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The House met at 10:30 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore [Mr. EVERETT].

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
July 31, 1995.

I hereby designate the Honorable TERRY
EVERETT to act as Speaker pro tempore on
this day.

NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

MORNING BUSINESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of May 12,
1995, the Chair will now recognize
Members from lists submitted by the
majority and minority leaders for
morning hour debates.

The Chair will alternate recognition
between the parties with each party
limited to not to exceed 30 minutes and
each Member other than the majority
and minority leader limited to 5 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Oregon [Mr. WYDEN] for 5 min-
utes.

TOBACCO AND GRIDLOCK KILL

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. Speaker, | rise this
morning to talk for a few minutes
about the critically important public
health issue of keeping America’s
youngsters from beginning to smoke.
This is a public health problem that is
growing. Three thousand youngsters in
our country every day start smoking
and eventually 1,000 of those kids will
die of smoking-related illnesses. Most
importantly, this is a public health
problem that is getting worse. Last
week, we learned the tragic news based

on a study from the University of
Michigan that smoking among eighth
graders is up 30 percent in our country.

until recently, there have been two
options for dealing with all this. One
was to regulate tobacco through the
Food and Drug Administration.

Last year, | asked each of the to-
bacco executives whether they believed
nicotine was addictive. Each one of
them said, no, but they are clearly
wrong. Tobacco is addictive. It has
drug-like properties, and the evidence
is in that the Food and Drug Adminis-
tration has the legal authority to regu-
late the product.

Unfortunately, if this option is cho-
sen, if the FDA chooses to regulate to-
bacco, what will happen is the tobacco
companies will go to court, they will
sue and we will lose another generation
of our children to political gridlock
and infighting. So | and other Members
of Congress believe that it is time to
explore other options. In exploring
these options, let us try to set aside
the politics that rage about this issue
and do what is best for our children.

Some of my colleagues say that if the
FDA does not regulate tobacco, that
would be good for the South, particu-
larly Democrats in the South. Other
colleagues say that if the FDA regu-
lates tobacco, even if nothing gets
done, that will be good for the Presi-
dent because the President is taking on
tobacco.

Both of those views, in my opinion,
do a disservice to our Nation’s chil-
dren.

Tobacco Kills, but gridlock kills also.
So for that reason, | and Congressman
Rose of North Carolina have suggested
another approach. We believe it is
worth exploring the concept of the Fed-
eral Government entering into a writ-
ten, binding, legal agreement between
the tobacco companies and the Federal
Government to take dramatic, imme-
diate measures to stop young people
from smoking.

We are talking about banning vend-
ing machines from where children con-
gregate. We are discussing banning ad-
vertising targeted at young people, and
most importantly, at a time when the
Federal Government is cutting funds
from health and social services, we are
talking about the tobacco companies
putting up at least $100 million for the
States to have tough enforcement of
the laws banning sales to minors and
public education efforts to stop young
people from smoking.

Most particularly, | believe that this
agreement cannot be voluntary. It
would have to be legally binding, and if
at any point the tobacco companies
breached the agreement, then the Food
and Drug Administration would go for-
ward and regulate tobacco.

Mr. Speaker, the interests of children
has to be our top priority. If there is
more gridlock and more political in-
fighting, the tobacco companies can
surely hold off FDA regulation to the
point where President Clinton is no
longer in office. They have deep pock-
ets for lawsuits, and | know personally,
because they have taken me and one of
our colleagues, Mr. WAXMAN to court
over our efforts to make sure that the
health of our young people is pro-
tected.

Now is the time to act in the inter-
ests of our children. Tobacco Kills, but
so does gridlock. Let us act quickly to
protect our children.

ACCORD ON BOAT PEOPLE IN
DANGER OF COLLAPSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from Nebraska
[Mr. BEREUTER] is recognized during
morning business for 5 minutes.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, as the
chairman of the Asia and Pacific Sub-
committee of the House International
Relations Committee, this Member has
spoken several times regarding the
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damage done by section 2104 of H.R.
1561, the American Overseas Interests
Act, passed by this body on June 8. The
section, dealing with the issue of Indo-
chinese boat people, is causing all the
problems that this Member and others
predicted. More on that subject now.

On June 20, the Washington Post cat-
aloged the devastating impact of this
legislation in an article datelined Hong
Kong. This Member quotes.

At first, no one knew exactly why a riot
erupted at the Hong Kong refugee detention
center on May 20th. Thousands of Vietnam-
ese violently battled back with stones,
makeshift spears and anything else they
could throw, leaving 168 police officers and 73
Vietnamese injured. Refugee workers soon
got a clue as to what was happening when
they spotted some of the rioting Vietnamese
waving tiny American flags and portraits of
President Clinton.

Quoting from the Post:

The evidence became ironclad about a
week later, when 200 Vietnamese who had
volunteered to go home unexpectedly
changed their minds, just 48 hours before
their scheduled June 1st departure. They
told UN officials that they would rather wait
in Hong Kong camps until the U.S. Congress
decided on a House-passed bill providing for
the rescreening of up to 20,000 Vietnamese
refugees for possible admittance into the
United States.

This Member had predicted before
this body that this provision in H.R.
1561 would raise false expectations of
resettlement among Indochinese boat
people, causing violence in the camps
and stopping voluntary repatriation.
Unfortunately, as the Post article
amply demonstrates, this prediction
has come to pass.

Whether this ill-advised provision
ever becomes law—and the Clinton ad-
ministration has already made it clear
that this issue is among those certain
to provoke a Presidential veto—the
damage has already been done. The ar-
ticle continues, and | quote:

A carefully constructed global agreement
signed six years ago in Geneva, which laid
out a formula for screening the Vietnamese
boat people and sending home those not
deemed genuine refugees fleeing persecution,
seems in danger of collapse. And a more re-
cently agreed-upon timetable for finally re-
solving the two-decade-old “‘boat people’ cri-
sis by year’s end now looks unlikely.

A Hong Kong refugee official is
quoted in the article saying:

Like a bolt of lightening, initiatives were
taken in Congress that have thrown this pro-
gram out of gear. This provision is an
unhelpful intervention which has raised false
hopes.

The official concludes that resolving
the boat people crisis was ‘“‘not easy be-
fore Congress. It is even more difficult
now.”’

Mr. Speaker, this body must under-
stand that amendments we approve or
reject, bills we approve, laws we enact,
actions we take, and statements we
make oftentimes do have an important
and sometimes immediate impact in
the real world, outside the beltway.
The best intentions, Mr. Speaker, do
not necessarily make good legislation.
At the time this body debated this pro-
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vision and rejected the Bereuter-Obey
amendment, we had ample warning of
the dangerous situation we were creat-
ing. Despite pressure brought to bear
on them, several refugee advocacy
groups with years of experience dealing
with Indochinese refugees had already
publicly denounced the provision as
dangerous and irresponsible, as had the
United Nations High Commissioner for
Refugees, the State Department, and
many interested refugee resettlement
and host governments.

The same article continues that the
problem goes beyond Hong Kong, which
is the host of more than 22,000 Indo-
chinese asylum seekers—incidently,
more than one-half of whom come from
North Vietnam and have no claim to
refugee status based on close ties to
the United States military from the
Viet Nam era. The article quotes
UNHCR officials stating that the legis-
lation has stopped voluntary repatri-
ation at camps throughout the region—
not only in Hong Kong, but also in In-
donesia, Thailand, the Philippines, and
Malaysia.

This Member again quotes the Post.

There also has been violence elsewhere. In
Malaysia, many thousands of Vietnamese
broke through the fence around the camp on
June 5th and paraded through the streets
waving banners. Police fired tear gas to dis-
burse them, and 23 people were reported in-
jured. Violence flared again in Hong Kong on
June 7, when Vietnamese rioted, torched a
building, stole police uniforms and looted ra-
tions. Police fired 800 rounds of tear gas to
quell the disturbance. Six Vietnamese and
two police officers were injured.

Mr. Speaker, this misguided provi-
sion in H.R. 1561 was based on the view
that there were serious flaws in the
screening process by which the boat
peoples’ claims to political refugee sta-
tus were evaluated. The intent of this
provision is to force a massive
rescreening in the camps of all 40,000
camp residents to give them another
chance to demonstrate their claim to
refugee status. Many objective observ-
ers, including some refugee advocates,
reject this contention and oppose mas-
sive rescreening. Moreover, the South-
east Asian nations where the camps are
located have made it clear that they
will not countenance a lengthy
rescreening process which will delay
closure of the camps and could prompt
another refugee outflow from Vietnam.

It would be naive to think that the
screening of tens of thousands of boat
people by local officials, even though
under close supervision by the UNHCR,
could have been accomplished without
error or abuse. In fact, this Member
has requested UNHCR reconsideration
of 15 cases of Vietnamese asylum seek-
ers who would seem to have a plausible
case for refugee status. While this
Member certainly is willing to inter-
vene when specific cases of possible
error are brought to his attention, he
opposes strongly massive rescreening
of asylum seekers in the refugee
camps.

Moreover, it appears from informa-
tion provided by UNHCR and non-
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government organizations monitoring
boat people who have returned to Viet-
nam, that massive rescreening in the
camps is not necessary. These organi-
zations attest that there is no credible
evidence of persecution of returnees in
Vietnam. So why shouldn’'t the
screened out asylum seekers in the
camps return to Vietnam? Recent tes-
timony by the American nongovern-
mental organization [NGO], World Vi-
sion, concludes that screened out boat
people have been able to return to
Vietnam in safety and dignity. The
World Vision witness added that, in ad-
dition to the official UNHCR monitor-
ing, the presence of American NGO’s
throughout Vietnam has provided re-
turnees ‘“‘a number of options should
they wish to raise a question or reg-
ister a concern.”

The problem the international com-
munity now faces, however, is that the
damage caused by this legislation has
already been done. The Bereuter-Obey
amendment which would have deleted
this highly problematic section of H.R.
1561 was rejected and, as predicted by
this Member, the damage was done.
Therefore, this Member calls on all
parties: UNHCR, resettlement and first
asylum countries, Vietnam, the admin-
istration, NGO’s, and Members of Con-
gress to work out a pragmatic solution
to the current impasse. The question
we are now facing is how to get the
40,000 plus screened out asylum seekers
to return voluntarily to Vietnam.
While this Member does not have a
concrete solution to offer at this time,
it seems that some system of
reinterviewing asylum seekers after
their return to Vietnam could offer an
incentive for the boat people to return,
while at the same time maintain the
international consensus on this issue.

Mr. Speaker, this Member pledges his
support for efforts to devise concrete
and pragmatic solutions to this intrac-
table humanitarian problem which the
House by its unfortunate action helped
to create. This Member calls on other
Members of this body, including those
who disagrees with him on this legisla-
tion and supported the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. SMITH], to make a
similar pledge.

WOMEN'’S RIGHT TO VOTE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentlewoman from Colo-
rado [Mrs. SCHROEDER] is recognized
during morning business for 5 minutes.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, |
am very pleased to have this time as
we close out July to talk about what
we have to look forward to in August,
and one of the great things we have to
look forward to in August is this
stamp, this 32-cent stamp will be com-
ing out on August 26 in celebration of
women having and the right to vote for
75 years in this country.

Yes, this is really something to cele-
brate | think, and the stamp is very
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beautiful, with the Capitol in the back-
ground, suffragettes over here who
worked so hard to get that right to
vote; and it flows into modern-day
women still trying to use that vote to
move their fights forward.

This was an incredible time 75 years
ago, when you think that the fight for
the right to vote started way back
when this Republic began, with John
Adams’ wife begging to have women in-
cluded in the Constitution, and of
course they did not; and then the first
national convention in 1848 being held
in Seneca Falls where women came to-
gether and again asked for the right to
vote, and it took until 75 years ago be-
fore that really happened. Almost all
the people at the 1848 convention were
dead by the time the reality of the vote
had occurred.

But this was probably one of the
most revolutionary things that hap-
pened in American society without a
revolution. | add, without a revolution,
because there was no war to do this. It
was all done within the right to peti-
tion Government, the right of people
who couldn’t vote, but they still peti-
tioned Government for that right.

The suffragettes came to Washing-
ton. They bought a house; they lived
there constantly. They picketed by
day, and in their lovely white dresses,
they chained themselves to the White
House gate because they would not let
them in to see the President. They
would visit Senators and Congressmen
who would see them, and if they were
not in jail by night, they would go
back to the house where they had all
rented, have a piano concerto, tea, din-
ner, get up and do the same thing the
next day, over, and over, and over.

Finally, this Congress and finally all
of the States moved to ratify that.

So what happened after that? One of
the very first things that happened was
then the Congress moved to make
motherhood safe. At the time that
women were trying to get the right to
vote, more women had died in America
during childbirth, all throughout World
War |, than American soldiers had died
in Europe in World War 1. Childbirth
was very risky and yet the Congress
was spending more money on hog chol-
era than they were spending on mater-
nal child care and infant child care.

So they immediately got those prior-
ities shifted, and today we see child-
birth as something that people do not
worry about having a huge high mor-
tality rate from.

I think that as we celebrate this
stamp, and there will be celebrations
all throughout America, and heaven
help us if we do not see more of these
stamps purchased than the Marilyn
Monroe stamp. | don’t know what that
will say about America, but let us hope
that people get these and they talk
about that long history and they talk
about what a difference women’s vote
can make and have made many a time.

And | hope if we keep seeing what
this extreme new group, the new Re-
publicans, and doing to women as they
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have taken over the Congress, | hope
women come out one more time and
use that vote to straighten it out.

Women still do not get equal pay in
this country. They are now getting 72
cents for every dollar a man gets in the
same job, and yet nobody gives them
that kind of discount on their rent or
their food or their public utility bills
or anything else. So they are still not
getting equal pay, and we are seeing
this Congress roll back thing after
thing after thing that has affected
women.

They have undone Title IX. That is
the one that says, in the schools, if
they get public funding, they must give
women the same opportunity they give
men. That may sound irrelevant to a
lot of young women today, but when I
was growing up, believe me, it was very
relevant. We had none of the gym privi-
leges. | was one person who wanted to
be an aerodynamic engineer and, of
course, the gates were closed, locked
and everything else.

There was no way. It was either, get
into liberal arts or get out, and there
were many other instances of that.

The Federal Government made a
huge difference in that and now we see
them trying to roll that back. They are
trying to roll back student loans. They
are rolling back the choice issue all
across the board.

Last week in this Congress, we even
had a vote saying that women who are
incarcerated in prison, even if they
were cocaine addicts, could not have an
abortion. That is crazy.

So as we get ready to celebrate this,
I hope women not only celebrate the
stamp, not only know they have the
vote. They now, after 75 years, learn
how to use the vote and get more re-
spect from this Congress.

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. There
being no further requests for morning
business, pursuant to clause 12, rule I,
the House will stand in recess until 12
noon.

Accordingly (at 10 o’clock and 48
minutes a.m.) the House stood in recess
until 12 noon.

O 1200

AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. EVERETT) at 12 noon.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Rev. James David
Ford, D.D., offered the following pray-
er:

We give thanks, gracious God, for the
awesome miracles of life, miracles that
brighten our world, enrich our lives
and testify to Your glory. We are
grateful that Your spirit of creation
and renewal breaks into history and
proclaims to us the riches of Your
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grace and even the very purpose for our
existence. Bless us, O God, and all Your
people and may we be alert to the mir-
acles that bring new life into being and
are a witness every day to Your abid-
ing grace. This is our earnest prayer.
Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Ev-
ERETT). The Chair has examined the
Journal of the last day’s proceedings
and announces to the House his ap-
proval thereof.

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

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. MONT-
GOMERY] come forward and lead the
House in the Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. MONTGOMERY led the Pledge of
Allegiance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate had passed
with amendments in which the concur-
rence of the House is requested, a bill
of the House of the following title:

H.R. 1817. An act making appropriations
for military construction, family housing,
and base realignment and closure for the De-
partment of Defense for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 1996, and for other pur-
poses.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendments to
the bill (H.R. 1817 ““An Act making ap-
propriations for military construction,
family housing, and base realignment
and closure for the Department of De-
fense for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1996, and for other pur-
poses,”” requests a conference with the
House on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses thereon, and appoints Mr.
BURNS, Mr. STEVENS, Mr. SHELBY, Mr.
GREGG, Mr. REID, Mr. INOUYE, and Mr.
BYRD, to be the conferees on the part of
the Senate.

