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Mr. LOTT. Thank you very much.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

Mr. LOTT. We do have a number of
unanimous-consent agreements that
we have worked out. We would like to
go through these. And some of them
are still being worked on as we speak.
But we can go ahead and get started.

——————

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT REQUEST—
H.R. 3953

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate now
turn to consideration of H.R. 3953, the
House-passed terrorism bill just re-
ceived from the House.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. DASCHLE addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mi-
nority leader.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, I ask unani-
mous consent the majority leader mod-
ify his consent to provide for passage of
the bill as amended by a substitute
amendment, providing for roving wire-
taps, and requiring taggants for black
powder, that the bill be read the third
time and passed, and the motion to re-
consider be laid upon the table.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I would not
be able, at this time, to agree to that
addition to the unanimous-consent re-
quest.

A lot of good work was done in this
area this week. I think they came very,
very close to getting an overall agree-
ment, and I thought yesterday after-
noon, actually, it was going to be
achieved. They did not quite make it.
This is something we will have to work
on.

I do personally think additional au-
thority should be granted on wiretap. I
think a lot of the aviation security
matters that are included in this bill
are very, very important. I am sorry
we could not get it worked out. I think
more than anything else, time has run
out on us.

However, I have to object to that.

Mr. DASCHLE. Reserving the right
to object, I share the view expressed by
the majority leader. I was very hopeful
at the beginning of this week that we
could have concluded our work to pro-
vide yet another opportunity to pass a
good piece of legislation dealing with a
very important matter by the end of
this week. That was not possible.

I am disappointed, but we will have
to dedicate our effort to ensure that
does happen when we get back. I hope
we could do it sooner rather than later.
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I object to this bill.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ob-
jection is heard.

————

MEASURE READ FOR THE FIRST
TIME—H.R. 3953

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, in light of
the objection, I ask that H.R. 3953 be
read for the first time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (H.R. 3953) to combat terrorism.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I now ask
for its second reading, and I believe the
Democratic leader would object, so I
object on his behalf.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ob-
jection is heard. The bill will be read
on the next legislative day.

The

NOMINATIONS TO REMAIN IN STA-
TUS QUO UNTIL SEPTEMBER 2,
1996

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, as in exec-
utive session, I ask unanimous consent
that all nominations received by the
Senate during the 104th Congress, 2d
session, remain in status quo notwith-
standing the August 2 adjournment
until September 2, 1996, and rule XXXI,
paragraph 6 of the standing rules of the
Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

———

EXECUTIVE SESSION

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent the Senate immediately
proceed to executive session to con-
sider the following nominations: Cal-
endar 384, Charles Hunnicutt, Assistant
Secretary of Transportation; Calendar
509, Charles Burton, U.S. Enrichment
Corporation; Calendar 510, Christopher
Coburn, U.S. Enrichment Corporation;
Calendar 710, Thomas Hill Moore, Con-
sumer Product Safety Commission;
Calendar 716, Edward McGaffigan, Jr.,
Nuclear Regulatory Commission; Cal-
endar 717, Nils Diaz, Nuclear Regu-
latory Commission; I further ask unan-
imous consent that the nominations be
confirmed en bloc, the motions to re-
consider be laid upon the table en bloc,
that any statements relating to the
nominations appear at the appropriate
place in the RECORD, and the President
be immediately notified of the Senate’s
action.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The nominations considered and con-
firmed en bloc are as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Charles A. Hunnicutt, of Georgia, to be an
Assistant Secretary of Transportation.

UNITED STATES ENRICHMENT CORPORATION

Charles William Burton, of Texas, to be a
Member of the Board of Directors of the
United States Enrichment Corporation for a
term expiring February 24, 2001.
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Christopher M. Coburn, of Ohio, to be a
Member of the Board of Directors of the
United States Enrichment Corporation for a
term expiring February 24, 2000.

CONSUMER PRODUCT SAFETY COMMISSION

Thomas Hill Morre, of Florida, to be a
Commissioner of the Consumer Product
Safety Commission for a term of seven years
from October 26, 1996.

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

Edward McGaffigan, Jr., of Virginia, to be
a Member of the Nuclear Regulatory Com-
mission for the term of five years expiring
June 30, 2000.

Nils J. Diaz, of Florida, to be a Member of
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission for the
term of five years expiring June 30, 2001.

NOMINATION OF CHRISTOPHER COBURN

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
rise in opposition to the nomination of
Christopher Coburn to the Board of the
U.S. Enrichment Corporation. I believe
the nomination of Mr. Coburn to this
board would put the Paducah Gaseous
Diffusion Plant at a disadvantage in
the siting of the Atomic Vapor Laser
Isotope Separation [AVLIS] tech-
nology.

