
	 
	(3) while changing world conditions have lessened to some extent the immediacy of military threats to the national security of the United States and its allies, there remains a need for military training, research, and development activities of the types that have been carried out on 
	Federal lands in the California desert area; and 
	 
	(4) continuation of existing military training, research, and development activities, under appropriate terms and conditions, is not incompatible with the protection and proper management of the natural, environmental, cultural, and other resources and values of the Federal lands in the California desert area. 
	 
	SEC. 802. WITHDRAWALS. 
	 
	(a) China Lake. -- (1) Subject to valid existing rights and except as otherwise provided in this title, the Federal lands referred to in paragraph (2), and all other areas within the boundary of such lands as depicted on the map specified in such paragraph which may become subject to the operation of the public land laws, are hereby withdrawn from all forms of appropriation under the public land laws (including the mining laws and the mineral leasing laws). Such lands are 
	reserved for use by the Secretary of the Navy for -- 
	 
	(A) use as a research, development, test, and evaluation laboratory; (B) use as a range for air warfare weapons and weapon systems; 
	(C) use as a high hazard training area for aerial gunnery, rocketry, electronic warfare and countermeasures, tactical maneuvering and air support; and 
	 
	(D) subject to the requirements of section 804(f), other defense-related purposes consistent with the purposes specified in this paragraph. 
	 
	(2) The lands referred to in paragraph (1) are the Federal lands, located within the boundaries of the China Lake Naval Weapons Center, comprising approximately 1,100,000 acres in Inyo, Kern, and San Bernardino Counties, California, as generally depicted on a map entitled "China Lake Naval Weapons Center Withdrawal -- Proposed", dated January 1985, and filed in accordance with section 803. 
	 
	(b) Chocolate Mountain. -- (1) Subject to valid existing rights and except as otherwise provided in this title, the Federal lands referred to in paragraph (2), and all other areas within the boundary of such lands as depicted on the map specified in such paragraph which may become subject to the operation of the public land laws, are hereby withdrawn from all forms of appropriation under the public land laws (including the mining laws and the mineral leasing and the geothermal leasing laws). Such lands are 
	 
	(A) testing and training for aerial bombing, missile firing, tactical maneuvering and air support; 
	and 
	 
	(B) subject to the provisions of section 804(f), other defense-related purposes consistent with the purposes specified in this paragraph. 
	 
	(2) The lands referred to in paragraph (1) are the Federal lands comprising approximately 
	226,711 acres in Imperial County, California, as generally depicted on a map entitled "Chocolate Mountain Aerial Gunnery Range Proposed -- Withdrawal" dated November 1991 and filed in accordance with section 803. 
	 
	SEC. 803. MAPS AND LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS. 
	 
	(a) Publication and Filing Requirement. -- As soon as practicable after the date of enactment of this title, the Secretary of the Interior shall -- 
	 
	(1) publish in the Federal Register a notice containing the legal description of the lands 
	withdrawn and reserved by this title; and 
	 
	(2) file maps and the legal description of the lands withdrawn and reserved by this title with the Committee on Energy and Natural Resources of the United States Senate and with the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs of the United States House of Representatives. 
	 
	(b) Technical Corrections. -- Such maps and legal descriptions shall have the same force and effect as if they were included in this title except that the Secretary of the Interior may correct clerical and typographical errors in such maps and legal descriptions. 
	 
	(c) Availability for Public Inspection. -- Copies of such maps and legal descriptions shall be available for public inspection in the Office of the Director of the Bureau of Land Management, Washington, District of Columbia; the Office of the Director, California State Office of the Bureau of Land Management, Sacramento, California; the office of the commander of the Naval Weapons Center, China Lake, California; the office of the commanding officer, Marine Corps Air Station, Yuma Arizona; and the Office of 
	 
	(d) Reimbursement. -- The Secretary of Defense shall reimburse the Secretary of the Interior for the cost of implementing this section. 
	 
	SEC. 804. MANAGEMENT OF WITHDRAWN LANDS. 
	 
	(a) Management by the Secretary of the Interior. -- (1) Except as provided in subsection (g), during the period of the withdrawal the Secretary of the Interior shall manage the lands withdrawn under section 802 pursuant to the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.) and other applicable law, including this title. 
	 
	(2) To the extent consistent with applicable law and Executive orders, the lands withdrawn under section 802 may be managed in a manner permitting -- 
	 
	(A) the continuation of grazing pursuant to applicable law and Executive orders where permitted on the date of enactment of this title; 
	 
	(B) protection of wildlife and wildlife habitat; (C) control of predatory and other animals; 
	(D) recreation (but only on lands withdrawn by section 802(a) (relating to China Lake)); 
	 
	(E) the prevention and appropriate suppression of brush and range fires resulting from nonmilitary activities; and 
	(F) geothermal leasing on the lands withdrawn under section 802(a) (relating to China Lake). (3)(A) All nonmilitary use of such lands, including the uses described in paragraph (2), shall be 
	subject to such conditions and restrictions as may be necessary to permit the military use of 
	such lands for the purposes specified in or authorized pursuant to this title. 
	 
	(B) The Secretary of the Interior may issue any lease, easement, right-of-way, or other authorization with respect to the nonmilitary use of such lands only with the concurrence of the Secretary of the Navy. 
	 
	(b) Closure to Public. -- (1) If the Secretary of the Navy determines that military operations, public safety, or national security require the closure to public use of any road, trail, or other portion of the lands withdrawn by this title, the Secretary may take such action as the Secretary determines necessary or desirable to effect and maintain such closure. 
	 
	(2) Any such closure shall be limited to the minimum areas and periods which the Secretary of the Navy determines are required to carry out this subsection. 
	 
	(3) Before and during any closure under this subsection, the Secretary of the Navy shall -- (A) keep appropriate warning notices posted; and 
	(B) take appropriate steps to notify the public concerning such closures. 
	 
	(c) Management Plan. -- The Secretary of the Interior (after consultation with the Secretary of the Navy) shall develop a plan for the management of each area withdrawn under section 802 during the period of such withdrawal. Each plan shall -- 
	 
	(1) be consistent with applicable law; 
	 
	(2) be subject to conditions and restrictions specified in subsection (a)(3); 
	 
	(3) include such provisions as may be necessary for proper management and protection of the resources and values of such area; and 
	 
	(4) be developed not later than three years after the date of enactment of this title. 
	 
	(d) Brush and Range Fires. -- The Secretary of the Navy shall take necessary precautions to prevent and suppress brush and range fires occurring within and outside the lands withdrawn under section 802 as a result of military activities and may seek assistance from the Bureau of Land Management in the suppression of such fires. The memorandum of understanding required by subsection (e) shall provide for Bureau of Land Management assistance in the suppression of such fires, and for a transfer of funds from t
	 
	(e) Memorandum of Understanding. -- (1) The Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary of the Navy shall (with respect to each land withdrawal under section 802) enter into a memorandum of understanding to implement the management plan developed under subsection (c). Any such memorandum of understanding shall provide that the Director of the Bureau of Land 
	Management shall provide assistance in the suppression of fires resulting from the military use of lands withdrawn under section 802 if requested by the Secretary of the Navy. 
	 
	[*H11390] (2) The duration of any such memorandum shall be the same as the period of the withdrawal of the lands under section 802. 
	 
	(f) Additional Military Uses. -- (1) Lands withdrawn by section 802 may be used for defense- related uses other than those specified in such section. The Secretary of Defense shall promptly notify the Secretary of the Interior in the event that the lands withdrawn by this title will be used for defense-related purposes other than those specified in section 802. Such notification shall indicate the additional use or uses involved, the proposed duration of such uses, and the extent to which such additional mi
	 
	(g) Management of China Lake. -- (1) The Secretary of the Interior may assign the management responsibility for the lands withdrawn under section 802(a) to the Secretary of the Navy who shall manage such lands, and issue leases, easements, rights-of-way, and other authorizations, in accordance with this title and cooperative management arrangements between the Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary of the Navy. In the case that the Secretary of the Interior assigns such management responsibility to the
	the management plan under subsection (c), the Secretary of the Navy (after consultation with the Secretary of the Interior) shall develop such management plan. 
	 
	(2) The Secretary of the Interior shall be responsible for the issuance of any lease, easement, right-of-way, and other authorization with respect to any activity which involves both the lands withdrawn under section 802(a) and any other lands. Any such authorization shall be issued only with the consent of the Secretary of the Navy and, to the extent that such activity involves lands withdrawn under section 802(a), shall be subject to such conditions as the Secretary of the Navy may prescribe. 
	 
	(3) The Secretary of the Navy shall prepare and submit to the Secretary of the Interior an annual report on the status of the natural and cultural resources and values of the lands withdrawn 
	under section 802(a). The Secretary of the Interior shall transmit such report to the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs of the House of Representatives and the Committee on Energy and 
	Natural Resources of the Senate. 
	 
	(4) The Secretary of the Navy shall be responsible for the management of wild horses and burros located on the lands withdrawn under section 802(a) and may utilize helicopters and motorized vehicles for such purposes. Such management shall be in accordance with laws applicable to 
	such management on public lands and with an appropriate memorandum of understanding between the Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary of the Navy. 
	 
	(5) Neither this title nor any other provision of law shall be construed to prohibit the Secretary of the Interior from issuing and administering any lease for the development and utilization of geothermal steam and associated geothermal resources on the lands withdrawn under section 
	802(a) pursuant to the Geothermal Steam Act of 1970 (30 U.S.C. 1001 et seq.) and other applicable law, but no such lease shall be issued without the concurrence of the Secretary of the Navy. 
	 
	(6) This title shall not affect the geothermal exploration and development authority of the Secretary of the Navy under section 2689 of title 10, United States Code, except that the Secretary of the Navy shall obtain the concurrence of the Secretary of the Interior before taking action under that section with respect to the lands withdrawn under section 802(a). 
	 
	SEC. 805. DURATION OF WITHDRAWALS. 
	 
	(a) Duration. -- The withdrawal and reservation established by this title shall terminate 15 years after the date of enactment of this title. 
	 
	(b) Draft Environmental Impact Statement. -- No later than 12 years after the date of enactment of this title, the Secretary of the Navy shall publish a draft environmental impact statement concerning continued or renewed withdrawal of any portion of the lands withdrawn by this title 
	for which that Secretary intends to seek such continued or renewed withdrawal. Such draft environmental impact statement shall be consistent with the requirements of the National 
	Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) applicable to such a draft environmental impact statement. Prior to the termination date specified in subsection (a), the 
	Secretary of the Navy shall hold a public hearing on any draft environmental impact statement published pursuant to this subsection. Such hearing shall be held in the State of California in 
	order to receive public comments on the alternatives and other matters included in such draft environmental impact statement. 
	 
	(c) Extensions or Renewals. -- The withdrawals established by this title may not be extended or renewed except by an Act or joint resolution. 
	 
	SEC. 806. ONGOING DECONTAMINATION. 
	(a) Program. -- Throughout the duration of the withdrawals made by this title, the Secretary of the Navy, to the extent funds are made available, shall maintain a program of decontamination of lands withdrawn by this title at least at the level of decontamination activities performed on such lands in fiscal year 1986. 
	 
	(b) Reports. -- At the same time as the President transmits to the Congress the President's proposed budget for the first fiscal year beginning after the date of enactment of this title and for each subsequent fiscal year, the Secretary of the Navy shall transmit to the Committees on Appropriations, Armed Services, and Energy and Natural Resources of the Senate and to the Committees on Appropriations, Armed Services, and Interior and Insular Affairs of the House of Representatives a description of the decon
	fiscal year on such lands and the decontamination activities proposed for such lands during the next fiscal year including: 
	 
	(1) amounts appropriated and obligated or expended for decontamination of such lands; (2) the methods used to decontaminate such lands; 
	(3) amount and types of contaminants removed from such lands; 
	 
	(4) estimated types and amounts of residual contamination on such lands; and 
	 
	(5) an estimate of the costs for full decontamination of such lands and the estimate of the time to complete such decontamination. 
	 
	SEC. 807. REQUIREMENTS FOR RENEWAL. 
	 
	(a) Notice and Filing. -- (1) No later than three years prior to the termination of the withdrawal and reservation established by this title, the Secretary of the Navy shall advise the Secretary of the Interior as to whether or not the Secretary of the Navy will have a continuing military need for any of the lands withdrawn under section 802 after the termination date of such withdrawal and reservation. 
	 
	(2) If the Secretary of the Navy concludes that there will be a continuing military need for any of such lands after the termination date, the Secretary shall file an application for extension of the withdrawal and reservation of such needed lands in accordance with the regulations and procedures of the Department of the Interior applicable to the extension of withdrawals of lands for military uses. 
	 
	(3) If, during the period of withdrawal and reservation, the Secretary of the Navy decides to relinquish all or any of the lands withdrawn and reserved by this title, the Secretary shall file a notice of intention to relinquish with the Secretary of the Interior. 
	 
	(b) Contamination. -- (1) Before transmitting a notice of intention to relinquish pursuant to subsection (a), the Secretary of Defense, acting through the Department of Navy, shall prepare a written determination concerning whether and to what extent the lands that are to be relinquished are contaminated with explosive, toxic, or other hazardous materials. 
	(2) A copy of such determination shall be transmitted with the notice of intention to relinquish. (3) Copies of both the notice of intention to relinquish and the determination concerning the 
	contaminated state of the lands shall be published in the Federal Register by the Secretary of the 
	Interior. 
	 
	(c) Decontamination. -- If any land which is the subject of a notice of intention to relinquish pursuant to subsection (a) is contaminated, and the Secretary of the Interior, in consultation 
	with the Secretary of the Navy, determines that decontamination is practicable and economically feasible (taking into consideration the potential future use and value of the land) and that upon decontamination, the land could be opened to operation of some or all of the public land laws, including the mining laws, the Secretary of the Navy shall decontaminate the land to the extent that funds are appropriated for such purpose. 
	 
	(d) Alternatives. -- If the Secretary of the Interior, after consultation with the Secretary of the Navy, concludes that decontamination of any land which is the subject of a notice of intention to relinquish pursuant to subsection (a) is not practicable or economically feasible, or that the land cannot be decontaminated sufficiently to be opened to operation of some or all of the public land laws, or if Congress does not appropriate a sufficient amount of funds for the decontamination of such land, the Sec
	 
	(e) Status of Contaminated Lands. -- If, because of their contaminated state, the Secretary of the Interior declines to accept jurisdiction over lands withdrawn by this title which have been proposed for relinquishment, or if at the expiration of the withdrawal made by this title the Secretary of the Interior determines that some of the lands withdrawn by this title are contaminated to an extent which prevents opening such contaminated lands to operation of the public land laws -- 
	 
	(1) the Secretary of the Navy shall take appropriate steps to warn the public of the contaminated state of such lands and any risks associated with entry onto such lands; 
	 
	(2) after the expiration of the withdrawal, the Secretary of the Navy shall undertake no activities on such lands except in connection with decontamination of such lands; and 
	 
	(3) the Secretary of the Navy shall report to the Secretary of the Interior and to the Congress concerning the status of such [*H11391] lands and all actions taken in furtherance of this subsection. 
	 