IT IS TIME TO END GOVERNMENT
BUREAUCRACY AS WE KNOW IT

(Mr. FUNDERBURK asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. FUNDERBURK. Mr. Speaker,
wherever | go in my district | hear the
same thing over and over: Uncle Sam is
out of control. Regulations are choking
the life out of our farmers, bankers,
and small businessmen. Agents, regu-
lators, and bureaucrats are crawling all
over eastern North Carolina, hounding
and penalizing hard-working people
who want nothing more than to be left
alone by their Government.
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Look at what OSHA has done to a
small but vital industry in America—
roofing. OSHA bureaucrats most of
whom have never been out of a class-
room can put a small roofing company
out of business, if it catches a roofer
smoking or chewing gum. OSHA says
contractors must provide employees
with AIDS exposure training and in-
struct employees on the hazards of
such dangerous chemicals as chalk,
lumber, and dishwashing detergent.
OSHA even says contractors have to
label tar filled roofing kettles, ‘““hot.”
Can you see why OSHA is draining this
industry of millions of dollars and
thousands of jobs.

Mr. Speaker, the American people
are fed up. They have had enough of
bureaucrats with no grasp of reality
and no sympathy for the very people
who make America work. Mr. Speaker,
isn’t it time to end Government bu-
reaucracy as we know it.

WE MUST LEARN FROM PAST
ENVIRONMENTAL HISTORY

(Mrs. SCHROEDER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, |
was very pleased when this House last
week passed the very important
Stokes-Boehlert amendment, which did
not undo all of the environmental regu-
lations.

There is a reason for environmental
regulations. I am sending to every
Member a copy of the August Discover
magazine. It is about the last days of
Easter Island. | totally believe that if
we do not learn from history, we are
condemned to repeat it. Scientists now,
by taking core samples from Easter Is-
land, have been able to document what
happened there. As they pointed out, in
just a few centuries they can tell that
the people of Easter Island wiped out
their forest, drove their plants and ani-
mals to extinction, and saw their com-
plex society break down into chaos and
cannibalism.

It is a very important lesson for all
of us on Planet Earth that we do not
become an Easter Island “‘wannabe.” If
we do not learn from history we are
condemned to repeat it. | hope all of
my colleagues will have time to look
at this over the break, and that we cer-
tainly do not undo the progress we
made last week by realizing how im-
portant some of these environmental
gains can be.

THE MEDICARE TRUSTEES RE-
PORT: A DOCUMENT THAT DEMO-
CRATS WANT TO HIDE FROM
THE AMERICAN PEOPLE

(Mrs. SEASTRAND asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. SEASTRAND. Mr. Speaker, it is
a mystery that the Democrats would
want to hide the truth about Medicare.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

They come to the floor and they are
literally dripping with concern over
Medicare. But they never mention
this—the Medicare Trustees Report.

This is the report by the Medicare
Board of Trustees. The board is
charged with overseeing the financial
condition of Medicare, and every year
they file a report. This report is like a
prospectus that a company is required
by law to give to their shareholders.

Mr. Speaker, | think that every
American, especially seniors, should
have a copy of this report. They should
call their Members of Congress at 202-
224-3121.

Mr. Speaker, the American people
need to learn the truth about Medicare.
They need to read for themselves what
the Trustees say about the financial
condition of their program. They need
to read for themselves what the Demo-
crats do not want them to read.

LABOR-HHS APPROPRIATIONS
BILL, COULD SEVERELY CUR-
TAIL CITIZENS’ RIGHTS

(Mr. MENENDEZ asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, all
Americans need to be aware that the
upcoming Labor-HHS appropriations
bill could severely curtail their rights
to lobby their elected officials, and si-
lence the voice of a majority of Ameri-
cans.

The bill limits the amount of private
money that Federal grantees may use
to lobby, arguing that money is fun-
gible. In other words, the Federal
money makes it possible for grantees
to use more of their own money to
lobby. That argument is not enough to
warrant these unprecedented restric-
tions of our first amendment rights.

Meanwhile, Americans have seen
countless newspaper stories about tax-
exempt groups paying to fly politicians
around the country, for political adver-
tising, or promoting their political
agendas—and all this lobbying goes on
tax free.

I will be offering an amendment that
will end this skirting of the law. Any
politician accepting tax-exempt dollars
to promote his political agenda loses
his Federal salary. That is lobbying re-
form with teeth.

Let us not silence voices of average
Americans and their organizations, and
let the high and mighty take a free
ride on tax exemptions.

Since the issue is the fungibility of
money, we must consider all fungible
Government benefits. When we vote on
the Labor-HHS appropriations bill, let
us look at the whole problem.

PERMISSION FOR SUNDRY COM-
MITTEES AND THEIR SUB-
COMMITTEES TO SIT TODAY
DURING 5-MINUTE RULE

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that the following
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committees and their subcommittees
be permitted to sit today while the
House is meeting in the Committee of
the Whole House under the 5-minute
rule: The Committee on Government
Reform and Oversight, the Committee
on International Relations, and the
Committee on the Judiciary.

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

There was no objection.

ILLINOIS LAND CONSERVATION
ACT OF 1995

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on National Security and the Com-
mittee on Commerce be discharged
from further consideration of the bill
(H.R. 714), to establish the Midewin Na-
tional Tallgrass Prairie in the State of
Illinois, and for other purposes, and
ask for its immediate consideration in
the House.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

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

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, re-
serving the right to object, and | will
not object, | yield to the gentleman
from Missouri [Mr. EMERSON] for the
purpose of explanation.

(Mr. EMERSON asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, H.R. 714
would establish a tall grass prairie in
the former Joliet Arsenal. Also, this
legislation would set aside portions of
the land for a landfill, portions for eco-
nomic development, and also a section
4(a) national cemetery.

Mr. Speaker, further reserving the
right to object, | yield to the gen-
tleman from lllinois [Mr. WELLER].

(Mr. WELLER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WELLER. My Speaker, | would
like to speak briefly about the impor-
tance of this legislation, H.R. 714, the
Illinois Land Conservation Act, which
has overwhelming bipartisan support
from Members on both the Republican
and Democrat side of the aisle. This is
an innovative land reuse plan which
was developed by a citizens planning
commission, appointed under the direc-
tion of my predecessor, former Con-
gressman George Sangmeister, resulted
from thousands of hours of volunteer
time from leaders in conservation, vet-
erans’ organizations, business and
labor, educators, and many civic orga-
nizations.

Briefly, the Joliet Army Ammunition
Plant, commonly referred to as the Jo-
liet Arsenal, was declared excess Fed-
eral property in April 1993. A local citi-
zens commission developed a plan for
reuse of the site, which is encompassed
in my legislation.

The plan has received broad-based
support from Illinois’ major media,
citizens organizations, veterans’
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groups, business, labor, conservation,
and educators. The plan includes trans-
ferring 19,000 acres to the National For-
est Service for creation of the Midewin
National Tall Grass Prairie. The plan
also includes a veterans’ cemetery,
which will occupy just under 1,000 acres
on the arsenal property.

There are also two sites, for a total
of 3,000 acres, to be used for the pur-
pose of economic development and job
creation, and finally 455 acres will be
used for a local landfill.

Since this bill’s introduction, | have
worked closely with all the agencies
involved and have made changes in the
legislation to reflect issues that they
have had concerns with. This is biparti-
san legislation supported by the Gov-
ernor of the State of Illinois, Repub-
licans and Democrats in the Illinois
delegation, and a large number of vet-
erans, conservation, environment, busi-
ness and labor, and private organiza-
tions.

Clearly, H.R. 714 is a win-win-win for
taxpayers, conservation veterans, and
working men and women. | ask for and
urge the bill’s immediate passage with
bipartisan support.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong
support of the bill offered by the gentleman
from lllinois.

H.R. 714, the bill that would establish the
Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie at the
former Joliet Arsenal, is an excellent piece of
legislation that can serve as a model for other
communities with closed military bases.

| am proud to say that | was there at the be-
ginning, when the concept of turning an aban-
doned TNT factory into a multi-purpose site for
the benefit of the 8 million Chicago-area resi-
dents was first conceived. | enjoyed working
with  our  former  colleague, George
Sangmeister, during the 103d Congress and |
have equally enjoyed working with his succes-
sor, the distinguished gentleman from Joliet.

Located less than 50 miles from the Ninth
District, the Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie
will offer my constituents unparalleled preser-
vation and recreational opportunities.

The Joliet Arsenal is a treasury trove of rare
and endangered species—so unique in the
urban sprawl of northern lllinois. Sixteen State
endangered species, 108 different birds, 40
types of fish, and 348 native plant species can
all be found on the arsenal property.

In addition, the arsenal site contains the sin-
gle largest tallgrass ecosystem east of the
Mississippi River, and the only grassland of
this size in unfragmented, single ownership. It
is also important to note that the arsenal is ad-
jacent to other reserves and when all of that
open space is combined, it creates the biggest
prairie in the eastern United States.

We have so few opportunities in lllinois to
preserve original, intact ecosystems. Most of
our land has either been consumed by ever-
growing cities and suburbs or is being farmed.
There are very few natural areas in our State;
a forest preserve here, a park there, but not
nearly enough to satisfy our most minimal
needs.

That is why acquiring the Joliet Arsenal and
creating a tallgrass prairie is a once-in-a-life-
time opportunity. We will never have this
chance again. If we do not act now to protect
this valuable site, it could be lost forever.
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This is a bipartisan bill, supported by a large
and diverse group, including the Republican
Governor of lllinois, the Democratic mayor of
Chicago, the Forest Service, and every major
environmental organization.

There have been many people who have
helped make this project a reality, but | want
to give special recognition to Dr. Fran Harty at
the lllinois Department of Conservation and
Dr. Larry Strich and his colleagues at the
Shawnee National Forest for their extraor-
dinary efforts to make the arsenal a tallgrass
prairie.

| also want to commend the Forest Service
for their leadership in this matter. After other
agencies dragged their feet on acquiring the
Joliet Arsenal, the Forest Service enthusiasti-
cally entered the process. Their can-do spirit
toward the arsenal is laudable and | want to
express my sincere thanks to them for being
SO cooperative on a project that is important to
me and my constituents. | hope to continue
working with the Service in the future to se-
cure adequate funding for the Midewin Na-
tional Tallgrass Prairie.

The cooperation extended by the Forest
Service is just one piece of the unique public-
private partnership that formed to preserve the
Joliet Arsenal. This is truly a national model of
how closed military bases can be converted to
productive civilian use and of how local com-
munities can work with the Federal Govern-
ment to ensure that these old bases are de-
veloped to benefit everyone.

There are hundreds of military installations
across the Nation that have been closed by
the Base Closure Commission. The Federal
Government must decide what to do with
these old bases.

We've seen the negative impacts that clos-
ing military bases can have on local commu-
nities. But if we follow the example of the Jo-
liet Arsenal and let the local community decide
how best to use the closed facility and have
the Federal Government assist that locale, a
closing military base need not destroy a strug-
gling community.

| think it would be wise for the Pentagon to
study the Joliet Arsenal model and to imple-
ment it at other facilities slated for closure.

This bill is good for the people of lllinois and
clearly good for the Nation, and | urge my col-
leagues to support it.

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
support of H.R. 714, the lllinois Land Con-
servation Act. H.R. 714 is nearly identical to
H.R. 4946 that was introduced in the 103d
Congress by Congressman Sangmeister. H.R.
4946 was passed by unanimous consent in
the House after being discharged by the Agri-
culture Committee at the very end of the ses-
sion. The Senate took no action on the bill be-
fore adjournment.

H.R. 714, introduced by Congressman
WELLER, establishes the Midewin Tallgrass
Prairie by initially transferring approximately
16,000 acres currently held by the Department
of the Army to the Department of Agriculture.
Another 3,000 acres will be transferred when
the Department of the Army completes an en-
vironmental cleanup on the site. Provision is
made for the continued responsibility of clean-
up of hazardous wastes by the Department of
the Army. The bill also provides for the trans-
fer of approximately 910 acres to the Depart-
ment of Veterans' Affairs and the establish-
ment of a National Cemetery on the site to be
administered by the Secretary of Veterans Af-
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fairs. Additionally the bill provides for transfer
to the county of approximately 425 acres to be
operated as a landfill and approximately 3,000
acres to the State of lllinois to be used for
economic development. The U.S. Forest Serv-
ice is supportive of the legislation before us
today.

Mr. Speaker, an amendment that will be of-
fered to modify the language regarding special
use permits is supported by the U.S. Forest
Service. | ask that a letter from U.S. Forest
Service Chief Jack Ward Thomas, acknowl-
edging the new language’s consistency with
current U.S. Forest Service management prac-
tices, be included in the RECORD.

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
Washington, DC, July 28, 1995.
Hon. PAT ROBERTS,
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: This is to confirm
discussions my staff have had with members
of your staff regarding language contained in
a draft Agriculture Committee version of
H.R. 714, the “‘lllinois Conservation Act of
1995.”

John Hogan, counsel to the Committee,
has told my staff that a proposed amend-
ment may be offered on the House floor to
strike two sentences in subsection 105(b)(2).
The referenced subsection refers to the issu-
ance by the Secretary of Agriculture of spe-
cial use authorizations for agricultural pur-
poses, including livestock grazing. The pro-
posed amendment would strike the second
and third complete sentences in that sub-
section, specifically: ““Such special use au-
thorization shall require payment of a rental
fee, in advance, that is based on the fair mar-
ket value of the use allowed. Fair market
value shall be determined by appraisal or a
competitive bidding process.”

It is our understanding that the proposed
deletion of those two sentences is intended
to avoid any confusion between the use pro-
visions of this bill and the ongoing legisla-
tive debate over grazing fees in the Western
States. Mr. Hogan asked our opinion as to
what effect the deletion of these two sen-
tences would have on management of the
Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie.

The proposed deletion of the referenced
sentence would have no practical effect on
management of the Prairie. The Forest Serv-
ice will utilize the same general terms and
conditions for agricultural leasing as was
utilized by the Army, including competitive
bidding for farming and leasing rights. This
system has worked well for the Army and we
plan to continue it. And, we note, the system
is consistent with general Forest Service
management practices throughout the East-
ern United States.

If we can provide additional information,
please do not hesitate to ask.

JACK WARD THOMAS,
Chief.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the gentleman for his expla-
nation, and urge passage of the bill.

Mr. Speaker, | withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

H.R. 714

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE AND TABLE OF CON-

TENTS.
(@) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the ““Illinois Land Conservation Act of 1995”.
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(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents for this Act is as follows:

Sec. 1. Short title and table of contents.

Sec. 2. Definitions.

TITLE I—CONVERSION OF JOLIET ARMY
AMMUNITION PLANT TO MIDEWIN NA-
TIONAL TALLGRASS PRAIRIE

Sec. 101. Principles of transfer.

Sec. 102. Transfer of management responsibil-
ities and jurisdiction over Arse-
nal.

Continuation of responsibility and li-
ability of Secretary of the Army
for environmental cleanup.

Establishment and administration of
Midewin National Tallgrass Prai-
rie.

Sec. 105. Special management requirements for
Midewin National Tallgrass Prai-
rie.

Sec. 106. Special disposal rules for certain Arse-
nal parcels intended for MNP.

TITLE 1I—OTHER REAL PROPERTY DIS-
POSALS INVOLVING JOLIET ARMY AM-
MUNITION PLANT

Sec. 201. Disposal of certain real property at
Arsenal for a national cemetery.

Sec. 202. Disposal of certain real property at
Arsenal for a county landfill.

Sec. 203. Disposal of certain real property at
Arsenal for economic develop-
ment.

TITLE 11I—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS

Sec. 301. Degree of environmental cleanup.

SEC. 2. DEFINITIONS.

For purposes of this Act:

(1) The term ‘““Administrator’” means the Ad-
ministrator of the United States Environmental
Protection Agency.

(2) The term ‘‘agricultural purposes’” means
the use of land for row crops, pasture, hay, and
grazing.

(3) The term ““Arsenal’” means the Joliet Army
Ammunition Plant located in the State of Illi-
nois.

(4) The acronym ““CERCLA’ means the Com-
prehensive Environmental Response, Compensa-
tion, and Liability Act of 1980 (42 U.S.C. 9601 et
seq.).

((]53 The term ““Defense Environmental Restora-

tion Program’ means the program of environ-

mental restoration for defense installations es-
tablished by the Secretary of Defense under sec-
tion 2701 of title 10, United States Code.

(6) The term “‘environmental law’ means all
applicable Federal, State, and local laws, regu-
lations, and requirements related to protection
of human health, natural and cultural re-
sources, or the environment, including
CERCLA, the Solid Waste Disposal Act (42
U.S.C. 6901 et seq.), the Federal Water Pollution
Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq.), the Clean
Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq.), the Federal In-
secticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act (7
U.S.C. 136 et seq.), the Toxic Substances Control
Act (15 U.S.C. 2601 et seq.), and the Safe Drink-
ing Water Act (42 U.S.C. 300f et seq.).

(7) The term ‘“‘hazardous substance’ has the
meaning given such term by section 101(14) of
CERCLA (42 U.S.C. 9601(14)).

(8) The abbreviation ‘MNP’ means the
Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie established
pursuant to section 104 and managed as a part
of the National Forest System.