As a member of the USEC Board, Mr.
Coburn will have the responsibility of
implementing the privatization of the
USEC and charting its future course,
including the implementation of the
AVLIS technology.

The commercialization of this tech-
nology would mean billions of dollars
of investment as well as ensuring the
continued viability of the U.S. enrich-
ment industry. If I may put the issue
in stark, but accurate terms, the
USEC’s decision about siting AVLIS is
more fundamentally a decision about
which one of these plants will be able
to remain competitive and viable into
the next century.

Earlier this year, President Clinton
appointed Mr. Coburn to the board be-
cause he believed Mr. Coburn was
uniquely qualified following his service
as the executive director of the Thom-
as Edison Program and as the science
and technology advisor to the Gov-
ernor of Ohio. It has come to my atten-
tion that while serving as the execu-
tive director of the Thomas KEdison
Project, Mr. Coburn developed a pro-
posal to locate the AVLIS technology
in Portsmouth, OH.

Mr. President, the placement of Mr.
Coburn on the USEC’s board at this
time would cause serious doubts about
the objectivity and fairness of the
USEC as it begins to assess which facil-
ity should obtain the AVLIS tech-
nology. The stakes concerning this de-
cision are so monumental that we can-
not allow any inference of bias to in-
fect the process by which that decision
is made.

In an effort to protect the interests
of the workers employed at the Padu-
cah plant and the economy of western
Kentucky I asked the President to
withdraw the nomination of the Mr.
Corburn. Since the President has ig-
nored my concerns I have tried to
block the confirmation of Mr. Coburn.

Unfortunately, I realize the votes are
not in my favor. Nonetheless, I will
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continue to follow the actions of the
Board and Mr. Coburn to ensure that
the best interests of the Paducah Gas-
eous Diffusion Plant are protected.

———

REMOVAL OF INJUNCTION OF SE-
CRECY—TREATY DOCUMENT NO.
104-28 AND TREATY DOCUMENT
NO. 104-29

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent the injunction of se-
crecy be removed from two treaties: A
Protocol Amending the 1916 Conven-
tion for the Protection of Migratory
Birds (Treaty Document No. 104-28);
and a United Nations Convention to
Combat Desertification in Countries
Experiencing Drought, Particularly in
Africa, with Annexes (Treaty Docu-
ment No. 104-29); transmitted to the
Senate by the President today; and ask
that the treaties be considered as hav-
ing been read the first time; that they
be referred, with accompanying papers,
to the Committee on Foreign Relations
and ordered to be printed and that the
President’s message be printed in the
RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The messages of the President are as
follows:

To the Senate of the United States:

With a view to receiving the advice
and consent of the Senate to ratifica-
tion, I transmit herewith the Protocol
between the United States and Canada
Amending the 1916 Convention for the
Protection of Migratory Birds in Can-
ada and the United States, with a re-
lated exchange of notes, signed at
Washington on December 14, 1995.

The Protocol, which is discussed in
more detail in the accompanying re-
port of the Secretary of State, rep-
resents a considerable achievement for
the United States in conserving migra-
tory birds and balancing the interests
of conservationists, sports hunters, and
indigenous people. If ratified and prop-
erly implemented, the Protocol should
further enhance the management and
protection of this important resource
for the benefit of all users.

The Protocol would replace a pro-
tocol with a similar purpose, which was
signed January 30, 1979, (Executive W,
96th Cong., 2nd Sess. (1980)), and which
I, therefore, desire to withdraw from
the Senate.

I recommend that the Senate give
early and favorable consideration to
the Protocol, with exchange of notes,
and give its advice and consent to rati-
fication.

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.

THE WHITE HOUSE, August 2, 1996.

To the Senate of the United States:

I transmit herewith, for the advice
and consent of the Senate to ratifica-
tion, the United Nations Convention to
Combat Desertification in Those Coun-
tries Experiencing Serious Drought
and/or Desertification, Particularly in
Africa, with Annexes, adopted at Paris,
June 17, 1994, and signed by the United
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States on October 14, 1994. The report
of the Department of State is also en-
closed for the information of the Sen-
ate.

The purpose of the Convention is to
combat desertification and mitigate
the effects of drought on arid, semi-
arid, and dry sub-humid lands through
effective action at all levels. In par-
ticular, the Convention addresses the
fundamental causes of famine and food
insecurity in Africa, by stimulating
more effective partnership between
governments, local communities, non-
governmental organizations, and aid
donors, and by encouraging the dis-
semination of information derived
from new technology (e.g., early warn-
ing of impending drought) to farmers.