	(f) Revocation Authority. -- Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the Secretary of the Interior, upon deciding that it is in the public interest to accept jurisdiction over lands proposed for relinquishment pursuant to subsection (a), is authorized to revoke the withdrawal and reservation established by this title as it applies to such lands. Should the decision be made to revoke the withdrawal and reservation, the Secretary of the Interior shall publish in the Federal Register an appropriate order w
	 
	(1) terminate the withdrawal and reservation; 
	 
	(2) constitute official acceptance of full jurisdiction over the lands by the Secretary of the 
	Interior; and 
	 
	(3) state the date upon which the lands will be opened to the operation of some or all of the public lands laws, including the mining laws. 
	 
	SEC. 808. DELEGABILITY. 
	 
	(a) Defense. -- The functions of the Secretary of Defense or the Secretary of the Navy under this title may be delegated. 
	 
	(b) Interior. -- The functions of the Secretary of the Interior under this title may be delegated, except that an order described in section 807(f) may be approved and signed only by the Secretary of the Interior, the Under Secretary of the Interior, or an Assistant Secretary of the Department of the Interior. 
	SEC. 809. HUNTING, FISHING, AND TRAPPING. 
	 
	All hunting, fishing, and trapping on the lands withdrawn by this title shall be conducted in accordance with the provisions of section 2671 of title 10, United States Code. 
	 
	SEC. 810. IMMUNITY OF UNITED STATES. 
	 
	The United States and all departments or agencies thereof shall be held harmless and shall not be liable for any injury or damage to persons or property suffered in the course of any geothermal leasing or other authorized nonmilitary activity conducted on lands described in section 802 of this title. 
	 
	SEC. 811. EL CENTRO RANGES. 
	 
	The Secretary of the Interior is authorized to permit the Secretary of the Navy to use until January 1, 1994, the approximately 44,870 acres of public lands in Imperial County, California, known as the East Mesa and West Mesa ranges, in accordance with the Memorandum of Understanding dated June 29, 1987, between the Bureau of Land Management, the Bureau of Reclamation, and the Department of the Navy. Such use shall be consistent with such Memorandum of Understanding and such additional terms and conditions 
	 
	SEC. 812. MILITARY OVERFLIGHTS. 
	 
	(a) Disclaimer. -- Nothing in this Act shall preclude low-level overflights by military aircraft, the designation of new units of special airspace, or the use or establishment of military flight telephone routes over the new units of the National Park or National Wilderness Preservation Systems (or any additions to existing units of such Systems) designated by this Act. 
	 
	(b) Monitoring. -- The Secretary of the Interior shall monitor the effects of aircraft overflights on the resources and values of the units of the National Park System and National Wilderness Preservation System designated or expanded by this Act, and on visitor enjoyment of such units. The Secretary of the Interior shall actively seek the assistance of the Secretary of Defense, consistent with national security needs, to resolve concerns related to such overflights and to prevent, eliminate, or minimize th
	 
	The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the gentleman from Guam, Mr. BLAZ, will be recognized for 5 minutes, and a member opposed will be recognized for 5 minutes. 
	 
	Does the gentleman from California [Mr. Lehman] oppose the amendment? Mr. LEHMAN of California. I do not, Mr. Chairman. 
	The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from California [Mr. Lehman] does not oppose the amendment. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Guam [Mr. Blaz]. 
	Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I have an inquiry then. If the gentleman from California [Mr. Lehman] 
	does not oppose the amendment, since 10 minutes are allowed for this amendment, do I have 
	10 minutes to dispense? 
	The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will then ask is there any opposition to the amendment? Without objection, the gentleman from Guam [Mr. Blaz] will be recognized for 10 minutes. There was no objection. 
	Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself such time as I may consume. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, prior to the debate I sought unanimous consent that the proposed Blaz amendment and the proposed vento amendment be merged. That was granted. My comments, then, relate to the Vento-Blaz formulation. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, I offer this amendment in conjunction with Mr. Vento because it has become apparent to all of us that the end of the cold war has, sadly, not opened an era of world peace. Rather, the fall of the Iron Curtain has revealed an array of regional conflicts which previously had been concealed by the global nature of the stand-off between the United States and the Soviet Union. 
	 
	The Persian Gulf war is only one example of how these smaller conflicts can reach the United States with devastating impact. Or course, we all applaud the military cutbacks which the end of the cold war will permit. But we must not persuade ourselves that our military is superfluous. Indeed, if we learned anything from the Persian Gulf, it is that as our military becomes smaller, its training must be enhanced to assure that our vital interests as a Nation will be preserved. 
	 
	As technologically advanced as our arsenal is, it will prove no more effective than a club and a rock, unless the personnel who man it have acquired the necessary skills. The California desert provides the area and the facilities where these skills can be honed. This amendment, which I join Mr. Vento in offering, will help assure that when we must next send our young people in harm's way, they will be going forth fully prepared. It is the most that we can do for our brave men and women in uniform, and it is
	 
	I urge all my colleagues in the House to support this amendment. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, it is my understanding since some of my colleagues on both sides would like some time, that I am now prepared to yield time to those who wish time. But before I yield to the gentleman who is standing, let me say I mentioned last week and I mentioned today again this gentleman absolutely enjoyed working with the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Vento], the gentleman from California [Mr. Lehman], and the gentleman from California [Mr. Miller], and the gentleman from California [Mr. Levine] as well.
	 
	Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Vento]. (Mr. VENTO asked and was given permission to revise and extend his remarks.) 
	Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of this amendment. As modified by the gentleman from Guam under his unanimous-consent request, the new Vento-Blaz amendment is similar to my own amendment, which is made in order under the rule. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, this amendment would add to the bill provisions related to continued military use by the Navy of more than 1.3 million acres of Federal lands in the California desert and continued low-level overflights by military aircraft of other areas covered by the bill. 
	 
	The amendment is similar to a bill -- H.R. 3565 -- which I introduced last month and that was cosponsored by Chairman Miller of the Interior Committee and the gentlemen from California, 
	Mr. Lehman and Mr. Levine. It is also similar to a bill, sponsored by our colleague from Maryland, Mrs. Byron, that the House passed in 1987 but on which the Senate did not complete action. 
	 
	The lands covered by this amendment have been used by the Navy for many yuears and for a variety of important purposes. Past withdrawals for military use have expired -- and under the Engle Act such withdrawals in peacetime can be renewed only by congressional action such as this amendment. 
	 
	The amendment would add a new title, title VIII, to the bill, It would renew the military withdrawal of the China Lake Naval Weapons Center and the Chocolate Mountain Aerial Gunnery Range and would also authorize continued military use of certain [*H11392]  other lands in Imperial County, CA, by the Navy. 
	 
	The Subcommittee on National Parks and Public Lands, which I chair, held a hearing on these provisions on November 5, and this Vento-Blaz amendment includes some revisions made in response to suggestions by the administration. 
	 
	For example, the amendment would delete from the Chocolate Mountain withdrawal 640 acres, as proposed by the Interior Department, to accommodate mineral exploration. At the hearing, the Defense Department indicated that this was acceptable to them. Similarly, language related to possible recreational use of the withdrawn lands has been narrowed so that it applies only to China Lake -- again, as suggested by the Interior Department. 
	 
	In the same way, this Vento-Blaz amendment includes language related to military overflights that is based on administration suggestions at that same hearing. That language would add to H.R. 2929 a provision stating that nothing in the bill is to be construed as precluding low-level military overflights of lands covered by the bill or as prohibiting either the designation of new units of special airspace of the establishment of military flight training routes over the lands covered by the bill. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, provisions related to overflights are not actually a necessary part of this or any bill designating wilderness areas or to provide for adding lands to the National Park System. Such designations, by themselves, do not have any direct effect on low-level overflights, civilian or military, which are regulated by other existing laws and policies. 
	 
	However, because some have argued that enactment of legislation like H.R. 2929 could have such a direct effect on existing patterns of military overflights, I think adding language to clarify this matter may be helpful -- and that is what this amendment does. 
	 
	In summary, Mr. Chairman, this amendment will assure continued military use of the important China Lake and Chocolate Mountain areas, and will clarify that the designation of other California desert lands as wilderness or National Park System areas will not by itself block continued military overflights of those lands. I urge adoption of the amendment. 
	 
	Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I have an inquiry at this point. I must admit that I did not hear what was said at the beginning. Do I have 5 minutes or do I have 10 minutes? 
	 
	The CHAIRMAN. There was no Member rising in opposition. The gentleman from Guam [Mr. Blaz] 
	had 10 minutes, and he has 3 1/2 minutes remaining. 
	 
	Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, in that case, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from California [Mr. Cunningham]. 
	 
	(Mr. CUNNINGHAM asked and was given permission to revise and extend his remarks.) 
	 
	Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I would like to have the Members of the House consider that, if they think there is no cost in H.R. 2929, when they come to pay for their parks and recreation on the east coast, think about where the money is going to come from. It is all going to California. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, I would like to thank the gentleman from Guam [Mr. Blaz]. Not many people know 
	General Blaz. He, as a boy, came from Guam, and looked at the 9th Marine Regiment and said, "I think I can do that." Well, General Blaz grew up to lead the 9th Marine Regiment and is very noteworthy in his attempts in what he is trying to do. 
	 
	However, Mr. Chairman, I would like to point out some shortfalls. I rise in support of the amendment of the gentleman from Guam [Mr. Blaz], but opposed to H.R. 2929. 
	 
	The amendment of the gentleman from Guam [Mr. Blaz] does a lot of different things. One of the points in the whip notice is it says 30 years for renewals. It is actually 15 years, as combined, as 
	I understand it, with Mr. Vento's. One of the things with the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Vento] is the El Centro ranges that go out in 1994. Those are the ranges where I, as a pilot, 
	Jonathan Livingston Seagull trained on Inky Barley Pitty Baggage Rakey's Litter. That is where we drop our practice bombs, and I know that they can request a renewal, but then they have to support and requisition an environmental-impact statement, and the Navy has to give a report of 
	decontamination. 
	 
	Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
	 
	Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I yield to the gentleman from Minnesota. 
	 
	Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I would just point out that this is because they had not made a formal request under the Engel Act. We have no illusions about anything, and these are standard procedures under the Engel Act, as is the 15 years. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman from California [Mr. Cunningham] for yielding. 
	 
	Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, 15 years is not my point. It is that they phased out in 1994, and that this training is critical. This is where our young pilots train from the training squadrons, and without that we are lost. If my colleagues want to cut the military, they want them well equipped, well trained, well, there needs more in this amendment. We also need buffer zones around. 
	Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman from Maryland [Mrs. Byron]. Mrs. BYRON. Mr. Chairman, let me thank the gentleman from Guam [Mr. Blaz] and the 
	gentleman from California [Mr. Cunningham] who has just spoken from the well. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, I have been assured by the Department of Defense that by 1994, that is adequate time for them to get the request in for a continuation of the use of those areas. 
	 
	Let me say to my colleague, the gentleman from Guam [Mr. Blaz] who serves on both the Committee on Armed Services and the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs with me, and also to the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Vento], chairman of the Subcommittee on National Parks and Public Lands, that I want to thank him for putting the language of a bill that I had passed by this body in 1987. Once again DOD was here in November to testify in a hearing that we had, and the testimony was that they stated at the t
	 
	As my colleagues know, we spent a great deal of time on Friday discussing this amendment. My colleagues from California, Top Gun Cunningham, and I had a discussion, but I think this amendment answers the questions that DOD was concerned about. 
	 
	Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike the last word, and I will only take 30 
	seconds. I just want to get on the record the answer to two questions. 
	 
	I ask the gentleman from Guam, "Mr. Blaz, are the land withdrawal provisions in your amendment the ones the Navy wants?" 
	 
	Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
	 
	Mr. LEHMAN of California. I yield to the gentleman from Guam. Mr. BLAZ. Yes, it is. 
	Mr. LEHMAN of California. And is the overflight language which is put forth in the amendment the overflight language that the Defense Department has asked for? 
	 
	Mr. BLAZ. Yes, it is. 
	 
	Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman from Guam for his good work in this area. 
	 
	Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike the last word on my own amendment. The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Guam is recognized for 5 minutes. 
	Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from California [Mr. Lewis]. 
	 
	Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the gentleman from Guam [Mr. Blaz] yielding this time to me. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, the amendment presented by the gentleman from Guam and the gentleman from Minnesota is very helpful to some of the concerns that we have about the military mission that is so critical to this country's role in the world. The National Training Center for the Army and the Marine Corps base at Twentynine [*H11393] Palms were very fundamental to the kind of training that caused us to be so successful in our venture in the Middle East. I know that the gentleman presenting this amendment and the Dep
	 
	I have a letter dated November 21 of this year to the chairman of the Committee on Armed 
	Services that says: 
	 
	Dear Mr. Chairman: We oppose the California Desert Protection Act, 2929, and support the California Public Lands Wilderness Act, H.R. 3066. Adoption of amendments to H.R. 2929 expected to be offered by Congressman Vento and Congressman Blaz would address defense concerns relating to military overflight, the National Training Center and land withdrawals, but H.R. 2929 still would not address the following needs. 
	 
	They list three critical needs which have been previously addressed in the Record. Can we carry forward the training mission that is so vital to the future of our national defense H.R. 2929 is in effect? 
	 
	The answer to that according to the Secretary of Defense is no. 
	 
	So, Mr. Chairman, while I rise in support of the amendment of the gentleman from Guam [Mr. Blaz], let us state clearly for the record that we have not met the challenge of meeting the tremendous potential of this region. Our ability to defend ourselves and to move forward in our support of freedom throughout the world, depends on resolving these issues. 
	Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance of my time. 
	 
	The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendments en bloc, as modified, offered by the gentleman from Guam [Mr. Blaz]. 
	 
	The amendments en bloc, as modified, were agreed to. 
	 
	The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to consider amendment No. 12 printed in House Report 102- 
	314. 
	 
	AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DELAY 
	 
	Mr. DeLAY. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment made in order under the rule. The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will designate the amendment. 
	The text of the amendment is as follows: Amendment offered by Mr. DeLay: 
	Page 65, after line 15, add the following new title: 
	 
	TITLE VIII -- REQUIREMENT FOR LAND DISPOSAL UPON LAND ACQUISITION LAND DISPOSAL UPON LAND ACQUISITION 
	Sec. 801. Within one year of acquiring any non-Federal land or interest therein for any purpose of this Act, the Secretary shall dispose of all right, title, and interest in and to a quantity of Federal lands equal in value to the non-Federal land or interest acquired, as determined by the Secretary. 
	 
	The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the gentleman from Texas [Mr. DeLay] will be recognized for 5 minutes, and a Member opposed will be recognized for 5 minutes. 
	 
	Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I am opposed to the amendment and would ask for the time. 
	 
	The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from California [Mr. Lehman] will be recognized for 5 minutes. The Chair now recognizes the gentleman from Texas [Mr. DeLay]. 
	Mr. DeLAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself such time as I may consume. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, although our operating deficit currently stands at $412 billion, H.R. 2929 requires the Federal Government to spend even more money for the management and acquisition of land. This is simply fiscally irresponsible. 
	 
	The Federal Government already owns approximately one-third of all of the land in the United 
	States. We certainly do not need more. More importantly, we cannot afford it. 
	 
	The Bureau of Land Management [BLM] estimates that there are 828,000 acres of non-Federal land included in the land covered by the conservation and protection provisions of H.R. 2929. Using current appraisal data and mapping the area by value, BLM has estimated that the value of these 828,000 acres of land ranges from a low of $180 million to a high of $500 million. In addition, the total of all administrative costs and clearances could exceed $49 million. These are not insignificant amounts of money which 
	 
	Furthermore, as these figures provided by the National Park Service show, the NPS currently has a total shortfall of $8.38 to $10.38 billion; $3-$5 billion of this shortfall is in land it is authorized to acquire and has not yet paid for. It also has a shortfall of $5 billion in major facility repair and construction costs, and needs $375 million for annual park operations. It is unbelievable that some Members of this body are supporting H.R. 2929, a bill which will only add to the National Park Service's d
	 
	H.R. 2929 would also add to the Federal backlog of land it owes. Most people do not realize that the State of California is still negotiating for 51,000 acres of land that were part of its original statehood grant and have not yet been received. How can we even consider acquiring more of California's land before we have paid off our decades-old debt? 
	 
	Even more outrageous is the fact that H.R. 2929 delays payment for the acquisition of land until after the budget agreement expires. The supporters of this bill know that we do not have the money or enough California land to pay for what it requires and are blatantly trying to avoid following the rules that this House passed to try to stem the growth of the deficit. The bill instead establishes the California desert lands credit account in the amount of the appraised value of the remaining land which has no
	1995. If this is not a sign of fiscal irresponsibility then I don't know what is. 
	 
	I am offering an amendment which will curb these fiscal excesses. My amendment will require the Federal Government to sell land of an equal value in exchange for acquiring additional land. If the land in question is considered truly vital for the public good and the Federal Government feels it necessary to acquire it, there must be some other less valuable piece of land which the 
	Government could exchange for it. This will serve to keep the Government from purchasing more and more land which it cannot pay for. 
	 
	I am merely asking that we maintain an equilibrium. I am not asking that we get rid of land, just that we have no net gain of Federal land so as not to continue to plunge further into debt. I urge you to support my amendment as an act of fiscal responsibility. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance of my time. 
	 
	Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself such time as I may consume, and I rise in opposition to the amendment. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, I think that Members should be aware of the ramifications of this. It is hard to take this amendment too seriously due to the enormous impact it might have beyond the bill we are talking about today. 
	 
	The requirement that we sell off Federal land whenever we acquire any Federal land, as written in this amendment, would impact all the 50 States, not just the State of California vis-a-vis the actions we take in the California desert. If we acquire land with respect to the desert, we would have to sell land anywhere in the United States, not just in the vicinity of the desert. 
	 
	Again we have required in the bill, in the exchange provisions, that there be a value-for-value trade at the time each exchange is made. Where there is Federal land available and where we need to acquire Federal land from the State teachers or in the amendment that the gentleman from California [Mr. Miller] will offer in a couple of minutes, from Catallas, we will be able to do so by trading for other Federal land of equal appraised value somewhere else. The requirement placed here would make it virtually i
	 
	Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance of my time. 
	 
	The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state that the gentleman from Texas [Mr. DeLay] has 1 minute 
	remaining, and the gentleman from California [Mr. Lehman] has 3 1/2 minutes remaining. [*H11394] Mr. DeLAY. Mr. Chairman, I will just quickly use my remaining 1 minute. 
	Mr. Chairman, I appreciate what the chairman of the subcommittee is saying, but it is obvious that they do not want to stop here. They want to increase the bank of Federal lands in this country. The fiscal irresponsibility embodied in this bill is truly astounding. How much clearer can it be? 
	 
	Proponents of the Desert Protection Act claim that the land would be paid for through the exchange, as the subcommittee chairman says. However, there is only 550,000 acres of Federal land available in California for disposal, and H.R. 2929 will require the acquisition of 828,000 acres. To pay for all that land through equal exchange, California would have to be given Federal land outside the State, which means California would end up owning land in Oklahoma or New York, it is that crazy. Obviously this woul
	 
	I am just saying that we should not be increasing the bank of Federal land in this country if we do not have the money for it. We can sell land if we want more land, but we should sell land in an equivalent amount. 
	 
	Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Vento]. 
	 
	Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the amendment. 
	 
	The amendment provides a solution where no problem exists. California has no problem in terms of the exchanges because there is Federal land in California which can provide the exchanges to block up and provide for the conservation units in the California desert. This reaches out and grabs into every 1 of the 50 States. You could have a 100-acre exchange in California and lose land in Minnesota or Washington or someplace else. The truth of the matter is that there is no great Federal grab that is going on. 
	 
	The lands that remain here are the lands that nobody wanted. These were considered the wastelands. 
	 
	We see special value in these lands. We want to take and preserve them for the parks, for the wilderness, and other areas in this country for future generations. This is our American heritage. Let us try and hold it together. 
	 
	Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from California [Mr. Miller]. 
	 
	Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chairman, I would just say that the President had a policy of no new net wetlands. This is a sort of a no new net national park. 
	 
	If we create the Mojave National Park, then we have to give back land out of the Grand Tetons. And if we want to expand Yellowstone to protect the park, we can give back some of Colorado, the Colorado National Park. Or if we want to expand Yosemite, we can give back Fire Island. 
	 
	The bill provides for the exchange of lands between the private sector and the public sector. That is what the legislation does. For this amendment to come along is just ludicrous at this point, to suggest that somehow this is a workable policy or that this will save the taxpayers money. 
	 
	These lands are there. They are there to be exchanged. For the gentleman from the State of 
	Texas, which has so much RTC property, he ought to be happy that the California State teachers 
	retirement system is even thinking of bidding on RTC properties down the road. 
	 
	Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself such time as I may consume. 
	 
	I think the amendment is seriously flawed from a practical aspect. The requirement that Federal lands be disposed of within 1 year is totally impractical and in fact would have serious consequences right now when there is so much real estate on the market. It is flawed. We have worked out the problems in this bill with respect to exchange. I ask for a no vote on the amendment. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance of my time. 
	 
	The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. DeLay]. 
	 
	The question was taken; and the Chairman announced that the noes appeared to have it. RECORDED VOTE 
	Mr. DeLAY. Mr. Chairman, I demand a recorded vote. A recorded vote was ordered. 
	The vote was taken by electronic device, and there were -- ayes 49, noes 379, not voting 6, as follows: 
	 
	(See Roll No. 434 in the ROLL segment.) (See Roll No. 434 in the ROLL segment.) 
	[*H11395] Mr. HEFLEY and Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI changed their vote from "aye" to "no." Mr. SMITH of Texas changed his vote from "no" to "aye." 
	So the amendment was rejected. 
	 
	The result of the vote was announced as above recorded. 
	 
	AMENDMENTS, EN BLOC AS MODIFIED, OFFERED BY MR. MILLER OF CALIFORNIA Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chairman, I offer amendments en bloc. 
	The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendments en bloc. The Clerk read as follows: 
	Amendments en bloc, as modified, offered by Mr. Miller of California: 
	 
	Page 7, lines 1 and 2, strike "seven hundred and thirty" and insert in lieu thereof "three hundred and eighty". 
	 
	Page 13, line 14, move section 102(25) to page 8, line 10, and renumber all the remaining 
	wilderness areas in section 102 in sequential order. 
	 
	Page 16, line 2, strike "twenty-eight thousand eight hundred and twenty" and insert in lieu thereof "twenty-nine thousand five hundred and eighty". 
	 
	Page 16, lines 3 through 8, strike "two maps" and everything that follows through line 8, and insert in lieu thereof "a map entitled 'Kelso Dunes Wilderness -- Proposed 1', dated October 
	1991, a map entitled 'Kelso Dunes Wilderness -- Proposed 2', dated May 1991, and a map entitled 'Kelso Dunes Wilderness -- Proposed 3', dated September 1991, and which shall be 
	known as the Kelso Dunes Wilderness.". 
	 
	Page 16, line 21, strike "forty-eight acres" and insert in lieu thereof "three hundred and sixty- eight acres". 
	 
	Page 17, line 6, strike "forty-five thousand six hundred and eighty acres" and insert in lieu thereof with "forty-six thousand four hundred and sixty acres". 
	 
	Page 17, line 15, strike "three hundred", and insert in lieu thereof "four hundred". Page 18, line 6, strike "twenty-five", and insert in lieu thereof "five". 
	Page 19, line 16, strike "five hundred and eighty", and insert in lieu thereof "two hundred and forty". 
	 
	Page 20, lines 7 through 11, strike "two maps" and everything that follows and insert in lieu thereof "a map entitled 'Old Woman Mountains Wilderness -- Proposed 1', dated May 1991 and a map entitled 'Old Woman Mountains Wilderness -- Proposed 2', dated October 1991, and which shall be known as the Old Woman Mountains Wilderness.". 
	 
	Page 25, line 23, strike "five hundred and forty", and insert in lieu thereof "eight hundred". Page 25, line 25, strike "dated May 1991", and insert in lieu thereof "dated October 1991". 
	Page 33, line 12 and 13, strike "a map entitled 'Havasu Wilderness"' and insert in lieu thereof 
	"a map entitled 'Havasu Wilderness -- Proposed"'. 
	 
	Page 33, lines 18 and 19, strike "a map entitled 'Imperial Refuge Wilderness"', and insert in lieu thereof "two maps entitled 'Imperial Refuge Wilderness -- Proposed '' and 'Imperial Refuge Wilderness -- Proposed 2,"'. 
	 
	Page 33, line 20, strike "known as Imperial Wilderness" and insert in lieu thereof "known as 
	Imperial Refuge Wilderness". 
	 
	Page 40, line 7, strike "dated May 1991 or prior" and insert in lieu thereof "dated October 1991 or prior". 
	 
	Page 44, line 8, strike "service" and insert in lieu thereof "services". 
	 
	Page 48, line 23, strike "in a right-of-way identified in paragraph (1)" and insert "in the Southern California Edison Company validly issued Eldorado-Lugo Transmission Line right-of-way and Mojave-Lugo Transmission Line right-of-way". 
	 
	Page 49, line 14, strike "replacement" and insert "upgraded". 
	 
	Page 49, line 23, strike "Eldorado rights-of-way" and insert in lieu thereof "Eldorado rights-of- way and Mojave right-of-way". 
	 
	Page 50, line 3, strike "in the Mojave right-of-way". 
	 
	Page 55, line 3, strike "six hundred" and insert "seven hundred". 
	 
	Page 55, lines 12 and 13, strike "ninety-four thousand five hundred acres" and insert in lieu thereof "ninety-five thousand fifty-six acres". 
	 
	Page 55, line 16, strike "dated September 1991 or prior" and insert in lieu thereof "dated 
	October 1991 or prior". 
	 
	Page 55, line 19, strike "dated September 1991 or prior" and insert in lieu thereof "dated 
	October 1991 or prior". 
	 
	Page 64, line 5, strike "October 1, 1995" and insert "October 1, 1996". 
	 
	Page 26 lines 17 through 23; page 26, strike lines 11 through 19; page 27, strike lines 3 through 
	9; and redesignated the paragraphs in section 102 accordingly. Page 31, line 20, insert "(a)" after "Sec. 108.". 
	Page 31, line 23, insert ", except for those areas provided for in subsection (b)," after "Act". Page 32, after line 5, insert the following new subsection: 
	(b) Subject to valid existing rights, the Federal lands identified on maps as "Avawatz Mountains 
	Wilderness -- Proposed", dated May 1991; "South Avawatz Wilderness -- Proposed", dated 
	May 1991; and two maps entitled "Soda Mountains Wilderness -- Proposed 1", dated May 1991, and "Soda Mountains Wilderness -- Proposed 2", dated January 1989, are hereby withdrawn from disposition under the public lands laws and from entry or appropriation under the mining laws of the United States, from the operation of the mineral leasing laws of the United States, 
	and form operation of the Geothermal Steam Act of 1970.". Page 65, lines 5 and 6 and insert in lieu thereof the following: EXCHANGES 
	Sec. 611. (a) Upon request of the Catellus Development Corporation (hereafter in this section referred to as "Catellus"), the Secretary shall enter into negotiations for an agreement or agreements to exchange Federal lands or interests therein on the list referred to in subsection (b)(2) of this section for lands of Catellus or interests therein which are located within the boundaries of one or more of the wilderness areas or park units designated by this Act. 
	 
	(b) Within six months after the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary shall send to Catellus and to the Committees a list of the following: 
	 
	(1) Lands of Catellus or interests therein (including mineral interests) which are located within the boundaries of the wilderness areas or park units designated by this Act. 
	 
	(2) Lands, wherever located, under the Secretary's jurisdiction to be offered for exchange, in the following priority: 
	 
	(A) Lands, including lands with mineral and geothermal interests, which have the potential for commercial development but which are not currently under lease or producing Federal revenues. 
	 
	(B) Federal lands managed by the Bureau of Reclamation that the Secretary determines are not needed for any Bureau of Reclamation project. 
	 
	(C) Any public lands that the Secretary, pursuant to the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976, has determined to be suitable for disposal through exchange. 
	 
	(c)(1) If an agreement under this section is for (A) an exchange involving lands outside the State of California, (B) more than 5,000 acres of Federal land or interests therein in California, or (C) Federal lands in any State valued at more than $5,000,000, the Secretary shall provide to the Committees a detailed report of such land exchange agreements. 
	 
	(2) All land exchange agreements shall be consistent with the Federal Land Policy and 
	Management Act of 1976. 
	 
	(3) Any report submitted to the Committee under this subsection shall include the following: (A) A complete list and appraisal of the lands or interests in land proposed for exchange. 
	(B) A complete list of the lands, if any, to be acquired by the United States which contain any hazardous waste, toxic waste, or radioactive waste which requires removal or remedial action under Federal or State law, together with the estimated costs of any such action. 
	 
	(4) An agreement under this subsection shall not take effect unless approved by a joint resolution enacted by the Congress. 
	 
	(d) The Secretary shall provide the California State Lands Commission with a 180-day right of first refusal to exchange for any federal lands or interests therein, located in the State of California, on the list referred to in subsection (b)(2). Any lands with respect to which a right of first refusal is not noticed within such period or exercised under this subsection shall be available to Catellus for exchange in accordance with this section. 
	 