(9) The term ‘“‘national cemetery’” means a
cemetery established and operated as part of the
National Cemetery System of the Department of
Veterans Affairs and subject to the provisions of
chapter 24 of title 38, United States Code.

(10) The term “‘person’’ has the meaning given
such term by section 101(21) of CERCLA (42
U.S.C. 9601(21)).

(11) The term “‘pollutant or contaminant’ has
the meaning given such term by section 101(33)
of CERCLA (42 U.S.C. 9601(33)).

(12) The term “‘release’ has the meaning given
such term by section 101(22) of CERCLA (42
U.S.C. 9601(22)).

Sec. 103.

Sec. 104.
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(13) The term ‘‘response action” has the
meaning given the term ‘‘response’” by section
101(25) of CERCLA (42 U.S.C. 9601(25)).

TITLE I—CONVERSION OF JOLIET ARMY
AMMUNITION PLANT TO MIDEWIN NA-
TIONAL TALLGRASS PRAIRIE

SEC. 101. PRINCIPLES OF TRANSFER.

(a) LAND USE PLAN.—The Congress ratifies in
principle the proposals generally identified by
the land use plan which was developed by the
Joliet Arsenal Citizen Planning Commission and
unanimously approved on May 30, 1995.

(b) TRANSFER WITHOUT REIMBURSEMENT.—
The area constituting the Midewin National
Tallgrass Prairie shall be transferred, without
reimbursement, to the Secretary of Agriculture.

(c) MANAGEMENT OF MNP.—Management by
the Secretary of Agriculture of those portions of
the Arsenal transferred to the Secretary under
this Act shall be in accordance with sections 104
and 105 regarding the Midewin National
Tallgrass Prairie.

(d) SECURITY MEASURES.—The Secretary of
the Army and the Secretary of Agriculture shall
each provide and maintain physical and other
security measures on such portion of the Arse-
nal as is under the administrative jurisdiction of
such Secretary. Such security measures (which
may include fences and natural barriers) shall
include measures to prevent members of the pub-
lic from gaining unauthorized access to such
portions of the Arsenal as are under the admin-
istrative jurisdiction of such Secretary and that
may endanger health or safety.

(e) COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS.—The Sec-
retary of the Army, the Secretary of Agriculture,
and the Administrator are individually and col-
lectively authorized to enter into cooperative
agreements and memoranda of understanding
among each other and with other affected Fed-
eral agencies, State and local governments, pri-
vate organizations, and corporations to carry
out the purposes for which the Midewin Na-
tional Tallgrass Prairie is established.

(f) INTERIM ACTIVITIES OF THE SECRETARY OF
AGRICULTURE.—Prior to transfer and subject to
such reasonable terms and conditions as the
Secretary of the Army may prescribe, the Sec-
retary of Agriculture may enter upon the Arse-
nal property for purposes related to planning,
resource inventory, fish and wildlife habitat ma-
nipulation (which may include prescribed burn-
ing), and other such activities consistent with
the purposes for which the Midewin National
Tallgrass Prairie is established.

SEC. 102. TRANSFER OF MANAGEMENT RESPON-

SIBILITIES AND JURISDICTION OVER
ARSENAL.

(a) INITIAL TRANSFER OF JURISDICTION.—
Within 6 months after the date of the enactment
of this Act, the Secretary of the Army shall ef-
fect the transfer of those portions of the Arsenal
property identified for transfer to the Secretary
of Agriculture pursuant to subsection (d). The
Secretary of the Army shall transfer to the Sec-
retary of Agriculture only those portions of the
Arsenal for which the Secretary of the Army
and the Administrator concur that no further
action is required under any environmental law
and which therefore have been eliminated from
the areas to be further studied pursuant to the
Defense Environmental Restoration Program for
the Arsenal. Within 4 months after the date of
the enactment of this Act, the Secretary of the
Army and the Administrator shall provide to the
Secretary of Agriculture all existing documenta-
tion supporting such finding and all existing in-
formation relating to the environmental condi-
tions of the portions of the Arsenal to be trans-
ferred to the Secretary of Agriculture pursuant
to this subsection.

(b) ADDITIONAL TRANSFERS.—The Secretary of
the Army shall transfer to the Secretary of Agri-
culture in accordance with section 106(c) any
portion of the property generally identified in
subsection (d) and not transferred under sub-
section (a) after the Secretary of the Army and
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the Administrator concur that no further action
is required at that portion of property under
any environmental law and that such portion is
therefore eliminated from the areas to be further
studied pursuant to the Defense Environmental
Restoration Program for the Arsenal. At least 2
months before any transfer under this sub-
section, the Secretary of the Army and the Ad-
ministrator shall provide to the Secretary of Ag-
riculture all existing documentation supporting
such finding and all existing information relat-
ing to the environmental conditions of the por-
tion of the Arsenal to be transferred. Transfer of
jurisdiction pursuant to this subsection may be
accomplished on a parcel-by-parcel basis.

(c) EFFECT ON CONTINUED RESPONSIBILITIES
AND LIABILITY OF SECRETARY OF THE ARMY.—
Subsections (a) and (b), and their requirements,
shall not in any way affect the responsibilities
and liabilities of the Secretary of the Army spec-
ified in section 103.

(d) IDENTIFICATION OF PORTIONS FOR TRANS-
FER FOR MNP.—The lands to be transferred to
the Secretary of Agriculture under subsections
(a) and (b) shall be identified on a map or maps
which shall be agreed to by the Secretary of the
Army and the Secretary of Agriculture. Gen-
erally, the land to be transferred to the Sec-
retary of Agriculture shall be all the real prop-
erty and improvements comprising the Arsenal,
except for lands and facilities described in sub-
section (e) or designated for disposal under sec-
tion 106 or title I1.

(e) PROPERTY USED FOR ENVIRONMENTAL
CLEANUP.—

(1) RETENTION.—The Secretary of the Army
shall retain jurisdiction, authority, and control
over real property at the Arsenal to be used
for—

(A) water treatment;

(B) the treatment, storage, or disposal of any
hazardous substance, pollutant or contaminant,
hazardous material, or petroleum products or
their derivatives;

(C) other purposes related to any response ac-
tion at the Arsenal; and

(D) other actions required at the Arsenal
under any environmental law to remediate con-
tamination or conditions of noncompliance with
any environmental law.

(2) CONDITIONS.—The Secretary of the Army
shall consult with the Secretary of Agriculture
regarding the identification and management of
the real property retained under this subsection
and ensure that activities carried out on that
property are consistent, to the extent prac-
ticable, with the purposes for which the
Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie is estab-
lished, as specified in section 104(c), and with
the other provisions of such section and section
105.

(3) PRIORITY OF RESPONSE ACTIONS.—In the
case of any conflict between management of the
property by the Secretary of Agriculture and
any response action, or any other action re-
quired under any other environmental law, in-
cluding actions to remediate petroleum products
of their derivatives, the response action or other
action shall take priority.

(f) SURVEYS.—AIl costs of necessary surveys
for the transfer of jurisdiction of Arsenal prop-
erty from the Secretary of the Army to the Sec-
retary of Agriculture shall be borne by the Sec-
retary of Agriculture.

SEC. 103. CONTINUATION OF RESPONSIBILITY
AND LIABILITY OF SECRETARY OF
THE ARMY FOR ENVIRONMENTAL
CLEANUP.

(a) RESPONSIBILITY.—The liabilities and re-
sponsibilities of the Secretary of the Army under
any environmental law shall not transfer under
any circumstances to the Secretary of Agri-
culture as a result of the property transfers
made under section 102 or section 106, or as a re-
sult of interim activities of the Secretary of Agri-
culture on Arsenal property under section
101(f). With respect to the real property at the
Arsenal, the Secretary of the Army shall remain
liable for and continue to carry out—
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(1) all response actions required under
CERCLA at or related to the property;

(2) all remediation actions required under any
other environmental law at or related to the
property; and

(3) all actions required under any other envi-
ronmental law to remediate petroleum products
or their derivatives (including motor oil and
aviation fuel) at or related to the property.

(b) LIABILITY.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Nothing in this Act shall be
construed to effect, modify, amend, repeal, alter,
limit or otherwise change, directly or indirectly,
the responsibilities or liabilities under any envi-
ronmental law of any person (including the Sec-
retary of Agriculture), except as provided in
paragraph (3) with respect to the Secretary of
Agriculture.

(2) LIABILITY OF SECRETARY OF THE ARMY.—
The Secretary of the Army shall retain any obli-
gation or other liability at the Arsenal that the
Secretary may have under CERCLA and other
environmental laws. Following transfer of any
portions of the Arsenal pursuant to this Act, the
Secretary of the Army shall be accorded all
easements and access to such property as may
be reasonably required to carry out such obliga-
tion or satisfy such liability.

(3) SPECIAL RULES FOR SECRETARY OF AGRI-
CULTURE.—The Secretary of Agriculture shall
not be responsible or liable under any environ-
mental law for matters which are in any way re-
lated directly or indirectly to activities of the
Secretary of the Army, or any party acting
under the authority of the Secretary in connec-
tion with the Defense Environmental Restora-
tion Program, at the Arsenal and which are for
any of the following:

(A) Costs of response actions required under
CERCLA at or related to the Arsenal.

(B) Costs, penalties, or fines related to non-
compliance with any environmental law at or
related to the Arsenal or related to the presence,
release, or threat of release of any hazardous
substance, pollutant, contaminant, hazardous
waste or hazardous material of any kind at or
related to the Arsenal, including contamination
resulting from migration of hazardous sub-
stances, pollutants, contaminants, hazardous
materials, or petroleum products or their deriva-
tives disposed during activities of the Depart-
ment of the Army.

(C) Costs of actions necessary to remedy such
noncompliance or other problem specified in
subparagraph (B).

(c) PAYMENT OF RESPONSE ACTION COSTS.—
Any Federal department or agency that had or
has operations at the Arsenal resulting in the
release or threatened release of hazardous sub-
stances, pollutants, or contaminants shall pay
the cost of related response actions, or related
actions under other environmental laws, includ-
ing actions to remediate petroleum products or
their derivatives.

(d) CONSULTATION.—The Secretary of Agri-
culture shall consult with the Secretary of the
Army with respect to the Secretary of Agri-
culture’s management of real property included
in the Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie sub-
ject to any response action or other action at
the Arsenal being carried out by or under the
authority of the Secretary of the Army under
any environmental law. The Secretary of Agri-
culture shall consult with the Secretary of the
Army prior to undertaking any activities on the
Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie that may
disturb the property to ensure that such activi-
ties will not exacerbate contamination problems
or interfere with performance by the Secretary
of the Army of response actions at the property.
In carrying out response actions at the Arsenal,
the Secretary of the Army shall consult with the
Secretary of Agriculture to ensure that such ac-
tions are carried out in a manner consistent
with the purposes for which the Midewin Na-
tional Tallgrass Prairie is established, as speci-
fied in section 104(c), and the other provisions of
such section and section 105.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

SEC. 104. ESTABLISHMENT AND ADMINISTRATION
OF MIDEWIN NATIONAL TALLGRASS
PRAIRIE.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—On the effective date of
the initial transfer of jurisdiction of portions of
the Arsenal to the Secretary of Agriculture
under section 102(a), the Secretary of Agri-
culture shall establish the Midewin National
Tallgrass Prairie. The MNP shall—

(1) be administered by the Secretary of Agri-
culture; and

(2) consist of the real property so transferred
and such other portions of the Arsenal subse-
quently transferred under section 102(b) or 106.

(b) ADMINISTRATION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Agriculture
shall manage the Midewin National Tallgrass
Prairie as a part of the National Forest System
in accordance with this Act and the laws, rules,
and regulations pertaining to the National For-
est System, except that the Bankhead-Jones
Farm Tenant Act of 1937 (7 U.S.C. 1010-1012)
shall not apply to the MNP.

(2) INITIAL MANAGEMENT ACTIVITIES.—In order
to expedite the administration and public use of
the Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie, the Sec-
retary of Agriculture may conduct management
activities at the MNP to effectuate the purposes
for which the MNP is established, as set forth in
subsection (c), in advance of the development of
a land and resource management plan for the
MNP.

(3) LAND AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN.—
In developing a land and resource management
plan for the Midewin National Tallgrass Prai-
rie, the Secretary of Agriculture shall consult
with the Illinois Department of Conservation
and local governments adjacent to the MNP and
provide an opportunity for public comment. Any
parcel transferred to the Secretary of Agri-
culture under this Act after the development of
a land and resource management plan for the
MNP may be managed in accordance with such
plan without need for an amendment to the
plan.

(c) PURPOSES OF THE MIDEWIN NATIONAL
TALLGRASS PRAIRIE.—The Midewin National
Tallgrass Prairie is established to be managed
for National Forest System purposes, including
the following:

(1) To manage the land and water resources of
the MNP in a manner that will conserve and en-
hance the native populations and habitats of
fish, wildlife, and plants.

(2) To provide opportunities for scientific, en-
vironmental, and land use education and re-
search.

(3) To allow the continuation of agricultural
uses of lands within the MNP consistent with
section 105(b).

(4) To provide a variety of recreation opportu-
nities that are not inconsistent with the preced-
ing purposes.

(d) OTHER LAND ACQUISITION FOR MNP.—

(1) LAND ACQUISITION FUNDS.—Notwithstand-
ing section 7 of the Land and Water Conserva-
tion Fund Act of 1965 (16 U.S.C. 4601-9), monies
appropriated from the Land and Water Con-
servation Fund established under section 2 of
such Act (16 U.S.C. 460I-5) shall be available for
acquisition of lands and interests in land for in-
clusion in the Midewin National Tallgrass Prai-
rie.

(2) ACQUISITION OF PRIVATE LANDS.—Acquisi-
tion of private lands for inclusion in the
Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie shall be on
a willing seller basis only.

(e) COOPERATION WITH STATES, LOCAL Gov-
ERNMENTS AND OTHER ENTITIES.—In the man-
agement of the Midewin National Tallgrass
Prairie, the Secretary of Agriculture is author-
ized and encouraged to cooperate with appro-
priate Federal, State and local governmental
agencies, private organizations and corpora-
tions. Such cooperation may include cooperative
agreements as well as the exercise of the existing
authorities of the Secretary under the Coopera-
tive Forestry Assistance Act of 1978 and the For-
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est and Rangeland Renewable Resources Re-
search Act of 1978. The objects of such coopera-
tion may include public education, land and re-
source protection, and cooperative management
among government, corporate and private land-
owners in a manner which furthers the purposes
for which the Midewin National Tallgrass Prai-
rie is established.
SEC. 105. SPECIAL MANAGEMENT REQUIREMENTS
FOR MIDEWIN NATIONAL TALLGRASS
PRAIRIE.

(a) PROHIBITION AGAINST THE CONSTRUCTION
OF NEW THROUGH ROADS.—No new construction
of any highway, public road, or any part of the
interstate system, whether Federal, State, or
local, shall be permitted through or across any
portion of the Midewin National Tallgrass Prai-
rie. Nothing herein shall preclude construction
and maintenance of roads for use within the
MNP, or the granting of authorizations for util-
ity rights-of-way under applicable Federal law,
or preclude such access as is necessary. Nothing
herein shall preclude necessary access by the
Secretary of the Army for purposes of restora-
tion and cleanup as provided in this Act.

(b) AGRICULTURAL LEASES AND SPECIAL USE
AUTHORIZATIONS.—Within the Midewin Na-
tional Tallgrass Prairie, use of the lands for ag-
ricultural purposes shall be permitted subject to
the following terms and conditions:

(1) If at the time of transfer of jurisdiction
under section 102 there exists any lease issued
by the Department of the Army, Department of
Defense, or any other agency thereof, for agri-
cultural purposes upon the parcel transferred,
the Secretary of Agriculture, upon transfer of
jurisdiction, shall convert the lease to a special
use authorization, the terms of which shall be
identical in substance to the lease that existed
prior to the transfer, including the expiration
date and any payments owed the United States.

(2) The Secretary of Agriculture may issue
special use authorizations to persons for use of
the Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie for agri-
cultural purposes. Such special use authoriza-
tions shall require payment of a rental fee, in
advance, that is based on the fair market value
of the use allowed. Fair market value shall be
determined by appraisal or a competitive bid-
ding process. Special use authorizations issued
pursuant to this paragraph shall include terms
and conditions as the Secretary of Agriculture
may deem appropriate.

(3) No agricultural special use authorization
shall be issued for agricultural purposes which
has a term extending beyond the date twenty
years from the date of enactment of this Act, ex-
cept that nothing in this Act shall preclude the
Secretary of Agriculture from issuing agricul-
tural special use authorizations or grazing per-
mits which are effective after twenty years from
the date of enactment of this Act for purposes
primarily related to erosion control, provision
for food and habitat for fish and wildlife, or
other resource management activities consistent
with the purposes of the Midewin National
Tallgrass Prairie.