The United States has strongly sup-
ported the Convention’s innovative ap-
proach to combatting dryland degrada-
tion. I believe it will help Africans and
others to make better use of fragile re-
sources without requiring increased de-
velopment assistance. Ratification by
the United States would promote effec-
tive implementation of the Convention
and is likely to encourage similar ac-
tion by other countries whose partici-
pation would also promote effective
implementation.

United States obligations under the
Convention would be met under exist-
ing law and ongoing assistance pro-
grams.

I recommend that the Senate give
early and favorable consideration to
this Convention and its Annexes, with
the declaration described in the accom-
panying report of the Secretary of
State, and give its advice and consent
to ratification.

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.

THE WHITE HOUSE, August 2, 1996.

———
TREATIES

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate proceed
to consider the following treaties on
today’s Executive Calendar, Executive
Calendar Nos. 24 through 35; I further
ask unanimous consent that the trea-
ties be considered as having passed
through their various parliamentary
stages up to and including the presen-
tation of the resolutions of ratifica-
tion; that all committee provisos, res-
ervations understandings, et cetera, be
agreed to; that any statements in re-
gard to these treaties be inserted in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD as if read; and
that the Senate take one vote on the
resolutions of ratification to be consid-
ered as separate votes; further, that
when the resolutions of ratification are
voted upon the motion to reconsider be
laid upon the table; the President then
be notified of the Senate’s action and
that following disposition of the trea-
ties, the Senate return to legislative
session.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The treaties
will be considered to have passed
through their wvarious parliamentary
stages up to and including the presen-
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tation of the resolutions of ratifica-

tion.

The resolutions of ratification are as
follows:

TREATY WITH THE REPUBLIC OF KOREA ON MU-
TUAL LEGAL ASSISTANCE IN CRIMINAL MAT-
TERS
Resolved (two-thirds of the Senators present

concurring therein), That the Senate advise

and consent to the ratification of The Treaty

Between the United States of America and

the Republic of Korea on Mutual Legal As-

sistance in Criminal Matters, signed at

Washington on November 23, 1993, together

with a Related Exchange of Notes signed on

the same date. The Senate’s advice and con-
sent is subject to the following two provisos,
which shall not be included in the instru-
ment of ratification to be signed by the

President:

Nothing in the Treaty requires or author-
izes legislation or other action by the United
States of America that is prohibited by the
Constitution of the United States as inter-
preted by the United States.

Pursuant to the rights of the United States
under this Treaty to deny requests which
prejudice its essential public policy or inter-
est, the United States shall deny a request
for assistance when the Central Authority,
after consultation with all appropriate intel-
ligence, anti-narcotic, and foreign policy
agencies, has specific information that a sen-
ior government official who will have access
to information to be provided under this
Treaty is engaged in a felony, including the
facilitation of the production or distribution
of illegal drugs.

TREATY WITH THE UNITED KINGDOM ON MUTUAL

LEGAL ASSISTANCE IN CRIMINAL MATTERS

Resolved (two-thirds of the Senators present
concurring therein), That the Senate advise
and consent to the ratification of The Treaty
Between the Government of the United
States of America and the Government of
the United Kingdom of Great Britain and
Northern Ireland on Mutual Legal Assist-
ance in Criminal Matters, signed at Wash-
ington on January 6, 1994, together with a
Related Exchange of Notes signed the same
date. The Senate’s advice and consent is sub-
ject to the following two provisos, which
shall not be included in the instrument of
ratification to be signed by the President:

Nothing in the Treaty requires or author-
izes legislation or other action by the United
States of America that is prohibited by the
Constitution of the United States as inter-
preted by the United States.

Pursuant to the rights of the United States
under this Treaty to deny requests which
prejudice its essential public policy or inter-
est, the United States shall deny a request
for assistance when the Central Authority,
after consultation with all appropriate intel-
ligence, anti-narcotic, and foreign policy
agencies, has specific information that a sen-
ior government official who will have access
to information to be provided under this
Treaty is engaged in a felony, including the
facilitation of the production or distribution
of illegal drugs.

TREATY WITH AUSTRIA ON MUTUAL LEGAL
ASSISTANCE IN CRIMINAL MATTERS

Resolved (two-thirds of the Senators present
concurring therein), That the Senate advise
and consent to the ratification of The Treaty
Between the Government of the United
States of America and the Government of
the Republic of Austria on Mutual Legal As-
sistance in Criminal Matters, signed at Vi-
enna on February 23, 1995. The Senate’s ad-
vice and consent is subject to the following
two provisos, which shall not be included in
the instrument of ratification to be signed
by the President:
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