	(e) On January 3, 1996, the Secretary shall provide to the Committees a list and appraisal consistent with the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 of all Catellus lands eligible for exchange under this section for which an exchange has not been completed. With respect to any of such lands for which an exchange has not been completed by October 1, 1996 (hereafter in this section referred to as "remaining lands"), the Secretary shall establish an account in the name of Catellus (hereafter in this s
	 
	(f) Catellus may use the credit in the exchange account to bid, as any other bidder,  [*H11396] for any property real, personal, or mixed, wherever located, owned or controlled by the United States, including in a corporate capacity or as a receiver, conservator, or similar fiduciary capacity to be sold in accordance with the applicable laws and regulations of the Federal agency or instrumentality, or any element thereof, offering such property for sale. Upon approval by the Secretary in writing, the credit
	 
	(g)(1) The Secretary shall not accept title pursuant to this section to any lands unless such title includes all right, title, and interest in and to the fee estate. 
	 
	(2) Notwithstanding paragraph (1), the Secretary may accept title to any subsurface estate where the United States holds title to the surface estate. 
	 
	(3) This subsection does not apply to easements and rights-of-way for utilities or roads. 
	 
	(h) In no event shall the Secretary accept title under this section to lands which contain any 
	hazardous waste, toxic waste, or radioactive waste which requires removal or remedial action under Federal or State law unless such remedial action has been completed prior to the transfer. 
	 
	(i) For purposes of the section, any appraisal shall be consistent with the provisions of section 
	206 of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976. 
	 
	(j) As used in this section, the term "Committees" means the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs of the House of Representatives and the Committee on Energy and Natural Resources of the Senate. 
	 
	Mr. MILLER of California (during the reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that the amendments be considered as read and printed in the Record. 
	 
	The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the gentleman from California? There was no objection. 
	The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the gentleman from California [Mr. Miller] will be recognized for 
	10 minutes and the gentleman from Guam [Mr. Blaz] will be recognized for 10 minutes. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from California [Mr. Miller]. 
	Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself such time as I may consume. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, it is my understanding that the amendment that we are now offering has no opposition. There is no controversy to the amendment. We will quickly move and hopefully pass this by a voice vote and then we will go to a vote immediately on final passage. That is my understanding from the other side of the aisle. Is that correct? 
	 
	Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman will yield, that is correct. 
	 
	Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chairman, I offer these en bloc amendments. They are mainly technical amendments to the bill that have been worked out with the minority and the majority of the staffs of the subcommittee. I would hope the Members would support them. 
	 
	Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
	 
	Mr. MILLER of California. I yield to my colleague, the gentleman from California. Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate my colleague yielding to me. 
	Mr. Chairman, as I understand the amendment, it is designed to address certain public employee lands in order that those lands might be disposed of in a way that at least the author of the amendment deems to be appropriate. Is that correct? 
	 
	Mr. MILLER of California. That is correct. 
	 
	LEWIS of California. The point of this amendment that does concern me is that there are very sizable numbers of acres of land in the territory that we are dealing with here in this bill in which a combination of two very important groups of public employees have significant investments. 
	 
	The Members should know that in this case the California Teachers' Association has very sizable investments in thousands of acres of land. The teachers have investments by way of their retirement funds in thousands of acres of lands, invested because they hoped they would be kept for various natural resources to benefit their retirees. 
	There is a process whereby those lands will be dealt with. 
	 
	As I understand, this amendment deals with public employees who have a similar investment in acres of land. They invested those retirement dollars in order to hope for future potential resources that might be discovered. So I have a couple of questions in connection with that. 
	 
	The provisions that relate to the teachers indicate that the teachers get a buyout after the year 
	2000 for whatever is left in their credit exchange account, as I understand it. 
	 
	Mr. MILLER of California. Should the money be appropriated; that is correct. 
	 
	Mr. LEWIS of California. Should the money be appropriated -- I do not think there is any doubt about that, is there? 
	 
	Mr. MILLER of California. The teachers do not doubt it; the gentleman is correct. 
	 
	Mr. LEWIS of California. The State teachers get a buyout after the year 2000 for any amount left in their credit account, and I am asking, do the public employees have such a right? 
	 
	Mr. MILLER of California. That is correct. That is in the body of the bill. 
	 
	Mr. LEWIS of California. I am not sure it is correct. My understanding is that the teachers have that right, but the public employees do not have that right. 
	 
	Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chairman, I cannot hear the gentleman. 
	 
	Mr. LEWIS of California. It is my understanding that the teachers have that right, but the public employees' language does not provide them with that right; they have a different disposal mechanism. 
	 
	Mr. MILLER of California. That is correct. 
	 
	Mr. LEWIS of California. The public employees, as I understand it, can exchange for public lands outside the State of California, is that correct? 
	 
	Mr. MILLER of California. That is provided that it is approved by the Congress. 
	 
	Mr. LEWIS of California. It is my understanding that the State teachers cannot -- they cannot exchange lands outside the State of California under this bill. 
	 
	Mr. MILLER of California. That is at their request; the gentleman is correct. They have requested that they not be provided lands outside of California. 
	 
	Mr. LEWIS of California. Well, Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the gentleman responding to my questions. I will ask for my own time and then comment on the amendment on my own time. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman. 
	 
	Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself such time as I may consume, and I yield to the gentleman from California [Mr. Lewis]. 
	 
	Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, I take this time because I believe a very important problem continues to exist with the bill. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, one of the complications of this bill that is very, very important to the citizens of 
	California, but particularly important to retired former employees in California, is the fact that 
	this bill has not settled the potential erosion of very significant investments for the retired teachers and the retired public employees in our State. 
	 
	I had planned a motion to recommit in order to have a thorough and extensive discussion of this matter, but I am not sure that the House is either patient enough to put up with more dialog on this bill or that all that time is necessary. The points I wish to make now are pretty fundamental. 
	 
	A wilderness package was put together that provided for 2.3 million acres of wilderness land and minimized these conflicts. If it had been enacted, it would have become the largest wilderness area in the continental United States. 
	 
	That bill did not begin to create problems that might erode the future retirement benefits of former public employees of our State. As of this moment, the California Teachers Association literally owns nearly 300,000 acres of land in the territory that would be put in a wilderness area under H.R. 2929. Those lands were purchased because of their considered [*H11397] judgment about future retirement potential from the natural resources that can be tapped over time. 
	 
	The teachers were somewhat ahead of the game. Some time ago they recognized the tremendous potential and resource value in those lands. 
	 
	Looking around the scene, the investment advisers for the public employees said, "I wonder why the teachers are investing in all that land out there?" After they got a lot of advice and counsel from highly paid experts, they came to the conclusion it was because the teachers saw a tremendous profit potential there. 
	 
	The public employees said, "How can we possibly take advantage of a similar circumstance for our retired employees?" Well, there was not very much land left that had huge investment potential. So they looked around in the private sector. It turned out, lo and behold, that the Santa Fe Railroad had an investment corporation that held hundreds of thousands of acres of land in this same territory. 
	 
	What happened? The public employees bought 20 percent of the Santa Fe Railroad's property firm. Can you imagine that? Now, why would the public employees do that? Well, simply because they were looking for the investment potential in terms of America's natural resources in that very land. 
	 
	They both were negotiating with the public commission that was drafting the bill which I offered earlier as a substitute. That bill excluded most of these territories, so that the teachers and the public employees could take advantage of that speculation for their future retirees' benefit. 
	 
	In this bill, we give them a beg and a promise. We kiss them on the cheek, and we say, "Hey, we are your friends. We will give you a promise about the future. We will trade that land off. But remember, friend, you teachers, you retired employees, you are our constituents. We got the votes, we will tell you what to do." So they forced some of their leadership to sign off in a haphazard fashion to a solution that is not a solution at all. 
	 
	There is huge investment potential here that can cause retired employees and retired teachers in our State to hope that they will be able to keep up with inflation from those investments. This bill will totally undermine that future potential. 
	 
	It is important that the Members know that this bill, H.R. 2929, does create unnecessary problems for retired teachers and retired public employees in our State. That is the reason I was asking for an "aye" vote the other day on our substitute. It is one of the many substantive reasons why we ought to vote "no" on this bill on final passage. 
	Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the subcommittee chairman, the gentleman from California [Mr. Lehman]. 
	 
	Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, the facts here ought to be very clear. There is a difference between the land owned by the old Santa Fe Land Co. and the land owned by the California State retired teachers. 
	 
	Over 100 years ago, the Federal Government gave land to the State of California, land that no one else wanted, including the Federal Government, for the purposes of education. The State of California turned the land over to State teachers, and it ended up in their retirement system. 
	 
	It was a land grant over 100 years ago from the Federal Government, far different from the situation with Catellus, the successor to the Santa Fe Land Co., which 1 year ago was invested in by CALPERS, the California Public Employee Retirement System. Now, this bill has been around for over 5 years, and it has been around the House, and this issue, in a form very similar to what it is today. 
	 
	They made that investment 1 year ago, a 20-percent investment in Catellus. 
	 
	They could sell that land tomorrow, just like they could sell any investment, but the obligation of the Federal Government here with respect to the two, I believe, is quite different. The State teachers system did not select their lands on the basis of any plan as the gentleman suggested. They received those lands as a grant from the National Government when California was admitted as a State. And all during the 100 years, the teachers retirement system has held that 
	land, they have not sought to develop that land in any manner whatsoever. We have worked this out. I ask for a "no" vote. 
	 
	Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, may I inquire how much time remains? 
	 
	The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Guam [Mr. Blaz] has 5 minutes remaining, and the gentleman from California [Mr. Miller] has 5 minutes remaining. 
	 
	Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from California [Mr. Thomas]. Mr. THOMAS of California. I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
	I just think it is kind of telling that what we have in this amendment is an offering for a land exchange. We had an amendment defeated earlier, in which people who had paid their own 
	money privately invested in the land were going to be forced from the land even if they were 
	unwilling sellers. 
	 
	They were going to be forced from the land because the gentleman from California, the chairman of the committee, has said there was a constitutional provision which would allow the Government to take the land and give them what the Government thought was reasonable compensation. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, I think it is ironic that the company that was mentioned in this amendment is the successor to the railroad which the Government gave the land to as an inducement for it to build the railroad. 
	 
	What the chairman is engaged in is taking the public's land, which was given to a private corporation as a stimulus to build the railroad and which has been held over the years and has accumulated value, and now they have a special amendment to allow them to exchange that land, some of it valuable, some of it less valuable, for other land, some of it valuable, some of it less valuable, rather than using another approach. It just seems to me that for all of the arguments about the encroachment of corporation
	amendment offered today is the fact that the public-used land to induce growth through a private company, and here we are coming full circle with an amendment which will bribe these folks with yet more land. 
	It was public land, should be public land, and you are going to use public land to buy them out. Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30 seconds to the author of the bill, the 
	gentleman from California [Mr. Levine]. 
	 
	Mr. LEVINE of California. I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
	 
	I think, for the record, in light of the comments we have just heard on a technical amendment that does not deal with a land exchange, but with regard to the land exchange the record should reflect, No. 1, the California Retired Teachers Association, in a letter to the committee on 
	October 25, supports the bill. And the company that includes the public employees retirement investors, in a letter to the committee of November 13, states, "We fully support the amendment 
	and would no longer oppose the bill if the amendment is adopted." Both TERS and the retired teachers are happy with the amendment and urge support for the bill. 
	 
	Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from California [Mr. Lewis]. Mr. LEWIS of California. I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
	Mr. Chairman, I rise only to make a final point regarding this measure. 
	 
	I want to remind those Members who either may have forgotten or were not able to be here when we had the first discussion regarding this bill: There were four Members of Congress who stood at once as we began this debate. We represent the territory that we are dealing with in this bill. Together, the population they represent would make us the 23d largest State in the country. 
	 
	We represent territory that would make us the 29th State in terms of size, and yet as this bill went together the four Members who represent the territory, as well as the people they represent, were not consulted. In turn, [*H11398] those Members supported the substitute on the floor that was the result of almost 10 years of public dialog, 4 years of public hearings, and some 40,000 individual citizens' input. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, if we care about anything around here as a body, at least we should be willing to focus upon the Members who represent these districts. 
	The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from California [Mr. Miller] is recognized for 2 minutes. Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Speaker and Members of the House, perhaps the California 
	delegation is giving the Members the finest Christmas present they could have received today 
	because those of my colleagues who feared a powerful, unified delegation of 52 Members after reapportionment can now rest easy. 
	 
	This bill has been attacked by my colleagues within the delegation and by those from without the delegation. They have tried numerous efforts today. My colleagues have voted every 10 minutes as they have attacked this bill, trying to lead us to believe that this is some kind of effort to create a park where a park is not justified. 
	 
	The fact is over the last decade a park has been justified, and that is what all of the studies have found, and now we seek to implement it. We seek to implement it through the regular order. We seek to implement it through the hearings that were held, and the witnesses that were heard 
	and the participation of all the members of our committee. 
	 
	Now we come to the last noncontroversial amendment, an amendment that was asked for, and I cannot quite get this clear between my two colleagues whether we are doing too much for the teachers and these people or whether we are doing too little. That is not quite clear, but they asked for this amendment because they want to be able to exchange their lands out, and that is what we do in this bill which my colleagues have already voted on. This is just a technical amendment. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, I say to my colleagues, "One of these groups was given the lands when California became a State. Can't do much with the land. It's valuable from an environmental point of view, but it doesn't generate much income. They'd like to see if they can swap it out. The other is a private sector company that believes that they would like to swap their land out of the holdings of the monument so that they could see if they could become more productive on some other land because this land isn't terribly 
	 
	That is what we do, that is the regular order, that is what we have done in parks, and monuments and wilderness all over the country. 
	 
	Mr. Chairman, I would urge my colleagues to support this amendment, there is no opposition to it, and then I would urge my colleagues to support the final passage of this legislation because this has been a long tortuous task, but is is clearly the right thing to do, and I urge an aye vote. 
	 
	THIS AMENDMENT ADDRESSES CONCERNS RAISED BY THE CATELLUS DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION AND THE 950,000 MEMBERS OF THE CALIFORNIA PUBLIC EMPLOYEES RETIREMENT SYSTEM. 
	 
	CATELLUS AND ITS STOCKHOLDERS, INCLUDING THE MEMBERS OF THE CALIFORNIA PUBLIC EMPLOYEES RETIREMENT SYSTEM, OWN APPROXIMATELY 410,000 ACRES OF LAND THAT 
	WOULD BECOME INHOLDINGS WITHIN THE PARK UNIT AND MONUMENT AREAS DESIGNATED IN THE CALIFORNIA DESERT PROTECTION ACT. 
	 