(c) TREATMENT OF RENTAL FEES.—Monies re-
ceived pursuant to subsection (b) shall be sub-
ject to distribution to the State of Illinois and
affected counties pursuant to the Acts of May
23, 1908, and March 1, 1911 (16 U.S.C. 500). All
such monies not distributed pursuant to such
Acts shall be covered into the Treasury and
shall constitute a special fund, which shall be
available to the Secretary of Agriculture, in
such amounts as are provided in advance in ap-
propriation Acts, to cover the cost to the United
States of such prairie-improvement work as the
Secretary may direct. Any portion of any de-
posit made to the fund which the Secretary de-
termines to be in excess of the cost of doing such
work shall be transferred, upon such determina-
tion, to miscellaneous receipts, Forest Service
Fund, as a National Forest receipt of the fiscal
year in which such transfer is made.

(d) USErR FEES.—The Secretary of Agriculture
is authorized to charge reasonable fees for the
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admission, occupancy, and use of the Midewin
National Tallgrass Prairie and may prescribe a
fee schedule providing for reduced or a waiver
of fees for persons or groups engaged in author-
ized activities including those providing volun-
teer services, research, or education. The Sec-
retary shall permit admission, occupancy, and
use at no additional charge for persons possess-
ing a valid Golden Eagle Passport or Golden
Age Passport.

(e) SALVAGE OF IMPROVEMENTS.—The Sec-
retary of Agriculture may sell for salvage value
any facilities and improvements which have
been transferred to the Secretary pursuant to
this Act.

(f) TREATMENT OF USER FEES AND SALVAGE
RECEIPTS.—Monies collected pursuant to sub-
sections (d) and (e) shall be covered into the
Treasury and constitute a special fund to be
known as the Midewin National Tallgrass Prai-
rie Restoration Fund. Deposits in the Midewin
National Tallgrass Prairie Restoration Fund
shall be available to the Secretary of Agri-
culture, in such amounts as are provided in ad-
vance in appropriation Acts, for restoration and
administration of the Midewin National
Tallgrass Prairie, including construction of a
visitor and education center, restoration of
ecosystems, construction of recreational facili-
ties (such as trails), construction of administra-
tive offices, and operation and maintenance of
the MNP.

SEC. 106. SPECIAL DISPOSAL RULES FOR CER-
TAIN ARSENAL PARCELS INTENDED
FOR MNP.

(a) DESCRIPTION OF PARCELS.—Except as pro-
vided in subsection (b), the following areas are
designated for disposal pursuant to subsection

c):

)(l) Manufacturing Area—Study Area 1—
Southern Ash Pile, Study Area 2—Explosive
Burning Ground, Study Area 3—Flashing
Grounds, Study Area 4—Lead Azide Area,
Study Area 10—Toluene Tank Farms, Study
Area 11—Landfill, Study Area 12—Sellite Manu-
facturing Area, Study Area 14—Former Pond
Area, Study Area 15—Sewage Treatment Plant.

(2) Load Assemble Packing Area—Group 61:
Study Area L1, Explosive Burning Ground:
Study Area L2, Demolition Area: Study Area L3,
Landfill Area: Study Area L4, Salvage Yard:
Study Area L5, Group 1: Study Area L7, Group
2: Study Area L8, Group 3: Study Area L9,
Group 3A: Study Area L10, Group 4: Study Area
L14, Group 5: Study Area L15, Group 8: Study
Area L18, Group 9: Study Area L19, Group 27:
Study Area L23, Group 62: Study Area L25, PVC
Area: Study Area L33, including all associated
inventoried buildings and structures as identi-
fied in the Joliet Army Ammunition Plant
Plantwide Building and Structures Report and
the contaminate study sites for both the Manu-
facturing and Load Assembly and Packing sides
of the Joliet Arsenal as delineated in the Dames
and Moore Final Report, Proposed Future Land
Use Map, dated May 30, 1995.

(b) EXCEPTION.—The parcels described in sub-
section (@) shall not include the property at the
Arsenal designated for disposal under title I1I.

(c) INITIAL OFFER TO SECRETARY OF AGRI-
CULTURE.—Within 6 months after the construc-
tion and installation of any remedial design ap-
proved by the Administrator and required for
any lands described in subsection (a), the Ad-
ministrator shall provide to the Secretary of Ag-
riculture all existing information regarding the
implementation of such remedy, including infor-
mation regarding its effectiveness. Within 3
months after the Administrator provides such
information to the Secretary of Agriculture, the
Secretary of the Army shall offer the Secretary
of Agriculture the option of accepting a transfer
of the areas described in subsection (a), without
reimbursement, to be added to the Midewin Na-
tional Tallgrass Prairie and subject to the terms
and conditions, including the limitations on li-
ability, contained in this Act. In the event the
Secretary of Agriculture declines such offer, the
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property may be disposed of as the Army would
ordinarily dispose of such property under appli-
cable provisions of law. Any sale or other trans-
fer of property conducted pursuant to this sub-
section may be accomplished on a parcel-by-par-
cel basis.

TITLE II—OTHER REAL PROPERTY DIS-
POSALS INVOLVING JOLIET ARMY AM-
MUNITION PLANT

SEC. 201. DISPOSAL OF CERTAIN REAL PROPERTY

AT ARSENAL FOR A NATIONAL CEME-
TERY.

(a) TRANSFER REQUIRED.—Subject to section
301, the Secretary of the Army shall transfer,
without reimbursement, to the Secretary of Vet-
erans Affairs the parcel of real property at the
Arsenal described in subsection (b) for use as a
national cemetery.

(b) DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY.—The real
property to be transferred under subsection (a)
is a parcel of real property at the Arsenal con-
sisting of approximately 982 acres, the approxi-
mate legal description of which includes part of
sections 30 and 31 Jackson Township, T34N
R10E, and part of sections 25 and 36 Channahon
Township, T34N R9E, Will County, lllinois, as
depicted in the Arsenal Land Use Concept.

(c) SECURITY MEASURES.—The Secretary of
Veterans Affairs shall provide and maintain
physical and other security measures on the real
property transferred under subsection (a). Such
security measures (which may include fences
and natural barriers) shall include measures to
prevent members of the public from gaining un-
authorized access to the portion of the Arsenal
that is under the administrative jurisdiction of
the Secretary of Veterans Affairs and that may
endanger health or safety.

(d) SURVEYS.—AII costs of necessary surveys
for the transfer of jurisdiction of Arsenal prop-
erties from the Secretary of the Army to the Sec-
retary of Veterans Affairs shall be borne solely
by the Secretary of Veterans Affairs.

(e) DESIGNATION OF CEMETERY.—The national
cemetery established using the real property
transferred under subsection (a) shall be known
as the ““Joliet National Cemetery’’.

SEC. 202. DISPOSAL OF CERTAIN REAL PROPERTY

AT ARSENAL FOR A COUNTY LAND-
FILL.

(a) TRANSFER REQUIRED.—Subject to section
301, the Secretary of the Army shall transfer,
without compensation, to Will County, Illinois,
all right, title, and interest of the United States
in and to the parcel of real property at the Arse-
nal described in subsection (b), which shall be
operated as a landfill by the County.

(b) DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY.—The real
property to be transferred under subsection (a)
is a parcel of real property at the Arsenal con-
sisting of approximately 455 acres, the approxi-
mate legal description of which includes part of
sections 8 and 17, Florence Township, T33N
R10E, Will County, Illinois, as depicted in the
Arsenal Land Use Concept.

(c) CONDITION ON CONVEYANCE.—The convey-
ance shall be subject to the condition that the
Army (or its agents or assigns) may use the
landfill established on the real property trans-
ferred under subsection (a) for the disposal of
construction debris, refuse, and other
nonhazardous materials from the restoration
and cleanup of the Arsenal property as provided
for in this Act. Such use shall be at no cost to
the Federal Government.

(d) REVERSIONARY INTEREST.—During the 5-
year period beginning on the date the Secretary
of the Army makes the conveyance under sub-
section (a), if the Secretary of the Army deter-
mines that the conveyed real property is not
being operated as a landfill or that Will County,
Illinois, is in violation of the condition specified
in subsection (c), then, at the option of the
United States, all right, title, and interest in
and to the property, including improvements
thereon, shall be subject to reversion to the
United States. In the event the United States ex-

July 31, 1995

ercises its option to cause the property to revert,
the United States shall have the right of imme-
diate entry onto the property. Any determina-
tion of the Secretary of the Army under this
subsection shall be made on the record after an
opportunity for a hearing.

(e) SURVEYS.—AII costs of necessary surveys
for the transfer of real property under this sec-
tion shall be borne by Will County, Illinois.

(f) ADDITIONAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—The
Secretary of the Army may require such addi-
tional terms and conditions in connection with
the conveyance under this section as the Sec-
retary of the Army considers appropriate to pro-
tect the interests of the United States.

SEC. 203. DISPOSAL OF CERTAIN REAL PROPERTY
AT ARSENAL FOR ECONOMIC DEVEL-
OPMENT.

(a) TRANSFER REQUIRED.—Subject to section
301, the Secretary of the Army shall transfer to
the State of Illinois, all right, title, and interest
of the United States in and to the parcel of real
property at the Arsenal described in subsection
(b), which shall be used for economic redevelop-
ment to replace all or a part of the economic ac-
tivity lost at the Arsenal.

(b) DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY.—The real
property to be transferred under subsection (a)
is a parcel of real property at the Arsenal con-
sisting of—

(1) approximately 1,900 acres, the approximate
legal description of which includes part of sec-
tion 30, Jackson Township, Township 34 North,
Range 10 East, and sections or parts of sections
24, 25, 26, 35, and 36, Township 34 North, Range
9 East, in Channahon Township, an area of 9.77
acres around the Des Plaines River Pump Sta-
tion located in the southeast quarter of section
15, Township 34 North, Range 9 East of the
Third Principal Meridian, in Channahon Town-
ship, and an area of 511’ x 596” around the Kan-
kakee River Pump Station in the Northwest
Quarter of section 5, Township 33 North, Range
9 East, east of the Third Principal Meridian in
Wilmington Township, containing 6.99 acres, lo-
cated along the easterly side of the Kankakee
Cut-Off in Will County, Illinois, as depicted in
the Arsenal Re-Use Concept, and the connecting
piping to the northern industrial site, as de-
scribed by the United States Army Report of
Availability, dated 13 December 1993; and

(2) approximately 1,100 acres, the approximate
legal description of which includes part of sec-
tions 16, 17, 18 Florence Township, Township 33
North, Range 10 East, Will County, lllinois, as
depicted in the Arsenal Land Use Concept.

(c) CONSIDERATION.—The conveyance under
subsection (a) shall be made without consider-
ation. However, the conveyance shall be subject
to the condition that, if the State of Illlinois
reconveys all or any part of the conveyed prop-
erty to a non-Federal entity, the State shall pay
to the United States an amount equal to the fair
market value of the reconveyed property. The
Secretary of the Army shall determine the fair
market value of any property reconveyed by the
State as of the time of the reconveyance, exclud-
ing the value of improvements made to the prop-
erty by the State. The Secretary may treat a
lease of the property as a reconveyance if the
Secretary determines that the lease was used in
an effort to avoid operation of this subsection.
Amounts received under this subsection shall be
deposited in the general fund of the Treasury
for purposes of deficit reduction.

(d) OTHER CONDITIONS OF CONVEYANCE.—

(1) REDEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY.—The convey-
ance under subsection (a) shall be subject to the
further condition that the Governor of the State
of Illinois establish a redevelopment authority to
be responsible for overseeing the economic rede-
velopment of the conveyed land.

(2) TIME FOR ESTABLISHMENT.—To satisfy the
condition specified in paragraph (1), the rede-
velopment authority shall be established within
one year after the date of the enactment of this
Act.

(e) REVERSIONARY INTEREST.—During the 20-
year period beginning on the date the Secretary
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of the Army makes the conveyance under sub-
section (a), if the Secretary determines that a
condition specified in subsection (c) or (d) is not
being satisfied or that the conveyed land is not
being used for economic development purposes,
then, at the option of the United States, all
right, title, and interest in and to the property,
including improvements thereon, shall be subject
to reversion to the United States. In the event
the United States exercises its option to cause
the property to revert, the United States shall
have the right of immediate entry onto the prop-
erty. Any determination of the Secretary under
this subsection shall be made on the record after
an opportunity for a hearing.

(f) SURVEYS.—AIl costs of necessary surveys
for the transfer of real property under this sec-
tion shall be borne by the State of Illinois.

(g) ADDITIONAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—The
Secretary of the Army may require such addi-
tional terms and conditions in connection with
the conveyance under this section as the Sec-
retary considers appropriate to protect the inter-
ests of the United States.

TITLE 1HI—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS
SEC. 301. DEGREE OF ENVIRONMENTAL CLEANUP.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Nothing in this Act shall be
construed to restrict or lessen the degree of
cleanup at the Arsenal required to be carried
out under provisions of any environmental law.

(b) RESPONSE ACTION.—The establishment of
the Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie under
title I and the additional real property disposals
required under title 11 shall not restrict or lessen
in any way any response action or degree of
cleanup under CERCLA or other environmental
law, or any response action required under any
environmental law to remediate petroleum prod-
ucts or their derivatives (including motor oil and
aviation fuel), required to be carried out under
the authority of the Secretary of the Army at
the Arsenal and surrounding areas, except to
the extent otherwise allowable under such laws.

(c) ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY OF PROPERTY.—
Any contract for sale, deed, or other transfer of
real property under title Il shall be carried out
in compliance with all applicable provisions of
section 120(h) of CERCLA and other environ-
mental laws.

AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MR. EMERSON

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the amendments.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendents offered by Mr. EMERSON: In sec-
tion 105(b)(2) of the bill, strike the sentence
beginning with ““Such special use’” and the
sentence beginning with ‘“Fair market
value™.

In section 201 of the bill, strike subsection
(e).

Mr. EMERSON (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, | ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendments be consid-
ered as read and printed in the RECORD.

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

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, re-
serving the right to object, | will not
object, but | yield to the gentleman
from Missouri [Mr. EMERSON] to ex-
plain the amendments.

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, these
are technical changes in the bill. The
one offered by the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs merely allows the Sec-
retary of Veterans Affairs the author-
ity to name the cemetery. The second
amendment gives the Forest Service
authority to manage land used for
grazing in the same manner that other
Forest Service lands are managed.
These amendments have been cleared
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with the minority, and it is my under-
standing that there is no objection.

Mr. Speaker, | include for the
RECORD a letter from Jack Ward Thom-
as, Chief of the Forest Service, to the
gentleman from Kansas, PAT ROBERTS,
chairman of the Committee on Agri-
culture.

The material referred to follows:

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
FOREST SERVICE,
Washington, DC, July 28, 1995.
Hon. PAT ROBERTS,
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture, House of
Representatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: This is to confirm
discussions my staff have had with members
of your staff regarding language contained in
a draft Agriculture Committee version of
H.R. 714, the ““lllinois Land Conservation Act
of 1995.”

John Hogan, counsel to the Committee,
has told my staff that a proposed amend-
ment may be offered on the House floor to
strike two sentences in subsection 105(b)(2).
The referenced subsection refers to the issu-
ance by the Secretary of Agriculture of spe-
cial use authorizations for agricultural pur-
poses, including livestock grazing. The pro-
posed amendment would strike the second
and third complete sentences in that sub-
section, specifically: “Such special use au-
thorization shall require payment of a rental
fee, in advance, that is based on the fair mar-
ket value of the use allowed. Fair market
value shall be determined by appraisal or a
competitive bidding process.”’

It is our understanding that the proposed
deletion of those two sentences is intended
to avoid any confusion between the use pro-
visions of this bill and the ongoing legisla-
tive debate over grazing fees in the Western
States. Mr. Hogan asked our opinion as to
what effect the deletion of these two sen-
tences would have on management of the
Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie.

The proposed deletion of the referenced
sentence would have no practical effect on
management of the Prairie. The Forest Serv-
ice will utilize the same general terms and
conditions for agricultural leasing as was
utilized by the Army, including competitive
bidding for farming and leasing rights. This
system has worked well for the Army and we
plan to continue it. And, we note, the system
is consistent with general Forest Service
management practices throughout the East-
ern United States.

If we can provide additional information,
please do not hesitate to ask.

JACK WARD THOMAS,
Chief.

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

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the amendments offered
by the gentleman from Missouri [Mr.
EMERSON].

The amendments were agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the
third time, and passed, and a motion to
reconsider was laid on the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that all Members
have 5 legislative days to revise and ex-
tend their remarks on H.R. 714, the bill
just passed.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Missouri?

There was no objection.

AUTHORIZING THE SECRETARY OF
AGRICULTURE TO CONVEY
LANDS TO THE CITY OF ROLLA,
MO

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent to call up from the
Speaker’s table the bill (H.R. 701) to
authorize the Secretary of Agriculture
to convey lands to the city of Rolla,
MO, and ask for its immediate consid-
eration in the House.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

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

Mr. STENHOLM. Reserving the right
to object, Mr. Speaker, | shall not ob-
ject, but | yield to the gentleman from
Missouri [Mr. EMERSON] for an expla-
nation of the bill.

(Mr. EMERSON asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding under his
reservation.

Mr. Speaker, | rise today in strong
support of this measure, H.R. 701,
which is vital to the rural economic de-
velopment efforts of southern Missouri.
This legislation will authorize the U.S.
Department of Agriculture to convey
land within the Mark Twain National
Forest to the city and citizens of Rolla,
MO. This same bill was approved by the
full House in the 103d Congress; how-
ever, procedural obstacles in the U.S.
Senate on the last day of the 2d ses-
sion, unrelated to the merits of this
legislation, blocked further consider-
ation and eventual passage.

The city of Rolla has been diligent in
its plan to utilize the U.S. Forest Serv-
ice’s district ranger office site in the
development and construction of a re-
gional tourist center. | feel its impor-
tant to note that tourism is the second
largest industry in Missouri and this
tourist center has already attracted
great interest along with injecting
needed dollars into the regional Rolla
economy.

Clearly, this project is a prime exam-
ple of a local community exercising its
own rural development plan for local
expansion and job creation. In these
times of reduced Federal support for
rural community-based economic en-
terprises, the city of Rolla is a shining
example and model of both involve-
ment and initiative that other commu-
nities around the country can clearly
emulate.

For over a year now, the city of Rolla
has been collecting a 3-percent tax on
local hotels in the attempt to finance
this project independent of any assist-
ance from the Federal Government. In-
deed, this land transfer arrangement is
a very unique partnership for both
Rolla and the Mark Twain National
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Forest. Several of Missouri’s proud his-
torical landmarks, which are impor-
tant elements of this site, will be main-
tained and preserved for current and
future generations through the efforts
of the city of Rolla—at a substantially
reduced cost to State and Federal tax-
payers.

This is particularly important to
bear in mind, since this facility would
have no further commercial viability
without the direct involvement of the
city of Rolla. So now, two worthy goals
can be achieved—economic develop-
ment and historical preservation. In-
deed, there are other facilities that
would serve the city’s need for a tour-
ist center, but the local community
and its leaders have had the vision to
realize this is a prime opportunity to
help themselves and relieve Federal
taxpayers from the burden of maintain-
ing these Forest Service buildings and
related facilities within the city of
Rolla.

Mr. Speaker, | commend the leader-
ship efforts of the Mark Twain Na-
tional Forest and the city of Rolla. |
urge the expeditious approval of this
measure in order that the citizens of
Rolla can get on with the business of
economic development and job cre-
ation.

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
support of H.R. 701, a bill to authorize the
Secretary of Agriculture to convey lands to the
city of Rolla, MO. H.R. 701 is nearly identical
to H.R. 3426 that was introduced in the 103d
Congress by Congressman EMERSON. H.R.
3426 was passed by unanimous consent in
the House after being discharged by the Agri-
culture Committee at the very end of the ses-
sion. The Senate took no action on the bill be-
fore adjournment.

H.R. 701 authorizes the city of Rolla to pay
fair market value for the lands described by
the bill. The city may pay for the land in full
within 6 months of conveyance or, at the op-
tion of the city, pay for land in annual pay-
ments over 20 years with no interest. If the
20-year option is taken, the payments must be
put in a Sisk Act Fund where they will be
available, subject to appropriation, until ex-
pended by the Secretary. The bill also re-
leases the U.S. Forest Service from liability
due to hazardous wastes found on the prop-
erty that were not identified prior to convey-
ance and requires the preservation of historic
resource on the property.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, |
withdraw my reservation of objection.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

H.R. 701

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. LAND CONVEYANCE, ROLLA RANGER
DISTRICT ADMINISTRATIVE = SITE,
ROLLA, MISSOURI.

(a) CONVEYANCE AUTHORIZED.— Subject to
the terms and conditions specified in this
section, the Secretary of Agriculture may
sell to the city of Rolla, Missouri (in this
section referred to as the ““City”’), all right,
title, and interest of the United States in
and to the following:
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The property identified as the Rolla Rang-
er District Administrative site of the Forest
Service located in Rolla, Phelps County,
Missouri, encompassing ten acres more of
less, the conveyance of which by C.D. and
Oma A. Hazlewood to the United States was
recorded on May 6, 1936, in book 104, page 286
of the Record of Deeds of Phelps County,
Missouri.

(b) CONSIDERATION.—As consideration of
the conveyance under subsection (a), the
City shall pay to the Secretary an amount
equal to the fair market value of the prop-
erty as determined by an appraisal accept-
able to the Secretary and prepared in accord-
ance with the Uniform Appraisal Standards
for Federal Land Acquisition as published by
the Department of Justice. Payment shall be
due in full within six months after the date
the conveyance is made or, at the option of
the City, in twenty equal annual install-
ments commencing on January 1 of the first
year following the conveyance and annually
thereafter until the total amount due has
been paid.

(c) DEPOSIT OF FUNDS RECEIVED.—Funds re-
ceived by the Secretary under subsection (b)
as consideration for the conveyance shall be
deposited into the special fund in the Treas-
ury authorized by the Act of December 4,
1967 (16 U.S.C. 484a, commonly known as the
Sisk Act). Such funds shall be available, sub-
ject to appropriation, until expended by the
Secretary.

(d) RELEASE.—Subject to compliance with
all Federal environmental laws prior to
transfer, the City, upon conveyance of the
property under subsection (a), shall agree in
writing to hold the United States harmless
from any and all claims relating to the prop-
erty, including all claims resulting from haz-
ardous materials on the conveyed lands.

(e) RIGHT oF REENTRY.—The conveyance to
the City under subsection (a) shall be made
by quitclaim deed in fee simple, subject to a
right of reentry in the United States if the
Secretary determines that the City is not in
compliance with the compensation require-
ments specified in subsection (b) or other
condition prescribed by the Secretary in the
deed of conveyance.

(f) CONSERVATION OF HISTORIC RESOURCES.—
In consultation with the State Historic Pres-
ervation Office of the State of Missouri, the
Secretary shall ensure that the historic re-
sources on the property to be conveyed are
conserved by requiring, at the closing on the
conveyance of the property, that the City
convey an historic preservation easement to
the State of Missouri assuring the right of
the State to enter the property for historic
preservation purposes. The historic preserva-
tion easement shall be negotiated between
the State of Missouri and the City, and the
conveyance of the easement shall be a condi-
tion to the conveyance authorized under sub-
section (a). The protection of the historic re-
sources on the conveyed property shall be
the responsibility of the State of Missouri
and the City, and not that of the Secretary.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the
third time, and passed, and a motion to
reconsider was laid on the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that Members may
have 5 legislative days to revise and ex-
tend their remarks on H.R. 701, the bill
just considered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Missouri?
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There was no objection.

MODIFYING BOUNDARIES OF
TALLADEGA NATIONAL FOREST

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent to call up the bill,
H.R. 1874, to modify the boundaries of
the Talladega National Forest, Ala-
bama, and ask for its immediate con-
sideration in the House.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

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

Mr. STENHOLM. Reserving the right
to object, Mr. Speaker, | shall not ob-
ject, but | yield to the gentleman from
Missouri [Mr. EMERSON] for an expla-
nation of the bill.

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding under his
reservation of objection.

Mr. Speaker, this bill would transfer
land currently under the jurisdiction of
the Bureau of Land Management to the
Forest Service. The land is currently
being managed by the Forest Service.
Another reason for the transfer is that
the Penhody National Recreational
Trail runs through a portion of the
land that we are transferring. This
transfer will enhance the management
of the Penhody. The total amount
being transferred is 559 acres. It is my
understanding that the minority has
no objection to this legislation, and
that the administration is in support.

Mr. Speaker, | will include a docu-
ment titled “‘Questions and Answers,
H.R. 1874, Talladega National Forest,”
for the RECORD.

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
support of H.R. 1874, a bill to modify the
boundaries of the Talladega National Forest.
This bill is a commonsense attempt to stream-
line and make more cost-efficient the manage-
ment of our national forests by transferring two
small tracts of adjacent Bureau of Land Man-
agement [BLM] land to the Talladega National
Forest in Alabama. | commend our colleague,
Mr. BROWDER of Alabama, in his efforts.

H.R. 1874 modifies the boundaries of the
Talladega National Forest in Alabama by
transferring approximately 350 acres of Bu-
reau of Land Management [BLM] land to the
Talladega National Forest. Both the U.S. For-
est Service and the BLM support the concept
of the transfer. The bill ensures that no exist-
ing rights of way, easement, lease license or
permit shall be affected by the transfer.

According to the U.S. Forest Service this
transfer will actually reduce the amount of
boundary line the U.S. Forest Service will be
required to maintain. Further, because the
BLM lands are adjacent to or surrounded by
the Talladega National Forest, the Congres-
sional Budget Office reports that there are no
significant costs to the government associated
with the change in jurisdiction.

Mr. Speaker, | would also like included in
the RECORD a document from the U.S. Forest
Service entitled “Questions and Answers, H.R.
1874, Talladega National Forest, Alabama,”
regarding the transfer.

QUESTION AND ANSWERS, H.R. 1874,

TALLADEGA NATIONAL FOREST, ALABAMA

Q. Where is the Talladega National Forest
located in Alabama?
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A. The Talladega National Forest is bro-
ken up into two divisions—the Oakmulgee
Division, located in central Alabama South
and West of Birmingham, Alabama; and the
Talladega Division, located east central Ala-
bama and being East of Birmingham, Ala-
bama.

Q. Which Division is effected by H.R. 1874?

A. The land is located on the Talladega Di-
vision.

Q. Where on the Talladega Division are the
tracts mentioned in H.R. 1874 located?

A. The first tract is located in Cleburne
County and contains 399.4 acres and is more
particularly described as Township 17 South,
Range 8 East, Section 34, NEY4, SW%4, and S¥%2
NW%¥s. This tract is located within the exist-
ing Proclamation Boundary of the Talladega
N.F. and close to being surrounded by Na-
tional Forest ownership.

The second tract is located in Calhoun
County and contains 160 acres and is more
particularly described as Township 13 South,
Range 9 East, Section 28, SE%. This tract is
located just outside of the existing Procla-
mation Boundary of Talladega N.F. but is
adjacent to and contiguous with National
Forest ownership.

Q. What's presently located on these lands?

A. Both properties are forested tracts with
pine and hardwood. There are no known or
surveyed cultural resource sites or threat-
ened or endangered species known to be lo-
cated on these tracts. However, the first and
largest tract is located inside a tentative
Habitat Management Area for the Red
Cockaded Woodpecker, a listed endangered
species. In addition, the Pinhoti Trail, ad-
ministered by the Forest Service, runs
through the largest tract.

Q. What is a Habitat Management Area
(HMA)? and why is it ‘““tentative’’?

A. This is an area that contains pine and
pine-hardwood forest types that will be man-
aged for the recovery of the Red Cockaded
Woodpecker.

It is “tentative’ until the Forest has com-
pleted its Forest Plan Revision.

Q. Just what is the Pinhoti Trail?

A. The Pinhoti Trail is a National Recre-
ation Trail that was so designated back in
1977. It is a foot trail that extends for 98.6
miles along the mountains, valleys, and
ridges of the Talladega Division, Talladega
National Forest.

Q. Where does the Pinhoti Trail begin and
end?

A. The trail starts on the Talladega Rang-
er District at Clairmont Gap off of the
Talladega Scenic Drive and ends on the
Northeastern boundary of the Shoal Creek
Ranger District at Highway 278.

Q. H.R. 1874 indicates that the first tract
contains 339.4 acres while the description
calls for 399.4 acres. Which is correct?

A. The 399.4 acres is correct. There was
probably a typo error made while drafting
the bill. However, the description is accu-
rate.

Q. Just what does the Bill do?

A. The Bill will transfer jurisdiction of
these two tracts totaling 559.4 acres from the
Bureau of Land Management, U.S. Depart-
ment of Interior to the Forest Service, U.S.
Department of Agriculture.

Q. Why is this necessary?

A. As pointed out, the effected lands are
adjacent to and mixed in with existing Na-
tional Forest lands. This would ease the ad-
ministration of these federal lands for both
agencies.

Q. Does BLM Agee with this change of ju-
risdiction?

A. Yes. They have worked closely with the
Forest Service on this transfer for a number
of years.

Q. Does the public have any concern about
the change?
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A. No. They already think the land is part
of the National Forest System because of
their location. This is especially true where
the Pinhoti Trail runs through the larger
tract in Cleburne County. In fact, the For-
ests current Administrative Map shows the
399 acre parcel as being national forest.

The county records in Cleburne County
shows the property to be owned by the ““USA
Talladega NF’’; while the Calhoun County
records shows it to be owned by the “US For-
estry Division™.

Q. Why does the Administrative Map show
this property to be National Forest?

A. Probably an error was made when the
map was last revised since the property is
government land, almost surrounded by na-
tional forest land and has the Pinhoti Trail
running through it.

Q. Are there any right-of-ways, easements,
leases, licenses or permits on the lands being
transferred?

A. There are no known right-of-ways, ease-
ments, etc. or known claims (neither prop-
erties are adjacent to residential develop-
ment) on either of the properties. If there
were, the Forest Service has the necessary
authority and regulations to handle.

Q. What is the history of these Tracts?

A. The 160 acre parcel, located in Calhoun
County, has never been patented and was not
withdrawn from the Public Domain when the
Talladega National Forest was established
by Proclamation 2190 dated 7/17/1936. This
property has always been owned by the Unit-
ed States.

The 399 acre parcel, located in Cleburne
County, was patented to the State of Ala-
bama back in August 1941. A clause in the
Patent stated “‘this patent is issued upon the
express condition that the land hereby
granted shall revert to the USA upon a find-
ing by the Secretary of Interior that for a
period of five (5) consecutive years such land
has not been used by the said State of Ala-
bama for park or recreational purposes, or
that such land or any part thereof is being
devoted to other uses.”” On November 14, 1978,
the State of Alabama Quitclaimed this land
to the United States and on February 9, 1979
title was accepted by the Bureau of Land
Management.

(NOTE: The 1891 Organic Act originally
gave the President the authority to place
forest land into public reservations by Proc-
lamation. President Franklin Roosevelt is-
sued a Proclamation withdrawing the land
now within our forest boundary for public
recreational use pursuant to the Recreation
and Public Purposes Act before the
Talladega National Forest was established
by Presidential Proclamation in 1936. A pat-
ent on the withdrawn lands was then issued
to the State in 1941 with a reversionary
clause to the United States. Alabama
reconveyed by Quit Claim deed to the United
States in 1978 due to its non-use. The Procla-
mation creating the Talladega National For-
est included a provision that all lands here-
after acquired by the United States under
the Weeks Act should be administered as a
part of the Talladega National Forest. This
provision, however, only applied to lands ac-
quired under the Weeks Act, and not the
BLM land which simply reverted back to the
United States. The proclamation itself no
longer had the force of law when the United
States regained title to the subject land due
to the repeal of the 1891 Act by section 704 of
the Federal Land Policy and Management
Act of 1976. Hence, the subject land reverted
to the status of unappropriated public land,
and hence are not included within the
Talladega National Forest as they had been
withdrawn in favor of the State of Alabama
prior to the proclamation and were later pat-
ented to the State, thus entirely escaping
federal control and the scope of the procla-
mation.)
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Q. What boundaries are being modified?

A. As previously indicated, the 160 acre
parcel located in Calhoun County is located
adjacent to but west of and outside of the ex-
isting Proclamation Boundary for the
Talladega National Forest. The Bill would
extend this boundary to incorporate the
tract.

The 399.4 acre parcel located in Cleburne
County is within the Proclamation Bound-
ary. Technically no boundary modification is
needed in this case as far as the Proclama-
tion Boundary is concerned. However, the
land line boundary would technically be
changed in the jurisdictional transfer.

Regardless of the technicality of boundary
modification, the Bill does effect the correct
transfer of jurisdiction being sought by both
agencies.

Q. How many additional acres of lands does
the BLM presently have jurisdiction over
that are within or adjacent to the Talladega
National Forest?

A. None to the best of our knowledge.

Q. How is BLM presently managing these
lands to be transferred to the Forest Serv-
ice?

A. They are currently being managed for
hunting and dispersed recreation.

Q. How much will it cost the Forest Serv-
ice to administer these lands?

A. The main additional cost would be to
maintain the approximately 1 mile of addi-
tional boundary lines located on the 160 acre
parcel in Calhoun County. Estimated cost for
maintenance runs around $500 to $600 per
mile. However, with the tract located in
Cleburne County, the Forest Service would
actually lose approximately 1% miles of land
lines. Therefore there is a net loss of around
¥ miles of land lines that the Forest Service
will not have to maintain.