	MR. CHAIRMAN, USING THE NUMBERS PROVIDED IN THE BLM'S REPORT INHOLDING ACQUISITION COSTS, THE LANDS OWNED BY CATELLUS ARE LOCATED IN AREAS WHERE LAND VALUES RANGE FROM $100 TO $400 PER ACRE. IF WE ASSUME BLM'S NUMBERS ARE ACCURATE, AND SOME PEOPLE INCLUDING CATELLUS SAY THEY ARE HIGH -- THIS MEANS THE 
	410,000 ACRES OF CATELLUS LANDS ARE WORTH FROM $41 TO $164 MILLION. OUR AMENDMENT WOULD ALLOW CATELLUS TO REALIZE THE VALUE OF THESE LANDS, WHILE AT 
	THE SAME TIME PROTECTING THE TAXPAYER'S POCKETBOOK. 
	 
	THE AMENDMENT IS VERY SIMILAR TO A PROVISION INCLUDED IN THE CALIFORNIA DESERT PROTECTION ACT TO ADDRESS CONCERNS RAISED BY THE CALIFORNIA STATE LANDS COMMISSION AND THE RETIRED TEACHERS IN CALIFORNIA. 
	 
	THE AMENDMENT DIRECTS THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR TO ENTER INTO LAND EXCHANGE NEGOTIATIONS WITH CATELLUS. THE AGREEMENT WOULD PROVIDE FOR THE EXCHANGE OF LANDS OWNED BY CATELLUS FOR SURPLUS NONREVENUE PRODUCING FEDERAL LANDS UNDER THE INTERIOR DEPARTMENT'S JURISDICTION. 
	 
	ALL LAND EXCHANGE AGREEMENTS MUST BE CONSISTENT WITH THE FEDERAL LAND POLICY AND MANAGEMENT ACT. ANY LAND EXCHANGE AGREEMENT INVOLVING MORE THAN 5,000 
	ACRES OF FEDERAL LAND, ANY TRANSACTION VALUED AT MORE THAN $5,000,000, OR ANY 
	EXCHANGE INVOLVING LANDS OUTSIDE THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA MUST BE APPROVED BY A JOINT RESOLUTION OF CONGRESS. 
	 
	MR. CHAIRMAN, IT IS OUR HOPE THAT LAND EXCHANGES WILL BE SUCCESSFULLY COMPLETED. HOWEVER, IF CATELLUS CONTINUES TO OWN INHOLDINGS IN THE PARK UNITS, AND 
	MONUMENT OR WILDERNESS AREAS AFTER OCTOBER 1, 1996, THE SECRETARY IS DIRECTED TO ESTABLISH A MONETARY CREDIT ACCOUNT IN THE NAME OF CATELLUS. THE AMOUNT OF THE ACCOUNT SHALL BE EQUIVALENT TO THE APPRAISED VALUE OF THE REMAINING INHOLDINGS. CATELLUS COULD THEN USE THIS ACCOUNT TO BID AS ANY OTHER BIDDER FOR EXCESS OR FEDERAL PROPERTY OFFERED IN A PUBLIC SALE. 
	 
	MR. CHAIRMAN, THIS AMENDMENT HAS THE SUPPORT OF ENVIRONMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS, AS WELL AS THE CALIFORNIA PUBLIC EMPLOYEES RETIREMENT SYSTEM, AND CATELLUS. IT IS AN ATTEMPT TO FAIRLY DEAL WITH THE LARGEST INHOLDER WITHIN THE PARK, WILDERNESS, AND MONUMENT AREAS DESIGNATED BY THIS BILL. THE AMENDMENT ALLOWS THE LANDOWNER TO RECEIVE FAIR MARKET VALUE FOR ITS LANDS AT THE SAME TIME AS IT ENSURES THAT FEDERAL TAXPAYERS WILL RECEIVE FAIR MARKET VALUE FOR THEIR PUBLIC LAND. THE EXCHANGE ONLY OCCURS IF CATELLUS WISHE
	 
	Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I am about to yield back the remaining time, but, before I do that, I just want to say to you that I appreciate more than I can express your indulgence and your courtesy to the gentleman from Guam. 
	 
	MRS. SCHROEDER. MR. CHAIRMAN, I RISE IN SUPPORT OF THE VENTO-BLAZ AMENDMENT TO H.R. 2929, THE CALIFORNIA DESERT PROTECTION ACT. THE AMENDMENT IS SIMILAR TO H.R. 
	3565, WHICH WAS REFERRED JOINTLY TO THE COMMITTEES ON ARMED SERVICES AND INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS. 
	 
	THIS AMENDMENT WITHDRAWS 1.3 MILLION ACRES OF LAND FROM APPROPRIATION UNDER THE PUBLIC LAND LAWS, ALLOWING FOR ITS CONTINUED USE FOR MILITARY PURPOSES. THE WITHDRAWAL FOR CHINA LAKE NAVAL WEAPONS CENTER IN INYO, KERN, AND SAN BERNARDINO COUNTIES AND THE CHOCOLATE MOUNTAIN AERIAL GUNNERY RANGE IN IMPERIAL COUNTY WOULD LAST FOR 15 YEARS. 
	 
	THE AREA COVERED BY THE WITHDRAWAL MEETS THE REQUIREMENT OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE FOR THESE TWO LOCATIONS. PREVIOUS WITHDRAWALS OF THESE LANDS FOR MILITARY PURPOSES EXPIRED MANY YEARS AGO. THE AMENDMENT ALSO PERMITS USE BY THE NAVY OF THE EL CENTRO RANGES, ALSO IN IMPERIAL COUNTY, UNTIL JANUARY 1, 1994. 
	 
	THE VENTO-BLAZ AMENDMENT ALSO ADDRESSES THE ISSUE OF MILITARY OVERFLIGHTS. IN SECTION 812, THE AMENDMENT CLEARLY STATES THAT NOTHING IN THIS BILL PRECLUDES CURRENT OR FUTURE MILITARY USE OF AIRSPACE. THE SECTION REQUIRES THE SECRETARY OF INTERIOR TO MONITOR THE EFFECTS OF OVERFLIGHTS, AND TO WORK WITH THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE TO PREVENT, ELIMINATE, AND MINIMIZE ANY ADVERSE IMPACT ON RESOURCES, VALUES, AND VISITOR ENJOYMENT CAUSED BY OVERFLIGHTS. 
	 
	THIS AMENDMENT IS VERY SIMILAR TO A BILL PASSED BY THE HOUSE IN THE 100TH CONGRESS, H.R. 1548, AND IS MODELED CLOSELY ON THE MILITARY LANDS WITHDRAWAL ACT OF 1986, PUBLIC LAW 99-606, 100 STAT. 3457-68. IT HAS BEEN SLIGHTLY MODIFIED FROM 
	THE BILL ORIGINALLY INTRODUCED THIS YEAR, H.R. 3565, TO ADDRESS CONCERNS RAISED BY THE DEPARTMENTS OF INTERIOR AND DEFENSE DURING HEARINGS BY THE INTERIOR 
	COMMITTEE. 
	 
	AS CHAIRWOMAN OF THE ARMED SERVICES SUBCOMMITTEE ON MILITARY INSTALLATIONS AND FACILITIES, I SUPPORT THE WITHDRAWAL OF THESE LANDS FROM THE PROTECTED CALIFORNIA DESERT TO ALLOW FOR THE CONTINUATION OF MILITARY PURPOSES SET FORTH IN THE AMENDMENT. I SALUTE THE CHAIRMAN OF THE NATIONAL PARKS AND PUBLIC LANDS 
	SUBCOMMITTEE, THE GENTLEMAN FROM MINNESOTA [MR. VENTO] AND MY COLLEAGUE ON THE ARMED SERVICES COMMITTEE, THE GENTLEMAN FROM GUAM [MR. BLAZ] FOR OFFERING THIS AMENDMENT TO ADDRESS SPECIFIC MILITARY CONCERNS RAISED BY THE CALIFORNIA DESERT 
	PROTECTION ACT. 
	 
	Mr. BLAZ. Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance of my time. 
	 
	Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance of my time 
	 
	Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance of our time. 
	 
	The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendments en bloc, as modified, offered by the gentleman form California [Mr. Miller]. 
	 
	The amendments en bloc, as modified, were agreed to. 
	 
	The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the committee amendment in the nature of a substitute, as amended. 
	 
	The committee amendment in the nature of a substitute, as amended, was agreed to. [*H11399]  The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the Committee rises. 
	Accordingly, the Committee rose; and the Speaker pro tempore (Mrs. Kennelly) having assumed the chair, Mr. Barnard, Chairman of the Committee of the Whole House on the State of the Union, reported that that Committee, having had under consideration the bill (H.R. 2929) to designate certain lands in the California desert as wilderness, to establish the Death Valley, Joshua Tree, and Mojave National Parks, and for other purposes, pursuant to House Resolution 
	279, he reported the bill back to the House with an amendment adopted by the Committee of the Whole. 
	 
	The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under the rule, the previous question is ordered. 
	 
	Is a separate vote demanded on any amendment to the committee amendment in the nature of a substitute adopted by the Committee of the Whole? If not, the question is on the amendment. 
	 
	The amendment was agreed to. 
	 
	The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the engrossment and third reading of the bill. The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, and was read the third time. 
	The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the passage of the bill. 
	 
	The question was taken; and the Speaker pro tempore announced that the ayes appeared to have it. 
	 
	RECORDED VOTE 
	 
	Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speaker, I demand a recorded vote. A recorded vote was ordered. 
	The vote was taken by electronic device, and there were -- ayes 297, noes 136, not voting 1, as follows: 
	 
	(See Roll No. 435 in the ROLL segment.) So the bill was passed. 
	Brooks 
	Boehner 
	Brewster 
	Darden 
	Dannemeyer 
	Davis 
	Gillmor 
	Gilchrest 
	Gingrich 
	Hopkins 
	Holloway 
	Horton 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Alexander 
	[Roll No. 429] 
	 
	AYES -- 235 
	 
	Allard 
	 
	 
	 
	Allen 
	Anderson 
	Anthony 
	Applegate 
	Archer 
	Armey 
	Baker 
	Ballenger 
	Barnard 
	Barrett 
	Barton 
	Bateman 
	Bentley 
	Bevill 
	Bilbray 
	Bliley 
	Broomfield 
	Browder 
	Bruce 
	Bryant 
	Bunning 
	Burton 
	Callahan 
	Camp 
	Campbell (CO)
	Carper 
	Carr 
	Chandler 
	Chapman 
	Clinger 
	Coble 
	Coleman (MO) 
	Combest 
	Condit 
	Costello 
	Coughlin 
	Cox (CA) 
	Cramer 
	Crane 
	Cunningham 
	DeFazio 
	DeLay 
	Derrick 
	Dickinson 
	Dingell 
	Doolittle 
	Dorgan (ND) 
	Dornan (CA) 
	Dreier 
	Duncan 
	Edwards (TX) 
	Emerson 
	English 
	Erdreich 
	Espy 
	Ewing 
	Fields 
	Franks (CT) 
	Frost 
	Gallegly 
	Gallo 
	Gaydos 
	Gekas 
	Geren 
	Glickman 
	Goodling 
	Gordon 
	Gradison 
	Grandy 
	Gunderson 
	Hall (TX) 
	Hammerschmidt 
	Hancock 
	Hansen 
	Harris 
	Hastert 
	Hatcher 
	Hayes (LA) 
	Hefley 
	Hefner 
	Herger 
	Hobson 
	Houghton 
	Hubbard 
	Huckaby 
	Hunter 
	Hutto 
	Hyde 
	Inhofe 
	Ireland 
	Jefferson 
	Jenkins 
	Johnson (CT) 
	Johnson (TX)
	Kasich 
	Klug 
	Kolbe 
	Kolter 
	Kopetski 
	Kyl 
	 
	The result of the vote was announced as above recorded. A motion to reconsider was laid on the table. 
	 
	Lagomarsino Leach Lightfoot Marlenee McCandless McCurdy McMillan (NC) Miller (OH) Moorhead 
	Myers Nichols Ortiz Oxley Pastor 
	Payne (VA) Peterson (FL) Pickett Pursell Ramstad 
	Rhodes Roemer Roth Sarpalius Schiff Shaw Sisisky Slattery 
	Smith (OR) Solomon Staggers Stenholm Tallon Taylor (MS) Thomas (GA) Unsoeld Vander Jagt Walker Weldon 
	Wise 
	Yatron 
	Zeliff 
	LaRocco Lent Livingston Martin McCollum McDade McNulty Mollohan Morrison Nagle Nussle Orton Packard Patterson Penny 
	Peterson (MN) Pickle Quillen 
	Ray 
	Ritter Rogers Rowland Saxton Schulze Shuster Skeen 
	Smith (IA) Smith (TX) Spence Stallings Stump Tanner 
	Taylor (NC) Thomas (WY) Upton Volkmer Walsh Williams Wolf 
	Young (AK) 
	Laughlin Lewis (CA) Lloyd Martinez McCrery McEwen Michel Montgomery Murphy 
	Neal (NC) Olin 
	Owens (UT) Parker Paxon Perkins Petri Poshard Rahall Regula Roberts 
	Rohrabacher Santorum Schaefer Sensenbrenner Sikorski Skelton 
	Smith (NJ) Snowe Spratt Stearns Sundquist Tauzin 
	Thomas (CA) Traxler Valentine Vucanovich Weber Wilson Wyden 
	Young (FL) 
	 
	NOES -- 193 
	 
	Abercrombie 
	Andrews (NJ) 
	Ackerman 
	Andrews (TX) 
	Andrews (ME) Annunzio 
	 
	Aspin 
	Atkins 
	AuCoin 
	Bacchus 
	Beilenson 
	Bennett 
	Bereuter 
	Berman 
	Bilirakis 
	Blackwell 
	Boehlert 
	Bonior 
	Borski 
	Boucher 
	Boxer 
	Brown 
	Bustamante 
	Campbell (CA)
	Cardin 
	Clay 
	Clement 
	Coleman (TX) 
	Collins (IL) 
	Collins (MI)
	Conyers 
	Cooper 
	Cox (IL) 
	Coyne 
	de la Garza 
	DeLauro 
	Dellums 
	Dicks 
	Dixon 
	Donnelly 
	Dooley 
	Downey 
	Durbin 
	Dwyer 
	Dymally 
	Early 
	Eckart 
	Edwards (CA)
	Engel 
	Evans 
	Fascell 
	Fawell 
	Fazio 
	Feighan 
	Fish 
	Flake 
	Foglietta 
	Ford (TN) 
	Frank (MA) 
	Gejdenson 
	Gephardt 
	Gibbons 
	Gilman 
	Gonzalez 
	Goss 
	Green 
	Guarini 
	Hall (OH) 
	Hamilton 
	Hayes (IL) 
	Henry 
	Hertel 
	Hoagland 
	Hochbrueckner 
	Horn 
	Hoyer 
	Hughes 
	Jacobs 
	James 
	Johnson (SD) 
	Johnston 
	Jones (GA) 
	Jones (NC) 
	Jontz 
	Kanjorski 
	Kaptur 
	Kennedy 
	Kennelly 
	Kildee 
	Kleczka 
	Kostmayer 
	LaFalce 
	Lancaster 
	Lantos 
	Lehman (CA) 
	Lehman (FL) 
	Levin (MI) 
	Levine (CA) 
	Lewis (FL) 
	Lewis (GA) 
	Lipinski 
	Long 
	Lowey (NY) 
	Luken 
	Machtley 
	Manton 
	Markey 
	Matsui 
	Mavroules 
	Mazzoli 
	McCloskey 
	McDermott 
	McGrath 
	McHugh 
	McMillen (MD) 
	Meyers 
	Mfume 
	Miller (CA) 
	Miller (WA) 
	Mineta 
	Mink 
	Moakley 
	Molinari 
	Moody 
	Moran 
	Morella 
	Mrazek 
	Murtha 
	Natcher 
	Neal (MA) 
	Nowak 
	Oakar 
	Oberstar 
	Obey 
	Olver 
	Owens (NY) 
	Pallone 
	Panetta 
	Payne (NJ) 
	Pease 
	Pelosi 
	 