Since the lands are adjacent to and/or are
within the existing National Forest, there
will be little or no additional costs associ-
ated with the change of jurisdiction. The 599
acres would be incorporated into the 229,772
acres that currently makes up the Talladega
Division, Talladega National Forest. (Total
for the entire Talladega National Forest is
387,176 acres.)

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, |
withdraw my reservation of objection.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

H.R. 1874

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. EXPANSION OF TALLADEGA NA-
TIONAL FOREST.

(a) BOUNDARY MODIFICATION.—The exterior
boundaries of the Talladega National Forest
is hereby modified to include the following
described lands:

Huntsville Meridian, Township 17 South,
Range 8 East, Section 34, NEYi, SW%, and
SY2NW?%¥s, Cleburne County, containing 399.40
acres, more or less.

Huntsville Meridian, Township 13 South,
Range 9 East, Section 28, SEYi, Calhoun
County, containing 160.00 acres, more or less.

(b) ADMINISTRATION.—(1) Subject to valid
existing rights, all Federal lands described
under subsection (a) are hereby added to and
shall be administered as part of the
Talladega National Forest, and the Sec-
retary of the Interior shall transfer, without
reimbursement, administrative jurisdiction
over such lands to the Secretary of Agri-
culture.

(2) Nothing in this section shall be con-
strued to affect the validity of or the terms
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and conditions of any existing right-of-way,
easement, lease, license, or permit on lands
transferred by subsection (a), except that
such lands shall be administered by the For-
est Service. Reissuance of any authorization
shall be in accordance with the laws and reg-
ulations generally applying to the Forest
Service, and the change of jurisdiction over
such lands resulting from the enactment of
this Act shall not constitute a ground for the
denial of renewal or reissuance of such au-
thorization.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the
third time, and passed, and a motion to
reconsider was laid on the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H.R. 1874, the bill just passed.

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

There was no objection.
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SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Ev-
ERETT). Under the Speaker’s announced
policy of May 12, 1995, and under a pre-
vious order of the House, the following
Members will be recognized for 5 min-
utes each.

RESTRICTIONS ON POLITICAL AD-
VOCACY MISGUIDED AND MIS-
PLACED

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

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, later this
week the House will take up consider-
ation of the appropriations bill for the
Departments of Labor, Health and
Human Services and Education. | want
to call my colleagues’ attention to the
fact that not included in this appro-
priations bill are some 13 pages of leg-
islation, something we are not sup-
posed to do on appropriations bills.

The topic of this 13-page legislative
provision is ‘“‘Political Advocacy.” It
flies directly in the face of the first
amendment to the Constitution which
says that this body, the Congress, shall
make no law concerning free speech,
freedom of association, or the right to
petition the Government. But that is
precisely what this 13-page piece of leg-
islation, buried in this appropriations
bill, will do.

Mr. Speaker, the subtitle of this title
says, ‘“‘Prohibition on the Use of Fed-
eral Funds for Political Advocacy.” As
it happens, of course, that is already il-
legal. The real sweep of this legislative
proposal has very little to do with Fed-
eral funds. What it does have to do
with is your use of your own funds.
Every single American citizen, non-
profit organization, recipient of a Fed-
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eral research grant likely is going to be
swept into the impact of this incredible
and chilling piece of legislation.

Mr. Speaker, if you look at the defi-
nition of ‘“‘political advocacy,” which is
one of the principal operative concepts

in this bill, it includes virtually every-
thing that you might have thought was
protected speech under the first

amendment to the Constitution. Even
an inkind contribution to a political
campaign; even the purchase of some-
thing that has nothing to do with poli-
tics, if the person or the organization
you are purchasing it from happens to
have used more than 15 percent of its
resources on political advocacy. Again,
political advocacy includes just about
anything having to do with trying to
affect the political debate in this coun-
try not just at the Federal level, but at
the State and local levels as well.

Mr. Speaker, the other principal con-
cept that makes this such an
overarching and intrusive provision
has to do with the definition of grant,
because it is only grantees, recipients
of grants, that are swept into this new
regime of accounting for political
speech. But again, if you look at the
definition of grant, it is not just what
you might think in a commonsensical
way; that is, the provision of funds to
somebody directly from the Federal
Government. No, it is much broader
than that. It includes anything of
value provided, not given, but provided,
to any person or organization.

So if you consider, as absurd as it
may seem, that this political advocacy
restriction applies to anyone who gets
a grant, it will impact, for instance,
the following kinds of people: Disaster
victims getting emergency housing as-
sistance grants; nurses who may have
received a national research service
award; low-income tenants receiving
section 8 housing grants; researchers
receiving money from the National In-
stitutes of Health or the National
Science Foundation; and, Indian tribes.
Now, State and local governments are
excluded, but not Indian tribes, for in-
stance, getting grants for economic de-
velopment activities.

So it is incredibly far reaching and
intrusive, and it not only affects what
you can do with public money, but it
affects what you can do with your own
money. If you fall into this trap, and
almost all of us will, you could not
spend more than 5 percent of your own
money on any of these political advo-
cacy activities, State, Federal, local,
anything at all, or you would be dis-
qualified from getting any kind of Fed-
eral grant, again broadly defined, over
a period of 5 years.

Mr. MILLER of California. Will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SKAGGS. | would be happy to
yield to the gentleman from California.

Mr. MILLER of California. | thank
the gentleman for taking his time in
pointing out what is an incredible
amendment to the bill that we will be
asked to vote on.

Mr. Speaker, let me ask the gen-
tleman from Colorado a question. As
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the gentleman just described it, as |
understand it, if you are a big farmer
in the central valley of California and
you are receiving a water subsidy, or
you are a timber company and you are
receiving hundreds of millions of dol-
lars in subsidies in road building or
water subsidies, or if you are a mining
company and you have received land
under a grant from the Federal Govern-
ment, or if you are an oil company and
you are receiving royalty subsidies or
tax subsidies, you can come here and
lobby all you want to increase those
subsidies, to reduce them or to change
the law. But if you are a public interest
group and you have received any Fed-
eral money, you then have a limitation
on money that you have privately
raised or the private sector has partici-
pated with you; is that correct?

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, actually,
this goes even farther and includes
some of the groups that the gentleman
from California mentioned.

Now, it would not affect defense con-
tractors, for instance, but the way I
read it, somebody getting Burec water
at a subsidized rate would indeed be
swept under the provisions of this pro-
posal.

PROTECTING AMERICAN WORKERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. MILLER] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, later this week the House will
be considering the Labor and Health
and Human Services appropriations
bill, and this bill will have provisions
in it that really punish working Ameri-
cans and working families in this coun-
try.

We now believe that when we send a
member of our family out into the
workplace in this country, that they
have a reasonable expectation, and we
have a reasonable expectation, that our
children or our spouse will go to work
in a relatively safe workplace, and that
that workplace will meet certain
standards as to its obligations to mem-
bers of our family as they go to work.

Mr. Speaker, that is because of OSHA
and the laws of general duty and obli-
gations that says, an employer has an
obligation to provide a safe workplace,
but also because of the many standards
that OSHA has developed to make the
construction trades safer; that make
the mining industry, in the case of
MSHA, safer; that make the chemical
industry safer, and it has made the pe-
troleum industry safer, throughout the
American economy. We have done this
all at the same time that productivity
has increased dramatically in this
country.

So it is not to suggest that OSHA, as
others have, that somehow they have
to be curtailed because they curtail
productivity, because there is just no
evidence that that is in fact the case.
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In fact, American corporations are ex-
periencing some of the greatest in-
creased in productivity at the same
time that they have continued to work
under workplace safety standards as
promulgated by OSHA.

Mr. Speaker, what is interesting is
that in the same bill, while most of the
other agencies are subjected to budget
cuts of around 7.5 percent, we see that
OSHA, that agency which protects our
families when they go to work, to
make sure that when they leave the
house they will come back to the
House in the same condition when they
left, we see that the enforcement for
OSHA is cut by almost 33 percent. A
third of its budget is taken away from
this agency that is given the obligation
to protect American workers.

Mr. Speaker, this is simply unaccept-
able. We cannot go back to the days
when American workers were chewed
up in the mines in this country, in the
factories in this country, in the places
of manufacturing in this country. We
still, even with the tremendous suc-
cesses that OSHA has had in bringing
down the injury rate and the loss of life
in the American workplace, we still see
that each day, some 6,000 Americans
are injured on the job, and this costs
American businesses billions of dollars
a year, and that is unacceptable. But
to now take off, to take off the ability
of OSHA to enforce the laws, is to sug-
gest that industries and businesses and
manufacturers can engage in a race to
the bottom where they can decide that
they can cut the cost of doing business
by having an unsafe workplace. That is
not acceptable to America’s workers,
and it is not acceptable to America’s
families.

Mr. Speaker, the bill also goes on to
say that OSHA cannot even promul-
gate regulations to try and protect
workers who suffer from repetitive mo-
tion disorders because of the increased
use in computers and some jobs in the
assembly segment of American manu-
facturing. All of us are aware, we see
people in the supermarket, we see peo-
ple standing in line to go to the show,
members of our own families, as they
wear harnesses on their hands, they
wear harnesses on their elbow, they go
to therapy because they are trying to
stay on the job.

At the same time that this Congress
is asking for more erogonomic-sen-
sitive furniture, components, machin-
ery to protect their workers in the U.S.
Congress, we are suggesting that we
cannot promulgate the regulations to
provide that same kind of protection to
American workers in the American
workplace. Yet we find that millions of
Americans suffer from these kinds of
disabilities that limit their ability to
earn a living, to provide for their fami-
lies. That is what OSHA is about. It is
about Americans being able to go to
work in a safe workplace, to earn a
wage, to provide for their families. To
the extent that they are disabled, to
the extent that they are injured, to the
extent that they suffer these kinds of
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accidents, their capabilities of provid-
ing for their families are reduced. This
budget cut in this bill is simply an at-
tack on working families in this coun-
try and it should not be allowed to
stand. The Republicans are wrong-
headed in this effort and they should
not be allowed to take this measure.

Mr. Speaker, | yield to the gentleman
from West Virginia.

Mr. RAHALL. | thank the gentleman
from California for yielding. | would
just like to refer to earlier points you
made in your statement that | think
deserves a great deal of emphasis. You
referred to the fact that our American
workers cannot afford to be eaten up,
and the fact that productivity has in-
creased today. That is especially true
in the coal mining industry.

WOMEN AND THE RIGHT TO VOTE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Colorado [Mrs. SCHROE-
DER] is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, |
rose earlier to commemorate this won-
derful stamp that is going to be coming
out on August 26 that is going to cele-
brate women having had the right to
vote for 75 years in this country.

I must say as we see these women in
the stamp marching down the avenue
with men who supported them demand-
ing the right to vote, | would be a little
leery if | were a Member of Congress,
because | think after 75 years women
are learning how to use that vote and
women are going to be very angry
about what this Congress is doing to
women and children.

Last week we saw a good example
where in the prior Congress there had
been a unanimous consent on the Vio-
lence Against Women Act, that we
really had to get aggressive and do
that. It passed this House unani-
mously. There was not one vote
against it. Last week, after first at-
tempting to zero out the funds, we fi-
nally had to get excited and be very
grateful because we got 50 cents on the
dollar. We have ignored it all these
years, we know violence is very criti-
cal,and it is especially bad when chil-
dren are learning it in the home—when
they are learning it in the home, good
luck ever undoing it—so we really
made that commitment but we really
did not mean it, and if it had not been
for the Congresswoman, we would not
have even gotten 50 cents on the dollar,
because they were quick to say, OK,
well, we voted for it, but we do not
have the to fund it and it will slip
away.

We are seeing women’s right to
choose go down the chute, we are see-
ing all sorts of educational programs
and opportunities in the workplace
going down the chute, and we are see-
ing all sorts of things happening to
children.

In fact, a mother from Denver sent
me the poster for what they thing the
Labor-HHS bill that we are going to be
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taking up this week should be showing.
Here it is. It is this wonderful child. |
think what the Congress is saying to
this child is, ‘““Let them eat mud.”’

We are going after Head Start. Can
you believe that? We have never made
our commitment to Head Start. We are
going after all sorts of educational pro-
grams that this child’s future depends
on and so forth and so on. We are going
to attack their nutrition, attack their
education, attack their chance to get
ahead, attack a women’s ability to
move forward. | remind you that in the
Budget Act, they put a 15-percent tax
on child support enforcement. If the
government collects child support,
they are going to take 15 percent of
that out. Yet we keep saying to these
families, ‘““Get up and get on your
own.”

How are you going to do that unless
you were lucky enough to have picked
the right parents? This child did not
get a chance to pick my parents. | did
not get a chance to pick my parents
that | am aware of. If you are lucky
enough to have picked the right par-
ents, although | never knew you got
that choice, then you are going to be
OK. The idea that the government
should try and create and equal play-
ing field so you can utilize all of your
abilities, be you male, female, be you
black, white, be you Hispanic, Asian or
whatever is really rapidly eroding. It is
very rapidly eroding. If you do not
think it is rapidly eroding, watch what
we do this week. We are bringing the
meanest bill to this floor, the most ex-
treme bill to this floor that this Con-
gress has seen since the end of the war.
We are saying to this child, ‘““You’ve
got to pay for the debt.”” Obviously she
caused it. Listen, she was not even
here. She cannot even vote.

That is why | think as we get ready
to celebrate women having voted for 75
years, maybe people better sit back
and reflect. We may not have voted in
any great numbers in 1994, but | have a
feeling that women all over America
are getting as angry as the mother of
this child in Denver, CO and saying:
What are you people doing there? You
are not touching the B-2 bomber, you
are not touching the space station, you
are not touching really rich farmers,
you are not touching the traditional
pork. You are going after Kids. You are
going after the people who cannot fight
back.

You may find that women unite this
year and we do fight back. We have had
the vote long enough. We now know
how to use it, and | think this Congress
better be careful. This war on women
and children had better end or women
and children will declare war on the
Congress.

MASSIVE CUTS LOOM IN LABOR-
HHS APPROPRIATIONS BILL
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Hawaii [Mrs. MINK] is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.
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Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Speaker, I,
too, want to rise in great dismay and
almost shocked disbelief at the bill
that we are being asked to consider
this week which provides funding for
programs in the Departments of Labor,
Health and Human Services and Edu-
cation.

Most of the people who hold public
office today, whether in local, State, or
national capacities, have always made
a very strong and vocal commitment to
the importance of education, not just
to the children that are here today but
virtually for the future of this country.
In order for us to be truly competitive
in a world sense we have to be sure
that the children of America are being
given the fullest opportunity for edu-
cation, for training, for career develop-
ment, and certainly in meeting the
changes that occur in our economy and
in jobs throughout the Nation, we have
to also be prepared to make sure that
there are funds available for job re-
training of workers who are displaced
in a wide variety of industries, out-
comes of such things as NAFTA and
GATT, and simply the downsizing of
our megacorporations.

So it is almost with a dismay and
disbelief that | rise today to advise the
people in the country about these mas-
sive cuts that are coming in the field of
education. The budget that we are
going to be asked to vote for this week
cuts $3.8 billion in education and about
$2.8 billion of this cut are going to af-
fect the local schools directly. It is as-
tounding that such a major cut would
come from a field that everybody
agrees is the most important respon-
sibility of Government. But there you
have it. Now, how do these cuts come
into the budget category?
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The first major cut is $1.1 billion in
title I, which is a special program that
has been in existence since 1965.

| happen to have been here in the
Congress in 1965, where the debate over
25 years finally came to fruition and
the first federally financed Aid to Edu-
cation was enacted. It was then called
Public Law 8910; and that program has
continued over the years. Although
never fully funded, it has provided bil-
lions of dollars of assistance directly to
our schools.

How is it determined what the
schools are to get? It is targeted to
economically and educationally dis-
advantaged children in our schools. In
some instances, private schools are
able to benefit by sending their chil-
dren out to partake of the various pro-
grams that are located in the public
schools.

We have a devastating impact. Our
report shows that 1 million of our most
disadvantaged children in our neediest
schools that do not have the real prop-
erty tax base or the financial where-
withal to pay for an adequate edu-
cation are going to have these funds
stripped away. | think this is the most
egregious of all of the cuts that we are
being asked to make this week.
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Mr. Speaker, the other program
which has had widespread support
throughout the country is a program
that we call Head Start. Time and
again, people have stood on the well of
this floor, Presidents have announced
that we must achieve full funding of
Head Start.

It takes into consideration the need
to prepare disadvantaged children, par-
ticularly, at age 4 and 5 years of age to
make it possible for them when they
enter the public schools in first grade
that they can achieve at a far more
adequate and rapid pace.