	Porter Ravenel Riggs 
	Ros-Lehtinen 
	Roukema Sabo Savage Schroeder Sharp Slaughter Stark Swett Thornton Traficant 
	Washington Weiss Wolpe Zimmer 
	Price Richardson Rinaldo Rose 
	Roybal Sanders Sawyer Schumer Shays 
	Smith (FL) Stokes Swift Torres Vento Waters Wheat Wylie 
	Rangel Ridge Roe 
	Rostenkowski
	Russo Sangmeister Scheuer Serrano Skaggs Solarz Studds 
	Synar Torricelli Visclosky Waxman Whitten Yates 
	 
	NOT VOTING -- 6 
	 
	Byron 
	Lowery (CA) 
	Edwards (OK) Reed 
	Ford (MI) Towns 
	 
	[Roll No. 430] 
	 
	 
	AYES -- 143 
	 
	Allard Anthony Armey Barrett Bilirakis Broomfield Burton Chandler Coble Costello Cunningham DeLay 
	Dorgan (ND) Duncan Ewing Gallegly Gilchrest Goodling 
	Hammerschmidt Hastert Herger 
	Allen Applegate Baker Barton Bliley Bruce Byron Chapman 
	Coleman (MO) Cox (CA) Dannemeyer Dickinson Dornan (CA) Edwards (OK) Fields 
	Gallo 
	Gillmor Grandy Hancock Hayes (LA) Hobson 
	Anderson Archer Ballenger Bentley Boehner Bunning Callahan Clinger Combest Crane Davis Doolittle Dreier Emerson 
	Franks (CT) Gekas Gingrich Hall (TX) Hansen Hefley Holloway 
	 
	Hopkins Hutto Ireland Kolbe Laughlin Lewis (FL) Marlenee McCrery Michel Moorhead Nichols Orton Panetta 
	Peterson (MN) 
	Pursell Rhodes Roberts Santorum 
	Sensenbrenner 
	Skeen Smith (TX) Spence Stump Tauzin 
	Thomas (CA) Walker Young (AK) 
	Houghton 
	Hyde  
	Johnson (TX) Kyl 
	Leach Lightfoot Martin McEwen Miller (OH) Morrison Nussle 
	Oxley Paxon Petri Quillen Ridge Rogers Schaefer Shaw 
	Smith (IA) Snowe Stallings Sundquist Taylor (MS) Thomas (WY) Walsh 
	Young (FL) 
	Hunter Inhofe Kasich Lagomarsino Lewis (CA) Livingston McCandless 
	McMillan (NC) Molinari Myers 
	Ortiz Packard Penny Poshard Regula Ritter Rohrabacher Schulze Shuster Smith (OR) Solomon Stenholm Tallon Taylor (NC) Vucanovich Wylie 
	 
	NOES -- 289 
	 
	Abercrombie Andrews (ME) Annunzio AuCoin Bateman Bereuter Bilbray Bonior 
	Boxer Browder Bustamante Campbell (CO) Carr 
	Coleman (TX) Condit Coughlin 
	Ackerman Andrews (NJ) Aspin 
	Bacchus Beilenson Berman Blackwell Borski Brewster Brown 
	Camp 
	Cardin 
	Clay Collins (IL) Conyers 
	Cox (IL) 
	Alexander Andrews (TX) Atkins Barnard Bennett Bevill Boehlert Boucher Brooks 
	Bryant Campbell (CA) Carper 
	Clement Collins (MI) Cooper 
	Coyne 
	 
	Cramer 
	Darden 
	de la Garza 
	DeFazio 
	DeLauro 
	Dellums 
	Derrick 
	Dicks 
	Dingell 
	Dixon 
	Donnelly 
	Dooley 
	Downey 
	Durbin 
	Dwyer 
	Dymally 
	Early 
	Eckart 
	Edwards (CA) 
	Edwards (TX) 
	Engel 
	English 
	Erdreich 
	Espy 
	Evans 
	Fascell 
	Fawell 
	Fazio 
	Feighan 
	Fish 
	Flake 
	Foglietta 
	Ford (MI) 
	Ford (TN) 
	Frank (MA) 
	Frost 
	Gaydos 
	Gejdenson 
	Gephardt 
	Geren 
	Gibbons 
	Gilman 
	Glickman 
	Gonzalez 
	Gordon 
	Goss 
	Gradison 
	Green 
	Guarini 
	Gunderson 
	Hall (OH) 
	Hamilton 
	Harris 
	Hatcher 
	Hayes (IL) 
	Hefner 
	Henry 
	Hertel 
	Hoagland 
	Hochbrueckner
	Horn 
	Horton 
	Hoyer 
	Hubbard 
	Huckaby 
	Hughes 
	Jacobs 
	James 
	Jefferson 
	Jenkins 
	Johnson (CT) 
	Johnson (SD)
	Johnston 
	Jones (GA) 
	Jones (NC) 
	Jontz 
	Kanjorski 
	Kaptur 
	Kennedy 
	Kennelly 
	Kildee 
	Kleczka 
	Klug 
	Kolter 
	Kopetski 
	Kostmayer 
	LaFalce 
	Lancaster 
	Lantos 
	LaRocco 
	Lehman (CA) 
	Lehman (FL) 
	Lent 
	Levin (MI) 
	Levine (CA) 
	Lewis (GA) 
	Lipinski 
	Lloyd 
	Long 
	Lowey (NY) 
	Luken 
	Machtley 
	Manton 
	Markey 
	Martinez 
	Matsui 
	Mavroules 
	Mazzoli 
	McCloskey 
	McCollum 
	McCurdy 
	McDade 
	McDermott 
	McGrath 
	McHugh 
	McMillen (MD) 
	McNulty 
	Meyers 
	Mfume 
	Miller (CA) 
	Miller (WA) 
	Mineta 
	Mink 
	Moakley 
	Mollohan 
	Montgomery 
	Moody 
	Moran 
	Morella 
	Mrazek 
	Murphy 
	Murtha 
	Nagle 
	Natcher 
	Neal (MA) 
	 
	Neal (NC) Oberstar Olver Pallone Patterson Pease 
	Peterson (FL) Porter Ramstad 
	Ray 
	Riggs 
	Ros-Lehtinen Roth  
	Roybal Sanders Savage Scheuer Schumer Shays Skaggs 
	Slaughter Solarz Stark Studds Synar Thornton Towns Unsoeld 
	Vander Jagt 
	Volkmer Waxman Weldon Williams Wolf Yates 
	Zimmer 
	Nowak 
	Obey Owens (NY) Parker Payne (NJ) Pelosi Pickett Price Rangel 
	Reed Rinaldo Rose Roukema Russo 
	Sangmeister Sawyer Schiff Serrano Sikorski Skelton Smith (FL) Spratt Stearns Swett Tanner Torres Traficant Upton 
	Vento 
	Washington Weber Wheat Wilson Wolpe Yatron 
	Oakar 
	Olin Owens (UT) Pastor Payne (VA) Perkins Pickle Rahall Ravenel Richardson Roemer 
	Rostenkowski Rowland Sabo Sarpalius Saxton Schroeder Sharp Sisisky Slattery 
	Smith (NJ) Staggers Stokes Swift 
	Thomas (GA) Torricelli Traxler Valentine Visclosky Waters Weiss Whitten Wise 
	Wyden 
	Zeliff 
	 
	 
	NOT VOTING -- 2 
	 
	Lowery (CA) 
	Roe 
	 
	 
	[Roll No. 431] 
	 
	 
	AYES -- 155 
	 
	Allard Armey Barrett Bentley 
	Allen Baker Barton Bereuter 
	Archer Ballenger Bateman Bilirakis 
	 
	Bliley 
	Boehner 
	Broomfield 
	Bunning 
	Burton 
	Callahan 
	Camp 
	Campbell (CO) 
	Chandler 
	Clinger 
	Coble 
	Coleman (MO)
	Combest 
	Cox (CA) 
	Crane 
	Cunningham 
	Dannemeyer 
	Davis 
	DeLay 
	Dickinson 
	Doolittle 
	Dornan (CA) 
	Dreier 
	Duncan 
	Early 
	Edwards (OK) 
	Emerson 
	Ewing 
	Fawell 
	Fields 
	Franks (CT) 
	Gallo 
	Gekas 
	Gillmor 
	Gingrich 
	Goodling 
	Goss 
	Gradison 
	Grandy 
	Gunderson 
	Hall (TX) 
	Hancock 
	Hansen 
	Hastert 
	Hayes (LA) 
	Hefley 
	Henry 
	Herger 
	Hobson 
	Holloway 
	Hopkins 
	Houghton 
	Hunter 
	Hyde 
	Inhofe 
	Ireland 
	James 
	Johnson (TX) 
	Kasich 
	Klug 
	Kolbe 
	Kolter 
	Kyl 
	LaRocco 
	Laughlin 
	Lewis (CA) 
	Lewis (FL) 
	Lightfoot 
	Livingston 
	Lowery (CA) 
	Marlenee 
	Martin 
	McCandless 
	McCollum 
	McCrery 
	McDade 
	McEwen 
	McMillan (NC)
	Meyers 
	Michel 
	Miller (OH) 
	Miller (WA) 
	Molinari 
	Moorhead 
	Moran 
	Morrison 
	Myers 
	Nichols 
	Nussle 
	Orton 
	Owens (UT) 
	Oxley 
	Packard 
	Pastor 
	Paxon 
	Pickle 
	Porter 
	Pursell 
	Quillen 
	Ramstad 
	Regula 
	Rhodes 
	Riggs 
	Roberts 
	Rogers 
	Rohrabacher 
	Santorum 
	Schaefer 
	Schiff 
	Schulze 
	Sensenbrenner
	Shaw 
	Shuster 
	Sisisky 
	Skeen 
	Skelton 
	Smith (OR) 
	Smith (TX) 
	Solomon 
	Spence 
	Stallings 
	Stearns 
	Stenholm 
	Stump 
	Sundquist 
	Swift 
	Tauzin 
	Taylor (NC) 
	Thomas (CA) 
	Thomas (WY) 
	Upton 
	Vander Jagt 
	Volkmer 
	Vucanovich 
	Walker 
	 
	Weber Wylie Zeliff 
	Williams Young (AK) Zimmer 
	Wolf 
	Young (FL) 
	 
	NOES -- 274 
	 
	Abercrombie Anderson Andrews (TX) Applegate AuCoin Beilenson Bevill Boehlert Boucher Brooks 
	Bruce Byron Carper Clay 
	Collins (IL) 
	Conyers Coughlin Cramer DeFazio Derrick Dixon 
	Dorgan (ND) Dwyer 
	Edwards (CA) English Evans Feighan Foglietta Frank (MA) Gaydos 
	Geren Gilman Gordon Hall (OH) Hatcher Hertel Horn Hubbard Hutto Jenkins 
	Ackerman Andrews (ME) Annunzio Aspin 
	Bacchus 
	Bennett Bilbray Bonior Boxer Browder Bryant 
	Campbell (CA) Carr  
	Clement 
	Collins (MI) 
	Cooper Cox (IL) Darden DeLauro Dicks Donnelly Downey Dymally 
	Edwards (TX) Erdreich Fascell  
	Fish 
	Ford (MI) Frost Gejdenson Gibbons Glickman Green Hamilton Hayes (IL) Hoagland Horton Huckaby Jacobs Johnson (CT) 
	Alexander Andrews (NJ) Anthony Atkins Barnard Berman Blackwell Borski Brewster Brown Bustamante Cardin Chapman Coleman (TX) Condit Costello Coyne 
	de la Garza Dellums Dingell Dooley Durbin Eckart Engel 
	Espy 
	Fazio 
	Flake Ford (TN) Gallegly Gephardt Gilchrest Gonzalez Guarini Harris Hefner 
	Hochbrueckner Hoyer  
	Hughes 
	Jefferson 
	Johnson (SD)
	 
	Jones (GA) 
	Jones (NC) 
	Jontz 
	Kanjorski 
	Kaptur 
	Kennedy 
	Kennelly 
	Kildee 
	Kleczka 
	Kopetski 
	Kostmayer 
	LaFalce 
	Lagomarsino 
	Lancaster 
	Lantos 
	Leach 
	Lehman (CA) 
	Lehman (FL)
	Lent 
	Levin (MI) 
	Levine (CA)
	Lewis (GA) 
	Lipinski 
	Lloyd 
	Long 
	Lowey (NY) 
	Luken 
	Machtley 
	Manton 
	Markey 
	Martinez 
	Matsui 
	Mavroules 
	Mazzoli 
	McCloskey 
	McCurdy 
	McDermott 
	McGrath 
	McHugh 
	McMillen (MD) 
	McNulty 
	Mfume 
	Miller (CA) 
	Mineta 
	Mink 
	Moakley 
	Mollohan 
	Montgomery 
	Moody 
	Morella 
	Mrazek 
	Murphy 
	Murtha 
	Nagle 
	Natcher 
	Neal (MA) 
	Neal (NC) 
	Nowak 
	Oakar 
	Oberstar 
	Obey 
	Olin 
	Olver 
	Ortiz 
	Owens (NY) 
	Pallone 
	Panetta 
	Parker 
	Patterson 
	Payne (NJ) 
	Payne (VA) 
	Pease 
	Pelosi 
	Penny 
	Perkins 
	Peterson (FL) 
	Peterson (MN) 
	Petri 
	Pickett 
	Poshard 
	Price 
	Rahall 
	Rangel 
	Ravenel 
	Ray 
	Reed 
	Richardson 
	Ridge 
	Rinaldo 
	Ritter 
	Roemer 
	Ros-Lehtinen 
	Rose 
	Rostenkowski 
	Roth 
	Roukema 
	Rowland 
	Roybal 
	Russo 
	Sabo 
	Sanders 
	Sangmeister
	Sarpalius 
	Savage 
	Sawyer 
	Saxton 
	Scheuer 
	Schroeder 
	Schumer 
	Serrano 
	Sharp 
	Shays 
	Sikorski 
	Skaggs 
	Slattery 
	Slaughter 
	Smith (FL) 
	Smith (IA) 
	Smith (NJ) 
	Snowe 
	Solarz 
	Spratt 
	Staggers 
	Stark 
	Stokes 
	Studds 
	Swett 
	Synar 
	Tallon 
	Tanner 
	Taylor (MS) 
	Thomas (GA)
	Thornton 
	Torres 
	Torricelli 
	 