This is a program that has bipartisan
support and yet I am dismayed to re-
port that the Committee on Appropria-
tions cut Head Start by $137 million,
which means 45,000 to 50,000 children
who are currently in the program will
not be able to participate any longer.
What a tragedy for these youngsters.

What makes up an adequate edu-
cational system in America? What pro-
duces quality education? It is not
money in itself, it is the quality of the
teachers, and so one of the important
areas that we have funded in the past
is teacher education, and that program
is being totally eliminated, that is
known as the Eisenhower Professional
Development Program for teachers. |
see that my time is up, and | will be
back again on the floor.

EDUCATION CUTS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. MARTINEZ]
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Speaker, | rise
the same as Mrs. MINK in vehement op-
position to the new majority’s Labor,
HHS, and Education appropriation bill.
It is a bill that is so bad that we should
not even try to amend it, even if we
could, because | do not believe there
are any amendments that could im-
prove it, so let it come to the floor just
the way it is and show the American
people what the new majority is really
all about.

Some have come to this floor and
said that the new majority are mean
spirited. Mr. Speaker, this goes beyond
mean spirited. The Labor HHS bill is a
cold-blooded attack on the American
dream.

It is especially damaging for those at
the very bottom of the ladder. The cuts
in education are at the very heart of
the American dream. Education has al-
ways been a plus, something to laud, in
America. Without education, would we
have had the major technical advance-
ments that we have known? That came
from people that were well educated in
this country? | doubt it.

I do not believe even in the past peo-
ple like George Washington Carver,
who gave us more than just the devel-
opment of so many things from the
peanut, would have had the advantages
that he did later in his life after he re-
ceived the formal education.

Mr. Speaker, education, to me, has
been at the heart of every advancement
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of our Great Society. The new majority
cuts and slashes. Their cut-and-slash
tactics cut everything. They cut edu-
cation, a second chance for people.
They say they want everyone to speak
English. Where do they think adults
are going to learn English? They are
going to learn in school.

They are slashing a program so that
adults have to wait in line to get into
the ESL classes. Community-based or-
ganizations, which take up much of the
slack, are already short of funds to pro-
vide services, and the bill is cutting
their aid even further.

Even though the Federal Government
contributes only a small percentage of
the education money that is spent in
this country, they want to take that
away.

With this legislation, Congress is ig-
noring the national leadership role
that it has. When local school boards
all over the country are having hard
times paying for their schools, this bill
is denying the very little help we do
give. The no-tax phobia has school dis-
tricts around the country desperate for
funds. If we do not help, no one will.

Initiatives like California’s propo-
sition 13 and the two-thirds require-
ment for any new increase in funds for
schools handcuff the ability of commu-
nities to implement a bond measure to
raise taxes for those needs that they
believe are priorities like schools.

Mr. Speaker, | have never been of-
fended by taxes as long as the revenue
is spent well.

Mr. Speaker, | believe we must grow
up and the new majority must grow up
and face the responsibility for a sen-
sible society. Without taxes, there
would be no local law enforcement, no
local fire safety, no local sewage treat-
ment, no health and safety protections.
Taxes are a part of a civilized society.

If we think we have it bad, we ought
to look at some of our neighboring
countries. Some nations have more on-
erous taxes than we will ever have, but
they do not have the advancements in
technology that we do.

Taxes are a sacrifice made to invest-
ment in our country.

We hear our colleagues every day
come to this floor and say, we have to
run Congress like a business. | was in
business for many years, but | got into
politics and | saw other businesses
around me fail because they would not
make the sacrifice that we need to
make to make an investment in our
business. Well, we are now giving a tax
break to the rich at the expense of an
investment in the programs for the
poor of our country.

The Labor, HHS, education bill is a
disinvestment in the future of the chil-
dren of this Nation that is irrational
and unfair. Mr. Speaker, what has hap-
pened to the promise of a brighter to-
morrow, a kinder and gentler America
that we heard about not so long ago, a
future for our children that people, and
especially politicians, love to make in
speeches?
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TOBACCO AND AMERICA’S YOUTH

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from California
[Mr. WAXMAN] is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the minority
leader.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent to revise and ex-
tend my remarks and to insert extra-
neous material.

I have taken out this special order to
talk again about the No. 1 threat to the
health of our children—tobacco.

A lot has happened since | spoke to
this body last week. They Justice De-
partment has confirmed that it will
impanel a grand jury in this city to
consider perjury charges against to-
bacco company CEO’s. The U.S. attor-
ney in New York has confirmed that he
will impanel a grand jury in Manhat-
tan to investigate whether tobacco
companies lied to Federal regulators
about the health effects of tobacco.
And the President has begun to con-
sider how best to regulate tobacco.

Almost unnoticed amid the head-
lines, however, is the damage ciga-
rettes have done to the health of our
Nation. In the last week alone, over
7,000 Americans have died from lung
cancer, heart disease, and other ill-
nesses caused by addiction to tobacco.

Even worse, in the last 7 days, 21,000
American children have begun to
smoke for the first time. One-third of
these children—7,000 kids—will become
lifelong nicotine addicts and eventu-
ally die from a tobacco-related disease.

Clearly, the time has come for com-
monsense regulation to discourage
children from smoking.

When | appeared before this body last
week, | reported on my investigation
into the research activities of Philip
Morris, the Nation’s largest tobacco
company. This investigation revealed
three important facts.

First, Philip Morris conducted secret
research on nicotine pharmacology for
more than a decade.

Second, top company officials—in-
cluding the Philip Morris board of di-
rectors and at least three separate vice
presidents for research and develop-
ment—had knowledge of the secret nic-
otine research program.

Third, Philip Morris conducted re-
search for the specific purpose of deter-
mining the pharmacological effects of
nicotine on children and college stu-
dents.

One major question remained unan-
swered, however. Did Philip Morris use
its secret nicotine research to design
cigarettes sold to the American public?

We know from the documents | re-
leased last week that Philip Morris’ se-
cret research program was undertaken
for commercial reasons. The document
describing the plans and objectives for
the behavioral research laboratory in
1979, for example, stated expressly:

The rationale for the program rests on the
premise that such knowledge will strengthen
Philip Morris R&D capability in developing
new and improved smoking products.
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Philip Morris, however, has consist-
ently maintained that it never com-
mercialized this research or manipu-
lated nicotine. A year ago, the Philip
Morris CEO, William Campbell, testi-
fied before my subcommittee that
“Philip Morris does not manipulate nor
independently control the level of nico-
tine in our products.”

Last month, when the New York
Times first reported on the secret Phil-
ip Morris research program, Philip
Morris asserted that it never used the
research results in creating products
for the market.

Today, | will present evidence that
conflicts fundamentally with these
Philip Morris statements. | will
present evidence that appears to prove
beyond a reasonable doubt that Philip
Morris manipulated the nicotine levels
in cigarettes sold to the American pub-
lic.

My investigation of nicotine manipu-
lation by Philip Morris has been hin-
dered by two obstacles. First, Philip
Morris has not cooperated with the in-
vestigation. Over a year ago, on June
29, 1994, 1 wrote Philip Morris to re-
quest copies of Philip Morris docu-
ments relating to nicotine manipula-
tion. With minor exceptions, Philip
Morris has refused to provide these
documents.

The second obstacle is that the Con-
gress has apparently ceased its inves-
tigation of the tobacco industry. This
makes it impossible for me to call
Philip Morris witnesses before an in-
vestigative committee to respond to
my inquiries.

Because of these obstacles, | cannot
yet provide a complete and final record
of Philip Morris’s efforts to manipulate
nicotine. Nevertheless, what | have re-
cently learned is so significant that I
believe 1 must take the extraordinary
step for reporting on it in this chamber
today. | believe | have an obligation to
the Members of this body, to the ad-
ministration, and ultimately to the
American people to tell what | know so
that together we can move closer to
the truth.

As | did last week, 1 will first present
a summary of my investigation. Then |
will then read into the RECORD a chro-
nology of excerpts from previously se-
cret Philip Morris documents. Finally,
I will present the documents them-
selves for publication in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD.

SYSTEMATIC MANIPULATION IN THE
LABORATORY

The evidence of nicotine manipula-
tion begins in the very same Philip
Morris laboratories in Richmond, VA,
that conducted the electric shock stud-
ies and the nicotine pharmacology re-
search that | described last week.
Throughout the 1970’s, researchers in
these laboratories engaged in a system-
atic search ‘‘to determine optimal nic-
otine/tar ratios for cigarette accept-
ability in a low delivery cigarette.”

The nicotine/tar ratio is a ratio that
compares the amount of nicotine deliv-
ered by a cigarette with the amount of
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tar delivered by the cigarette. Officials
of the tobacco industry have long
maintained that because nicotine lev-
els follow tar levels, there is a single,
fixed nicotine/tar ratio in all ciga-
rettes. For instance, Alexander Spears,
the chief operating officer of the
Lorillard Tobacco Co., testified before
my subcommittee on March 25, 1994,
that:

We do not set nicotine levels for particular
brands of cigarettes. Nicotine levels follow
the tar level. . . . The correlation . . . is es-
sentially perfect correlation between tar and
nicotine and shows that there is no manipu-
lation of nicotine.

The objective of the Philip Morris re-
searchers, however, was to break this
essentially perfect correlation between
nicotine and tar. Their goal was to de-
termine if an increased ratio of nico-
tine to tar would make low-tar ciga-
rettes more acceptable to the smoker.

The first document to discuss the se-
cret search for the optimal nicotine/tar
ratio is a December 1970 research re-
port. In this report, Philip Morris sci-
entists stated that they were “initiat-
ing a study of the effect of systematic
variation of the nicotine/tar ratio upon
smoking rate and acceptability meas-
ures.”

In May 1974, the Philip Morris sci-
entists described their research as in-
volving the systematic manipulation of
nicotine. Although Philip Morris CEO
William Campbell testified last year
that Philip Morris does not manipulate
nicotine, the researchers stated that
they were ‘‘systematically manipulat-
ing tar and nicotine parameters of
cigarettes * * * to predict nicotine/tar
ratios for optimal cigarette accept-
ability.”

By November 1974, the Philip Morris
scientists achieved a breakthrough. Ac-
cording to the researchers, the natural
ratio of nicotine to tar in tobacco is
0.07—that is, 7 parts nicotine to 100
parts tar. The researchers found that
by boosting this ratio in low-tar ciga-
rettes, about 40 percent to approxi-
mately 0.10—or 10 parts nicotine to 100
parts tar—they could produce a low-tar
cigarette that equaled a regular-deliv-
ery cigarette in both acceptability and
strength. In other words, the research-
ers found that by increasing the nico-
tine level in a low-tar cigarette by 40
percent while leaving the tar level un-
changed, they could produce a stronger
and more acceptable low-tar cigarette.

By October 1975, the scientists com-
pleted a follow-up study to replicate
their findings. This follow-up study
confirmed the initial results. The sci-
entists found that ‘““the optimum nico-
tine to tar ratio for a 10 milligram cig-
arette is somewhat higher than that
occurring in smoke from the natural
state of tobacco.”

COMMERCIALIZATION

There is compelling evidence that
not long after completing this re-
search, Philip Morris used the research
findings to manipulate nicotine levels
in cigarette brands sold to the Amer-
ican public.
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One brand in which manipulation
seems certain to have occurred is the
regular-length Benson & Hedges ciga-
rette. | have a chart that shows what
happened to the nicotine/tar ratios in
this cigarette between 1968 and 1985,
the first and last years for which data
is available for this cigarette variety.

As you can see, the nicotine/tar ratio
remained essentially flat at 0.07, the
natural nicotine/tar ratio in tobacco,
from 1968 to 1978. From 1978 to 1983,
however, the ratios changed signifi-
cantly. During this period, the nico-
tine/tar ratio did exactly what the
Philip Morris researchers rec-
ommended—it increased.

As the chart shows, the nicotine/tar
ratio reaches a high of 0.2 in 1981. By
1983, the nicotine/tar ratio in the Ben-
son & Hedges cigarette is 0.11—vir-
tually the exact level recommended by
the Philip Morris scientists.

These increases in the nicotine/tar
ratio resulted from increases in the
nicotine level of the Benson & Hedges
cigarette. The tar level in the cigarette
in 1983 is exactly the same as it was in
1978—but the nicotine level is more
than 50 percent higher.

A key question arises from these
facts: Were the increases in the nico-
tine level and the nicotine/tar ratio of
the Benson & Hedges cigarette the re-
sult of the deliberate design decisions
of Philip Morris? Or were they the re-
sult of chance or random variation?

To answer this question, | asked Dr.
Lynn Kozlowski from Penn State Uni-
versity, one of the Nation’s leading ex-
perts on low-tar cigarettes, to perform
a statistical analysis of the changes in
the nicotine/tar ratio of the Benson &
Hedges cigarette. His analysis shows
that the increases in the nicotine/tar
ratio were not the result of chance or
random variation. Specifically, he
found the possibility that the elevated
nicotine/tar ratios could be explained
by chance or random variation is less
than 1 in 100,000. In other words, the
possibility is virtually zero.

Benson & Hedges is not the only ex-
ample of commercialization | found
during my investigation. In 1981, Philip
Morris introduced a new cigarette
brand, the Merit Ultra Light. Like the
Benson & Hedges cigarette, the Merit
Ultra Light had an increased nicotine/
tar ratio.

I have a chart that shows the nico-
tine/tar ratio in the Merit Ultra Light.
As the chart illustrates, the nicotine/
tar ratio is significantly elevated from
the natural ratio of 0.07. The ratio in
this cigarette is 0.11—virtually the
exact level recommended by the sci-
entists.

In summary, the evidence | will
present today shows three crucial
points.

First, Philip Morris researchers de-
termined that the natural nicotine/tar
ratio in cigarettes is 0.07.

Second, Philip Morris researchers
recommended that this natural nico-
tine/tar ratio be increased to approxi-
mately 0.10 in low-tar cigarettes to in-
crease acceptability and strength.
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Third, shortly after this rec-
ommendation was made, Philip Morris
raised the nicotine/tar ratio in Benson
& Hedges cigarettes to the rec-
ommended level of 0.10 and above and
introduced a new brand, the Merit
Ultra Light, with a similar elevated
nicotine/tar ratio.

There appears to be only one conclu-
sion that can be drawn from this evi-
dence: Philip Morris deliberately in-
creased nicotine levels in commercially
marketed cigarettes.

At this point, | want to begin to read
excerpts from the documents.

CHRONOLOGY OF PHILIP MORRIS RESEARCH ON

NICOTINE MANIPULATION

December 1970.—Philip Morris re-
searchers commence a study that di-
rectly involves manipulation of the
nicotine/tar ratio in cigarettes. The
study involves reducing tar levels and
boosting nicotine levels by adding nic-
otine salt, a commercial form of nico-
tine. Specifically, the researchers
write:

We are initiating a study of the effect of
systematic variation of the nicotine/tar ratio
upon smoking rate and acceptability meas-
ures. Using Marlboro as a base cigarette we
will reduce the tar delivery incrementally by
filtration and increase the nicotine delivery
incrementally by adding a nicotine salt. All
cigarettes will be smoked for several days
each by a panel of 150 selected volunteers.

Source: P.A. Eichorn and W.L. Dunn,
“Quarterly Report of Projects 1600 and
2302’—Dec. 31, 1970.

September 1971.—Philip Morris re-
searchers describe their research objec-
tives for 1972. They state that their
goal is “‘to determine optimal nicotine/
tar ratios for cigarette acceptability of
relatively low delivery cigarettes.”

The researchers also identify tobac-
co’s natural nicotine/tar ratio, stating
that a ratio of 0.07 is ‘‘characteristic of
a broad range of natural leaf.”

Source: Memorandum on ‘“‘Plans for
1972,” from W. Dunn et al. to P.A.
Eichorn—Sept. 8, 1971.

January 1972.—Philip Morris  re-
searchers report plans to conduct a na-
tional mail-out of cigarettes with al-
tered nicotine/tar ratios. Specifically,
they write:

Low delivery cigarettes with varying tar
and nicotine deliveries are being made with
both low nicotine tobacco and with ordinary
tobacco. These cigarettes will be used in na-
tional mailouts to determine what combina-
tions of tar and nicotine make for optimal
acceptability in a low delivery cigarette.

Source: T.R. Schori, ‘““Smoking and
Low Delivery Cigarettes,”” in Consumer
Psychology Monthly Report—Dec. 16,
1971, to Jan. 15, 1972.

October 1972.—Philip Morris research-
ers develop a three-stage study for de-
termining the optimal nicotine levels
in menthol cigarettes. The researchers
write:

This study has a three-stage design. The
first stage is designed to identify those nico-
tine delivery levels which we might reason-
ably wish to consider for menthol cigarettes.
Having identified these nicotine delivery lev-
els, in stage 2 we will determine combina-
tions of nicotine and menthol which make
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for optimal acceptability. And then in stage
3, cigarettes with these combinations of nic-
otine and menthol will be tested against cur-
rent brands of known quality and sales po-
tential.