	Towns Unsoeld Visclosky Waxman Wheat Wolpe 
	Yatron 
	Traficant Valentine Walsh Weiss Whitten Wyden 
	Traxler Vento Waters Weldon Wise Yates 
	 
	 
	NOT VOTING -- 5 
	 
	Hammerschmidt 
	Washington 
	Johnston 
	Wilson 
	Roe 
	 
	[Roll No. 432] 
	 
	 
	AYES -- 110 
	 
	Allard Archer Ballenger Bateman Bliley Bunning Callahan Coble 
	Cox (CA) Dannemeyer Dickinson Dreier Emerson Franks (CT) Gilman 
	Hammerschmidt Hayes (LA) Holloway Hunter Johnson (TX) Lagomarsino Lewis (FL) Lowery (CA) McCandless Michel 
	Myers Packard Rhodes Rohrabacher Schulze Shuster Smith (OR) 
	Allen Armey Barrett Bentley Boehner Burton Chandler 
	Coleman (MO) Crane  
	Davis 
	Doolittle Duncan Ewing Gallegly Grandy Hancock Hefley Hopkins Hyde Kolbe Lent 
	Lightfoot 
	Marlenee McEwen Miller (OH) Nichols Paxon Roberts 
	Roth Sensenbrenner Sisisky Solomon 
	Anderson Baker Barton Bilirakis Broomfield Byron Clinger Combest Cunningham DeLay 
	Dornan (CA) Edwards (OK) Fields 
	Gekas Hall (TX) Hansen Herger Houghton Inhofe 
	Kyl Lewis (CA) Livingston Martin McMillan (NC) Moorhead 
	Oxley Pursell Rogers Schaefer Shaw Skeen Spence 
	 
	Stearns Sundquist Thomas (CA) Vucanovich Young (AK) 
	Stenholm Tauzin Thomas (WY) Walker 
	Young (FL) 
	Stump Taylor (NC) Vander Jagt Wolf 
	 
	NOES -- 316 
	 
	Abercrombie Andrews (ME) Annunzio Aspin 
	Bacchus Bennett Bevill Boehlert Boucher Brooks Bruce Camp Cardin Chapman 
	Coleman (TX) Condit Costello Coyne 
	de la Garza Dellums Dingell Dooley Durbin Early 
	Edwards (TX) Erdreich Fascell Feighan Foglietta Frank (MA) Gaydos 
	Geren Gillmor Gonzalez Goss Guarini Hamilton Hatcher 
	Ackerman Andrews (NJ) Anthony Atkins Barnard Bereuter Bilbray Bonior 
	Boxer Browder Bryant 
	Campbell (CA) Carper  
	Clay 
	Collins (IL) Conyers Coughlin Cramer DeFazio Derrick Dixon 
	Dorgan (ND) Dwyer Eckart Engel  
	Espy  
	Fawell  
	Fish 
	Ford (MI) Frost Gejdenson Gibbons Gingrich Goodling Gradison Gunderson Harris Hayes (IL) 
	Alexander Andrews (TX) Applegate AuCoin Beilenson Berman Blackwell Borski Brewster Brown Bustamante 
	Campbell (CO) Carr  
	Clement 
	Collins (MI) Cooper 
	Cox (IL) Darden DeLauro Dicks Donnelly Downey Dymally 
	Edwards (CA) English Evans  
	Fazio  
	Flake 
	Ford (TN) Gallo Gephardt Gilchrest Glickman Gordon Green 
	Hall (OH) Hastert Hefner 
	 
	Henry 
	Hertel 
	Hoagland 
	Hobson 
	Hochbrueckner 
	Horn 
	Horton 
	Hoyer 
	Hubbard 
	Huckaby 
	Hutto 
	Ireland 
	Jacobs 
	James 
	Jefferson 
	Jenkins 
	Johnson (CT) 
	Johnson (SD)
	Johnston 
	Jones (GA) 
	Jones (NC) 
	Jontz 
	Kanjorski 
	Kaptur 
	Kasich 
	Kennedy 
	Kennelly 
	Kildee 
	Kleczka 
	Klug 
	Kolter 
	Kopetski 
	Kostmayer 
	LaFalce 
	Lancaster 
	Lantos 
	LaRocco 
	Laughlin 
	Leach 
	Lehman (CA) 
	Lehman (FL) 
	Levin (MI) 
	Levine (CA) 
	Lewis (GA) 
	Lipinski 
	Lloyd 
	Long 
	Lowey (NY) 
	Luken 
	Machtley 
	Manton 
	Markey 
	Martinez 
	Matsui 
	Mavroules 
	Mazzoli 
	McCloskey 
	McCollum 
	McCrery 
	McCurdy 
	McDade 
	McDermott 
	McGrath 
	McHugh 
	McMillen (MD) 
	McNulty 
	Meyers 
	Mfume 
	Miller (CA) 
	Miller (WA) 
	Mineta 
	Mink 
	Moakley 
	Molinari 
	Mollohan 
	Montgomery 
	Moody 
	Moran 
	Morella 
	Morrison 
	Murphy 
	Murtha 
	Nagle 
	Natcher 
	Neal (MA) 
	Neal (NC) 
	Nowak 
	Nussle 
	Oakar 
	Oberstar 
	Olin 
	Olver 
	Ortiz 
	Orton 
	Owens (NY) 
	Owens (UT) 
	Pallone 
	Panetta 
	Parker 
	Pastor 
	Patterson 
	Payne (NJ) 
	Payne (VA) 
	Pease 
	Pelosi 
	Penny 
	Perkins 
	Peterson (FL)
	Peterson (MN) 
	Petri 
	Pickett 
	Pickle 
	Porter 
	Poshard 
	Price 
	Quillen 
	Rahall 
	Ramstad 
	Rangel 
	Ravenel 
	Ray 
	Reed 
	Regula 
	Richardson 
	Rinaldo 
	Ritter 
	Roe 
	Roemer 
	Ros-Lehtinen
	Rose 
	Rostenkowski 
	Roukema 
	Rowland 
	Roybal 
	Russo 
	 
	Sabo Santorum Sawyer Schiff Serrano Sikorski Slattery Smith (IA) Solarz Stallings Studds Synar 
	Taylor (MS) Torres Traficant Upton Visclosky Washington Weber 
	Wheat Wolpe Yates Zimmer 
	Sanders Sarpalius Saxton Schroeder Sharp Skaggs Slaughter Smith (NJ) Spratt Stark 
	Swett Tallon Thomas (GA) Torricelli Traxler Valentine Volkmer Waters 
	Weiss 
	Williams Wyden Yatron 
	 
	Sangmeister Savage Scheuer Schumer Shays Skelton Smith (FL) Snowe Staggers Stokes Swift Tanner Thornton Towns Unsoeld Vento 
	Walsh Waxman Weldon Wise Wylie Zeliff 
	 
	NOT VOTING --
	8 
	 
	Hughes Ridge Whitten 
	Mrazek Riggs Wilson 
	 
	Obey 
	Smith (TX) 
	 
	[Roll No. 433] 
	AYES -- 133 
	Allard 
	Allen 
	Anderson 
	Applegate 
	Archer 
	Armey 
	Baker 
	Ballenger 
	Barrett 
	Barton 
	Bentley 
	Bilirakis 
	Boehner 
	Brewster 
	Broomfield 
	Bunning 
	Burton 
	Callahan 
	Camp 
	Chandler 
	Clinger 
	Coble 
	Coleman (MO) 
	Combest 
	Cox (CA) 
	Crane 
	Cunningham 
	Dannemeyer 
	Davis 
	DeLay 
	Dickinson 
	Doolittle 
	Dornan (CA) 
	Dreier 
	Duncan 
	Edwards (OK) 
	Emerson 
	Ewing 
	Fields 
	Franks (CT) 
	Gallegly 
	Gekas 
	Geren 
	Gingrich 
	Goodling 
	 
	Goss Hammerschmidt Hastert 
	Herger 
	Hopkins Hyde James Kolbe 
	Lewis (CA) 
	Livingston Martin McDade Michel Montgomery Myers 
	Oxley  
	Paxon Quillen Regula Ritter Rohrabacher Schaefer Shuster Skelton Solomon Stenholm Tauzin Thomas (CA) Vucanovich Young (AK) 
	Grandy Hancock Hayes (LA) Hobson Hunter Inhofe 
	Johnson (TX) Kyl 
	Lewis (FL) 
	Lowery (CA) McCandless McEwen Miller (OH) Moorhead Nichols Packard Petri Ramstad Rhodes Roberts 
	Ros-Lehtinen Schulze Sisisky Smith (OR) Spence 
	Stump Taylor (MS) Thomas (WY) Walker 
	Hall (TX) Hansen Hefley Holloway Hutto Ireland Kasich Lent Lightfoot Marlenee McCrery 
	McMillan (NC) Molinari Murphy  
	Nussle  
	Parker  
	Porter 
	Ray Riggs Rogers Roth 
	Sensenbrenner
	Skeen Smith (TX) Stearns Sundquist Taylor (NC) Vander Jagt Wylie 
	 
	NOES -- 292 
	 
	Abercrombie Andrews (ME) Annunzio AuCoin Bateman Bereuter Bilbray Boehlert Boucher Browder Bryant 
	Campbell (CA) Carper 
	Ackerman Andrews (NJ) Aspin 
	Bacchus Beilenson Berman Blackwell Bonior Boxer Brown 
	Bustamante Campbell (CO) Carr 
	Alexander Andrews (TX) Atkins Barnard Bennett Bevill 
	Bliley Borski Brooks Bruce Byron Cardin Chapman 
	 
	Clay 
	Clement 
	Coleman (TX)
	Collins (IL) 
	Collins (MI) 
	Condit 
	Conyers 
	Cooper 
	Costello 
	Coughlin 
	Cox (IL) 
	Coyne 
	Cramer 
	Darden 
	de la Garza 
	DeFazio 
	DeLauro 
	Dellums 
	Dicks 
	Dingell 
	Dixon 
	Donnelly 
	Dooley 
	Dorgan (ND) 
	Downey 
	Durbin 
	Dwyer 
	Dymally 
	Early 
	Eckart 
	Edwards (CA) 
	Edwards (TX) 
	Engel 
	English 
	Erdreich 
	Espy 
	Evans 
	Fascell 
	Fawell 
	Fazio 
	Feighan 
	Fish 
	Flake 
	Foglietta 
	Ford (MI) 
	Ford (TN) 
	Frank (MA) 
	Frost 
	Gallo 
	Gaydos 
	Gejdenson 
	Gephardt 
	Gibbons 
	Gilchrest 
	Gillmor 
	Glickman 
	Gonzalez 
	Gordon 
	Gradison 
	Green 
	Guarini 
	Gunderson 
	Hall (OH) 
	Hamilton 
	Harris 
	Hatcher 
	Hayes (IL) 
	Hefner 
	Henry 
	Hertel 
	Hoagland 
	Hochbrueckner
	Horn 
	Horton 
	Houghton 
	Hoyer 
	Hubbard 
	Huckaby 
	Hughes 
	Jacobs 
	Jefferson 
	Jenkins 
	Johnson (CT) 
	Johnson (SD)
	Johnston 
	Jones (GA) 
	Jones (NC) 
	Jontz 
	Kanjorski 
	Kaptur 
	Kennedy 
	Kennelly 
	Kildee 
	Kleczka 
	Klug 
	Kolter 
	Kopetski 
	Kostmayer 
	LaFalce 
	Lagomarsino 
	Lancaster 
	Lantos 
	LaRocco 
	Laughlin 
	Leach 
	Lehman (CA) 
	Lehman (FL) 
	Levin (MI) 
	Levine (CA) 
	Lewis (GA) 
	Lipinski 
	Long 
	Lowey (NY) 
	Luken 
	Machtley 
	Manton 
	Markey 
	Martinez 
	Matsui 
	Mavroules 
	Mazzoli 
	McCloskey 
	McCollum 
	McCurdy 
	McDermott 
	McGrath 
	McHugh 
	McMillen (MD) 
	McNulty 
	Meyers 
	Mfume 
	Miller (CA) 
	Miller (WA) 
	Mineta 
	Mink 
	 
	Moakley Moran Mrazek Natcher Nowak Obey Ortiz 
	Owens (UT) Pastor Payne (VA) Perkins Pickett Price Rangel Richardson Roemer Roukema Russo 
	Sangmeister 
	Savage Scheuer Schumer Shaw Skaggs 
	Smith (FL) Snowe Staggers Stokes Swift Tanner Torres Traficant Upton Visclosky Waters Weiss Whitten Wolpe Yatron Zimmer 
	Mollohan Morella Murtha Neal (MA) Oakar 
	Olin Orton Pallone Patterson Pease 
	Peterson (FL) Pickle Pursell Ravenel Rinaldo  
	Rose  
	Rowland  
	Sabo  
	Santorum Sawyer  
	Schiff Serrano  
	Shays Slattery 
	Smith (IA) Solarz Stallings Studds Synar 
	Thomas (GA) Torricelli Traxler Valentine Volkmer Waxman Weldon Wilson Wyden 
	Young (FL) 
	Moody Morrison Nagle 
	Neal (NC) 
	Oberstar 
	Olver Owens (NY) Panetta Payne (NJ) Penny 
	Peterson (MN) Poshard Rahall 
	Reed 
	Roe Rostenkowski Roybal Sanders Sarpalius Saxton Schroeder Sharp Sikorski Slaughter Smith (NJ) Spratt 
	Stark Swett Tallon Thornton Towns Unsoeld Vento Walsh Weber Wheat Wolf Yates Zeliff 
	 
	NOT VOTING -- 9 
	 
	Anthony Lloyd Washington 
	Derrick Pelosi Williams 
	Gilman Ridge Wise 
	[Roll No. 434] 
	 
	[Roll No. 434] 
	AYES -- 49 
	Archer 
	Armey 
	Ballenger 
	Barton 
	Burton 
	Coble 
	Combest 
	Crane 
	Dannemeyer 
	DeLay 
	Doolittle 
	Duncan 
	Edwards (OK) 
	Emerson 
	Fields 
	Gekas 
	Grandy 
	Hall (TX) 
	Hancock 
	Hayes (LA) 
	Herger 
	Holloway 
	Hunter 
	Inhofe 
	Johnson (TX) 
	Kolbe 
	Kyl 
	Lightfoot 
	Livingston 
	Marlenee 
	McCandless 
	McEwen 
	Miller (OH) 
	Myers 
	Nichols 
	Packard 
	Payne (VA) 
	Rhodes 
	Rohrabacher 
	Skeen 
	Smith (OR) 
	Smith (TX) 
	Stump 
	Tauzin 
	Taylor (NC) 
	Thomas (WY) 
	Vucanovich 
	Young (AK) 
	Zimmer 
	 
	 
	NOES -- 379 
	Abercrombie 
	Ackerman 
	Alexander 
	Allard 
	Allen 
	Anderson 
	Andrews (ME) 
	Andrews (NJ) 
	Andrews (TX) 
	Annunzio 
	Anthony 
	Applegate 
	Aspin 
	Atkins 
	AuCoin 
	Bacchus 
	Baker 
	Barnard 
	Barrett 
	Bateman 
	Beilenson 
	Bennett 
	Bentley 
	Bereuter 
	Berman 
	Bevill 
	Bilbray 
	Bilirakis 
	Blackwell 
	Bliley 
	Boehlert 
	Boehner 
	Bonior 
	Borski 
	Boucher 
	Boxer 
	Brewster 
	Brooks 
	Broomfield 
	Browder 
	Brown 
	Bruce 
	Bryant 
	Bunning 
	Bustamante 
	Byron 
	Callahan 
	Camp 
	Campbell (CA) 
	Campbell (CO) 
	Cardin 
	Carper 
	Carr 
	Chandler 
	Chapman 
	Clay 
	Clement 
	Clinger 
	Coleman (MO) 
	Coleman (TX) 
	Collins (IL) 
	Collins (MI) 
	Condit 
	Conyers 
	Cooper 
	Costello 
	Coughlin 
	Cox (CA) 
	Cox (IL) 
	 
	Coyne 
	Cramer 
	Cunningham 
	Darden 
	Davis 
	de la Garza 
	DeFazio 
	DeLauro 
	Dellums 
	Derrick 
	Dickinson 
	Dicks 
	Dingell 
	Dixon 
	Donnelly 
	Dooley 
	Dorgan (ND) 
	Dornan (CA) 
	Downey 
	Dreier 
	Durbin 
	Dwyer 
	Early 
	Eckart 
	Edwards (CA) 
	Edwards (TX) 
	Engel 
	English 
	Erdreich 
	Espy 
	Evans 
	Ewing 
	Fascell 
	Fawell 
	Fazio 
	Feighan 
	Fish 
	Flake 
	Foglietta 
	Ford (MI) 
	Ford (TN) 
	Frank (MA) 
	Franks (CT) 
	Frost 
	Gallegly 
	Gallo 
	Gaydos 
	Gejdenson 
	Geren 
	Gibbons 
	Gilchrest 
	Gillmor 
	Gilman 
	Gingrich 
	Glickman 
	Gonzalez 
	Goodling 
	Gordon 
	Goss 
	Gradison 
	Green 
	Guarini 
	Gunderson 
	Hall (OH) 
	Hamilton 
	Hammerschmidt
	Hansen 
	Harris 
	Hastert 
	Hatcher 
	Hayes (IL) 
	Hefley 
	Hefner 
	Henry 
	Hertel 
	Hoagland 
	Hobson 
	Hochbrueckner
	Hopkins 
	Horn 
	Horton 
	Houghton 
	Hoyer 
	Hubbard 
	Huckaby 
	Hughes 
	Hutto 
	Hyde 
	Ireland 
	Jacobs 
	James 
	Jefferson 
	Jenkins 
	Johnson (CT) 
	Johnson (SD) 
	Johnston 
	Jones (GA) 
	Jones (NC) 
	Jontz 
	Kanjorski 
	Kaptur 
	Kasich 
	Kennedy 
	Kennelly 
	Kildee 
	Klug 
	Kolter 
	Kopetski 
	Kostmayer 
	LaFalce 
	Lagomarsino 
	Lancaster 
	Lantos 
	LaRocco 
	Laughlin 
	Leach 
	Lehman (CA) 
	Lehman (FL) 
	Lent 
	Levin (MI) 
	Levine (CA) 
	Lewis (CA) 
	Lewis (FL) 
	Lewis (GA) 
	Lipinski 
	Lloyd 
	Long 
	Lowery (CA) 
	Lowey (NY) 
	Luken 
	Machtley 
	Manton 
	Markey 
	Martin 
	Martinez 
	 
	Matsui 
	Mavroules 
	Mazzoli 
	McCloskey 
	McCollum 
	McCrery 
	McCurdy 
	McDade 
	McDermott 
	McGrath 
	McHugh 
	McMillan (NC)
	McMillen (MD) 
	McNulty 
	Meyers 
	Mfume 
	Michel 
	Miller (CA) 
	Miller (WA) 
	Mineta 
	Mink 
	Moakley 
	Molinari 
	Mollohan 
	Montgomery 
	Moody 
	Moorhead 
	Moran 
	Morella 
	Morrison 
	Mrazek 
	Murphy 
	Murtha 
	Natcher 
	Neal (MA) 
	Neal (NC) 
	Nowak 
	Nussle 
	Oakar 
	Oberstar 
	Obey 
	Olin 
	Olver 
	Ortiz 
	Orton 
	Owens (NY) 
	Owens (UT) 
	Oxley 
	Pallone 
	Panetta 
	Parker 
	Pastor 
	Patterson 
	Paxon 
	Payne (NJ) 
	Pease 
	Pelosi 
	Penny 
	Perkins 
	Peterson (FL)
	Peterson (MN) 
	Petri 
	Pickett 
	Pickle 
	Porter 
	Poshard 
	Price 
	Pursell 
	Quillen 
	Rahall 
	Ramstad 
	Ravenel 
	Ray 
	Reed 
	Regula 
	Richardson 
	Riggs 
	Rinaldo 
	Ritter 
	Roberts 
	Roe 
	Roemer 
	Rogers 
	Ros-Lehtinen
	Rose 
	Rostenkowski 
	Roth 
	Roukema 
	Rowland 
	Roybal 
	Russo 
	Sabo 
	Sanders 
	Sangmeister 
	Santorum 
	Sarpalius 
	Savage 
	Sawyer 
	Saxton 
	Schaefer 
	Scheuer 
	Schiff 
	Schroeder 
	Schulze 
	Schumer 
	Sensenbrenner 
	Serrano 
	Sharp 
	Shaw 
	Shays 
	Shuster 
	Sikorski 
	Sisisky 
	Skaggs 
	Skelton 
	Slattery 
	Slaughter 
	Smith (FL) 
	Smith (IA) 
	Smith (NJ) 
	Snowe 
	Solarz 
	Solomon 
	Spence 
	Spratt 
	Staggers 
	Stallings 
	Stark 
	Stearns 
	Stenholm 
	Stokes 
	Studds 
	Sundquist 
	Swett 
	Swift 
	 
	Synar Taylor (MS) Thornton Towns Unsoeld Vander Jagt Volkmer Washington Weber 
	Wheat Wilson Wolpe Yates 
	Zeliff 
	Tallon Thomas (CA) Torres Traficant Upton 
	Vento Walker Waters Weiss Whitten Wise Wyden Yatron 
	Tanner Thomas (GA) Torricelli Traxler Valentine Visclosky Walsh 
	Waxman Weldon Williams Wolf Wylie 
	Young (FL) 
	 
	 
	NOT VOTING -- 6 
	 
	Dymally 
	Nagle 
	Gephardt 
	Rangel 
	Kleczka 
	Ridge 
	 
	[Roll No. 435] 
	AYES -- 297 
	Abercrombie 
	Ackerman 
	Alexander 
	Andrews (ME) 
	Andrews (NJ) 
	Andrews (TX) 
	Annunzio 
	Anthony 
	Applegate 
	Aspin 
	Atkins 
	AuCoin 
	Bacchus 
	Barnard 
	Beilenson 
	Bennett 
	Berman 
	Bevill 
	Bilbray 
	Blackwell 
	Boehlert 
	Bonior 
	Borski 
	Boucher 
	Boxer 
	Brooks 
	Browder 
	Brown 
	Bruce 
	Bryant 
	Bustamante 
	Byron 
	Campbell (CA) 
	Campbell (CO) 
	Cardin 
	Carper 
	Carr 
	Clay 
	Clement 
	Coleman (TX) 
	Collins (IL) 
	Collins (MI) 
	Condit 
	Conyers 
	Cooper 
	Costello 
	Coughlin 
	Cox (IL) 
	Coyne 
	Cramer 
	Darden 
	de la Garza 
	DeFazio 
	DeLauro 
	Dellums 
	Derrick 
	Dicks 
	Dingell 
	Dixon 
	Donnelly 
	Dooley 
	Dorgan (ND) 
	Downey 
	Durbin 
	Dwyer 
	Dymally 
	Early 
	Eckart 
	Edwards (CA) 
	Edwards (TX) 
	Engel 
	English 
	Erdreich 
	Espy 
	Evans 
	 
	Fascell 
	Fawell 
	Fazio 
	Feighan 
	Fish 
	Flake 
	Foglietta 
	Ford (MI) 
	Ford (TN) 
	Frank (MA) 
	Frost 
	Gallo 
	Gaydos 
	Gejdenson 
	Gephardt 
	Geren 
	Gibbons 
	Gilchrest 
	Gilman 
	Glickman 
	Gonzalez 
	Gordon 
	Goss 
	Green 
	Guarini 
	Gunderson 
	Hall (OH) 
	Hamilton 
	Harris 
	Hatcher 
	Hayes (IL) 
	Hefner 
	Henry 
	Hertel 
	Hoagland 
	Hochbrueckner
	Horn 
	Hoyer 
	Huckaby 
	Hughes 
	Jacobs 
	James 
	Jefferson 
	Jenkins 
	Johnson (CT)
	Johnson (SD) 
	Johnston 
	Jones (GA) 
	Jones (NC) 
	Jontz 
	Kanjorski 
	Kaptur 
	Kennedy 
	Kennelly 
	Kildee 
	Kleczka 
	Klug 
	Kolter 
	Kopetski 
	Kostmayer 
	LaFalce 
	Lancaster 
	Lantos 
	LaRocco 
	Leach 
	Lehman (CA) 
	Lehman (FL) 
	Levin (MI) 
	Levine (CA) 
	Lewis (FL) 
	Lewis (GA) 
	Lipinski 
	Lloyd 
	Long 
	Lowey (NY) 
	Luken 
	Machtley 
	Manton 
	Markey 
	Martinez 
	Matsui 
	Mavroules 
	Mazzoli 
	McCloskey 
	McCollum 
	McCurdy 
	McDermott 
	McGrath 
	McHugh 
	McMillen (MD)
	McNulty 
	Meyers 
	Mfume 
	Miller (CA) 
	Miller (WA) 
	Mineta 
	Mink 
	Moakley 
	Mollohan 
	Moody 
	Moran 
	Morella 
	Morrison 
	Mrazek 
	Murphy 
	Murtha 
	Nagle 
	Natcher 
	Neal (MA) 
	Neal (NC) 
	Nowak 
	Oakar 
	Oberstar 
	Obey 
	Olin 
	Olver 
	Ortiz 
	Owens (NY) 
	Owens (UT) 
	Pallone 
	Panetta 
	Pastor 
	Patterson 
	Payne (NJ) 
	Payne (VA) 
	Pease 
	Pelosi 
	Penny 
	Perkins 
	Peterson (FL) 
	Peterson (MN) 
	Petri 
	Pickett 
	Pickle 
	Porter 
	 
	Poshard Rahall Ravenel Rinaldo Roemer Rostenkowski Roybal Sanders Sarpalius Saxton Schroeder Sharp Sikorski Slattery Smith (IA) Solarz 
	Stark Swett Tallon 
	Thomas (GA) Torricelli Traxler Valentine Volkmer Waters Weiss Whitten Wise 
	Yates 
	Price Ramstad Reed Ritter 
	Ros-Lehtinen Roukema Russo Sangmeister Savage Scheuer Schumer 
	Shaw Sisisky Slaughter Smith (NJ) Spratt Stokes Swift Tanner Thornton Towns Unsoeld Vento 
	Walsh 
	Waxman Weldon Williams Wolpe Yatron 
	Pursell Rangel Richardson Roe 
	Rose Rowland Sabo Santorum Sawyer Schiff Serrano Shays Skaggs Smith (FL) Snowe Staggers Studds Synar 
	Taylor (MS)
	Torres Traficant Upton Visclosky Washington Weber 
	Wheat Wilson Wyden Zimmer 
	 
	NOES -- 136 
	 
	Allard Archer Ballenger Bateman Bilirakis Brewster Burton Chandler Coble 
	Cox (CA) Dannemeyer Dickinson Dreier Emerson 
	Allen Armey Barrett Bentley Bliley Broomfield Callahan Chapman 
	Coleman (MO) 
	Crane Davis Doolittle Duncan Ewing 
	Anderson Baker Barton Bereuter Boehner Bunning Camp Clinger Combest Cunningham DeLay 
	Dornan (CA) Edwards (OK)Fields 
	 
	Franks (CT) 
	Gallegly 
	Gekas 
	Gillmor 
	Gingrich 
	Goodling 
	Gradison 
	Grandy 
	Hall (TX) 
	Hammerschmidt 
	Hancock 
	Hansen 
	Hastert 
	Hayes (LA) 
	Hefley 
	Herger 
	Hobson 
	Holloway 
	Hopkins 
	Horton 
	Houghton 
	Hubbard 
	Hunter 
	Hutto 
	Hyde 
	Inhofe 
	Ireland 
	Johnson (TX) 
	Kasich 
	Kolbe 
	Kyl 
	Lagomarsino 
	Laughlin 
	Lent 
	Lewis (CA) 
	Lightfoot 
	Livingston 
	Lowery (CA) 
	Marlenee 
	Martin 
	McCandless 
	McCrery 
	McDade 
	McEwen 
	McMillan (NC)
	Michel 
	Miller (OH) 
	Molinari 
	Montgomery 
	Moorhead 
	Myers 
	Nichols 
	Nussle 
	Orton 
	Oxley 
	Packard 
	Parker 
	Paxon 
	Quillen 
	Ray 
	Regula 
	Rhodes 
	Riggs 
	Roberts 
	Rogers 
	Rohrabacher 
	Roth 
	Schaefer 
	Schulze 
	Sensenbrenner 
	Shuster 
	Skeen 
	Skelton 
	Smith (OR) 
	Smith (TX) 
	Solomon 
	Spence 
	Stallings 
	Stearns 
	Stenholm 
	Stump 
	Sundquist 
	Tauzin 
	Taylor (NC) 
	Thomas (CA) 
	Thomas (WY) 
	Vander Jagt 
	Vucanovich 
	Walker 
	Wolf 
	Wylie 
	Young (AK) 
	Young (FL) 
	Zeliff 
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	Ridge 