The researchers also describe their
ongoing ‘“‘tar and nicotine studies.”
They state:

We have done a number of nicotine to tar
ratio studies. . . . When we get successful
models, we will go out to a national panel in
an attempt to determine combinations of tar
and nicotine for optimal acceptability.

Source: P.A. Eichorn and W.L. Dunn,
“‘Quarterly Report—Projects 1600 and
2302’—Oct. 5, 1972.

November 1972.—Philip Morris re-
searchers state that one of their re-
search objectives for 1973 is to deter-
mine if “‘a cigarette with a high nico-
tine/tar ratio has market potential.”

Source: Memorandum on ““1600 Objec-
tives for 1973’—Nov. 11, 1972.

May 1973.—Philip Morris develops a 5-
year plan for research and develop-
ment. This plan states explicitly the
nicotine/tar ratio studies are being
conducted to develop new cigarette de-
signs. Specifically, the R&D plan
states:

This program comprises a nhumber of stud-
ies expected to provide insight leading to
new cigaret designs. These include studies of
optimum nicotine/tar ratios [and] nicotine/
menthol relationships.

Source: Philip Morris, USA, ‘“Re-
search and Development Five Year
Plan, 1974-1978"—May 1973.

October 1973.—The Director of Re-
search at Philip Morris, Thomas
Osdene, who subsequently became vice
president for science and technology,
circulates the company’s R&D strategy
for the next 5 years. The strategy
makes it clear that manipulating the
concentration of smoke constituents
was one of the major priorities of Phil-
ip Morris’s research efforts.

Osdene’s strategy states:

R&D management will concentrate a large
part of the resources at its disposal in two
major long-range new product programs: a
cigarette with controlled-composition main-
stream smoke, and a “‘full-flavor’’ cigaret de-
livering less than ten milligrams of FTC tar.

The strategy then explains that the
full-flavor/low-delivery program re-
quires developing new means of manip-
ulating the relative concentrations of
key smoke constituents. Specifically,
the strategy states:

This program is directed at a dramatic re-
duction in cigaret tar level while maintain-
ing subjective responses equal to our present
major brands. . . . The task requires . . . de-
veloping means of increasing the relative
concentration of desirable constituents.

Source: Memorandum on ‘“‘5-Year
Plan,” from T. S. Osdene to W. L. Dunn
et al.—Oct. 29, 1973.

May 1974.—Philip Morris researchers
state that they are engaged in system-
atic manipulation of nicotine. In a
monthly research report, they state:

Having done a number of studies (JND-1,
JND-2, TNT-3, TNT-4) in which we have sys-
tematically manipulated tar and nicotine
parameters of cigarettes, we are trying to
see if we can make any overall conclusion.
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Specifically, we are trying to predict nico-
tine/tar ratios for optimal cigarette accept-
ability at differing tar deliveries.

Source: T.R. Schori, ‘“Regression
Analysis,” in Smoker Psychology
Monthly Report—May 9, 1974.

November 1974.—In the 1974 annual re-
port of research activities, Philip Mor-
ris scientists report a breakthrough in
their efforts to develop ““low delivery
cigarettes with increased nicotine/tar
ratios.”” A low delivery cigarette with
an increased nicotine/tar ratio of 0.12
was found to be ‘“‘comparable to the
Marlboro in terms of both subjective
acceptability and strength.”” According
to the researchers:

Although we previously have had ciga-
rettes in this delivery range which achieved
parity with Marlboro in acceptability, this is
the first time that such a cigarette has
achieved parity in both acceptability and
strength.

The researchers also described a fol-
low-up study to determine whether
“the high nicotine/tar ratio was the
primary determinant of the smokers’
favorable perceptions of the cigarette.”
According to the researchers:

In this study we will make three 10 mg tar
cigarettes with N/T ratios of 0.07, .10, and
.13—insuring that tar is constant over ciga-
rettes—and a Marlboro control. From this
test, we will be able to determine: (1) wheth-
er we can reliably make full flavored ciga-
rettes in the 10 mg range; and (2) whether a
relatively high N/T ratio is essential in order
to do so.

Top officials at Philip Morris were
informed of the results of this research.
The 1974 annual report was approved by
the Director of Research, Thomas
Osdene and distributed to the vice
president for Research and Develop-
ment, Helmut Wakeham.

Source: ‘‘Behavioral Research An-
nual Report, Part I1,”” approved by T.S.
Osdene and distributed to H. Wakeham
et al.—November 1, 1974—reprinted in
141 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD at H7658-
62—daily edition. July 25, 1995.

October 1975.—Philip Morris research-
ers report the results of the followup
study to Helmut Wakeham, the vice
president for Research and Develop-
ment. The followup study successfully
confirmed the original results. Accord-
ing to the researchers:

This study provides evidence that the opti-
mum nicotine to tar ratio for a 10 mg tar
cigarette is somewhat higher than that oc-
curring in smoke from natural state of to-
bacco.

Specifically, the follow-up study in-
volved boosting nicotine levels by add-
ing a nicotine salt—nicotine citrate—
to low-delivery cigarettes to raise the
nicotine/tar ratio above the natural
ratio of 0.07. These experimental ciga-
rettes were then sent to a test panel of

hundreds of smokers. The results
showed:

[T]he experimental cigarette with the
moderate level of nicotine addition was

rated higher in acceptability than the pro-
portional reduction cigarette and equal to
the Marlboro control.

Source: ‘‘Low Delivery Cigarettes
and Increased Nicotine/Tar Ratios, A
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Replications,”” approved by William L.
Dunn and distributed to H. Wakeham
et al.—Oct. 1975.

December 1978.—Philip Morris re-
searchers analyze the nicotine levels in
cigarettes produced by other manufac-
tures. They prepare a table listing the
tar and nicotine levels and the nico-
tine/tar ratios of competitors’ brands.
Then they state:

The table suggests . . . that our competi-
tors’ brands . . . seem to be higher in nico-
tine delivery than we would otherwise expect
from our own experience with low delivery
cigarettes . . . We suspect that in some
cigarettes the use of high alkaloid blends
may . . . be an important contribution to
the higher ratios.

A high alkaloid blend refers to a
blend of tobacco containing high con-
centrations alkaloids. The principal
alkaloid in tobacco is nicotine.

Source: Memorandum on “‘Plans and
Objectives—1979,” from W.L. Dunn to
T.S. Osdene—Dec. 6, 1978—reprinted in
141 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD at H7668-
70—daily edition. July 25, 1995.

February 1979.—Philip Morris re-
searchers plan a study on the changes
in nicotine levels detectable by smok-
ers. This study is intended to address
““the recurring expression of concern
about the relative downness of N/T ra-
tios in PM products.”

Source: ‘“Notes on Program Review
Presentation 2/79.”

THE FTC DATA

The documents | have just read show
that during the 1970’s, Philip Morris re-
searchers learned that the optimum
nicotine/tar ratio in low-delievery ciga-
rettes is approximately 0.10, compared
to a natural ratio of 0.07. This raises a
question of central relevance: Did Phil-
ip Morris commercialize this research?
In other words, did Philip Morris de-
sign commercial cigarettes with an ele-
vated nicotine/tar ratio of 0.10 or
above?

To answer this question, | reviewed
the tar and nicotine data from the Fed-
eral Trade Commission for low-delivery
cigarettes manufactured by Philip
Morris. The FTC has collected tar and
nicotine data on cigarettes since 1968.
For each variety of cigarette, the FTC
tests 100 cigarettes collected at random
from 50 different geographical loca-
tions. The tar and nicotine numbers re-
ported by the FTC show the results of
this extensive testing.

As | summarized earlier, this FTC
data provides compelling evidence that
Philip Morris commercialized its re-
search on optimum nicotine/tar ratios
in at least two cigarette brands.

The first example of commercializa-
tion is the regular-length—70 millime-
ter—Benson & Hedges filtered ciga-
rette. The first year that data is avail-
able for this brand is 1968. At that
time, the tar level was 21 milligrams/
cigarette, the nicotine level was 1.29
milligrams/cigarette, and the nicotine/
tar ratio was 0.06.

From 1968 to 1978, tar and nicotine
levels in regular-length Benson &
Hedges filtered cigarettes dropped sig-
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nificantly to 0.9 milligrams tar and 0.06
milligrams nicotine. Throughout this
period, however, the nicotine/tar ratio
in the cigarette remained essentially
the same. In 1978, the nicotine/tar ratio
was 0.07, virtually the same level as in
1968. My chart illustrates this point.

This changed after 1978, due to sig-
nificant increases in the nicotine levels
in the cigarette. In 1978, the nicotine
level in the Benson & Hedges cigarette
was 0.06 milligrams. By 1981, however,
the nicotine level had doubled to 0.12
milligrams. In 1983, the nicotine level
was 0.10 milligrams—an increase of
over 60 percent from the 1978 level.

As the nicotine level was rising, so
was the nicotine/tar ratio. The chart
again illustrates this point. The nico-
tine/tar ratio rose in the Benson &
Hedges cigarette to 0.09 in 1979 and
then to 0.2 in 1981. In 1983, the ratio was
0.11—virtually the same ratio rec-
ommended by the Philip Morris re-
searchers.

In 1984 and 1985, Philip Morris re-
duced the nicotine/tar ratio in the Ben-
son & Hedges cigarette to the original
0.07 level. Nothing is known about why
Philip Morris took this step. It could
be because Philip Morris found other,
more subtle ways, to manipulate nico-
tine delivery, such as by increasing the
pH of the cigarette smoke, or perhaps
it simply reflects a decision to phase-
out the product. In any case, Philip
Morris apparently stopped making the
regular-length Benson & Hedges ciga-
rette after 1985, because no further FTC
data is available.

There are two further points that
emerge from the Benson & Hedges
data. First, the increased nicotine/tar
ratios from 1978 to 1983 are almost cer-
tainly due to the design decisions of
Philip Morris—not to chance or ran-
dom variation. Dr. Lynn Kozlowski,
the head of the Department of
Biobehavioral Health at Penn State
University, has reviewed the FTC data
for the Benson & Hedges cigarette. His
analysis shows the possibility that the
elevated nicotine/tar ratios could be
due to random fluctuations in tar and
nicotine levels is virtually nonexist-
ent—Iless than 1 in 100,000.

Second, the data refute the tobacco
industry’s claim that higher nicotine/
tar ratios in low-tar and ultra-low-tar
cigarettes are unavoidable because
they are a necessary consequence of fil-
tration. The Benson & Hedges cigarette
was an ultra-low-tar cigarette through-
out the period from 1978 to 1985. The
tar levels in the cigarette were consist-
ently below or near 1 milligram during
this period. Yet in three of these
years—1978, 1984, and 1985—the ciga-
rette had a natural nicotine/tar ratio of
0.07.

This history shows that Philip Mor-
ris was capable of producing—and in
fact did produce—an ultra-low-tar Ben-
son & Hedges cigarette with a natural
nicotine/tar ratio of 0.07. This plainly
demonstrates that the much higher
nicotine/tar ratios observed in the Ben-
son & Hedges cigarette between 1978
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and 1983 were avoidable. In other
words, the high ratios recorded during
this period must have reflected inten-
tional design decisions of Philip Mor-
ris.

The second example of commer-
cialization involves the Kking-size—85
millimeter—Merit Ultra Light. This
cigarette was introduced in 1981 as a
low-delivery cigarette. Its nicotine/tar
ratio, however, was not the natural
ratio of 0.07. Instead, like the Benson &
Hedges cigarette, its nicotine/tar ratio
was elevated. Specifically, the ratio
was again 0.11—the level recommended
by the Philip Morris researchers.

A chart again illustrates this point.

CURRENT EVIDENCE OF MANIPULATION

The evidence | have reviewed appears
to show beyond a reasonable doubt
that Philip Morris manipulated the
nicotine levels in cigarettes sold to the
American public in the late 1970’s and
early 1980’s. Is there evidence that
Philip Morris continues this manipula-
tion today?

Recent data from the Federal Trade
Commission is telling. It shows that
the nicotine/tar ratio in the Merit
Ultra Light cigarette has remained ele-
vated. For instance, from 1988 through
1993, the nicotine/tar ratio in King-size
Merit Ultra Light cigarettes sold in
soft packs was 0.10—virtually the same
elevated level as in 1981. This strongly
suggests continued manipulation in
this cigarette brand by Philip Morris.

There is one caveat in the recent
data that should be noted. Starting in
1988, the FTC stopped doing its own tar
and nicotine testing and instead began
to rely on data submitted by the to-
bacco industry. The tobacco industry
data is not as precise as the previous
data. For this reason, it is possible
that the actual nicotine/tar ratio in
Merit Ultra Lights from 1988 to 1993
could deviate somewhat from the re-
ported level.

Manipulating FTC nicotine deliveries
is only one of several ways to manipu-
late the amount of nicotine received by
the smoker. For instance, the amount
of nicotine absorbed by a smoker can
be increased without changing the FTC
nicotine delivery by increasing the al-
kalinity—or pH—of smoke. Alter-
natively, changes in filter design, such
as using ventilation holes that are cov-
ered by a smoker’s lips, can be used to
increase nicotine intake without af-
fecting the FTC nicotine delivery.

I have tried to investigate whether
Philip Morris uses these or other tech-
niques to manipulate nicotine in ciga-
rettes sold to the American public. Un-
fortunately, as | mentioned earlier,
Philip Morris has not cooperated with
this investigation. As a result, the full
extent to which Philip Morris manipu-
lates nicotine in its cigarettes is still
unknown.

CONCLUSION

Today, another 3,000 children will
begin to smoke. One third of these chil-
dren will become addicted to nicotine
and eventually die from lung cancer,
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heart disease, or other illness caused
by smoking.

We have it in our power to protect
these children. Voluntary agreements
with the tobacco industry will not
work. The tobacco industry has
pledged for decades to stop selling ciga-
rettes to children, but it never does. In
the last 3 years, despite the industry’s
pledges, the teen smoking rate actually
increased by 30 percent.

The answer is commonsense regula-
tion by an independent Federal agen-
cy—the Food and Drug Administration.
We cannot trust the tobacco companies
to determine when an advertisement is
targeted at children. They continue to
insist that Joe Camel is geared to
adults. Only the FDA can make these
determinations.

Ultimately, the question in front of
President Clinton, the Members of this
body, and the American people is a po-
litical question—not a legal or factual
one. We must decide whether we are
going to protect the health of our chil-
dren or the profits of the Nation’s most
powerful special interest, the tobacco
companies.

We are at a historic moment in the
history of tobacco control. If we miss
this opportunity, we will lose another
generation of kids to nicotine addic-
tion. | therefore call upon my col-
leagues to study the evidence | am pre-
senting and to reject any legislative ef-
fort to block commonsense regulation.

Let us show the American people—
and especially the children of this Na-
tion—that we will represent their in-
terests, not the special interests of the
tobacco companies.

Mr. Speaker, | have brought with me
the documents | read from during the
course of this hour, as well as the anal-
ysis of Dr. Kozlowski. Pursuant to my
earlier unanimous consent request, |
am inserting these documents into the
RECORD for publication.

Mr. Speaker, | submit the following
documents for the RECORD.

[The documents will appear in a fu-
ture issue of the RECORD.]
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RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Ev-
ERETT). Pursuant to clause 12 of rule I,
the Chair declares the House in recess
until 2 p.m. today.

Accordingly (at 1 o’clock and 36 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess
until 2 p.m.
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AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. COMBEST) at 2 p.m.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
COMBEST). Pursuant to the provisions
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of clause 5 of rule I, the Chair an-
nounces that he will postpone further
proceedings today on each motion to
suspend the rules on which a recorded
vote or the yeas and nays are ordered
or on which the vote is objected to
under clause 4 of rule XV.

Such rollcall votes, if postponed, will
be taken after debate later today.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA EMER-
GENCY HIGHWAY RELIEF ACT

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, | move
to suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 2017), to authorize an increased
Federal share of the costs of certain
transportation projects in the District
of Columbia for fiscal years 1995 and
1996, and for other purposes, as amend-
ed.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 2017

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘“District of
Columbia Emergency Highway Relief Act”.
SEC. 2. DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA EMERGENCY

HIGHWAY RELIEF.

(a) TEMPORARY WAIVER OF NON-FEDERAL
SHARE.—Notwithstanding any other law,
during fiscal years 1995 and 1996, the Federal
share of the costs of an eligible project shall
be a percentage requested by the District of
Columbia, but not to exceed 100 percent of
the costs of the project.

(b) ELIGIBLE PROJECTS.—In this section,
the term “‘eligible project’”” means a highway
project in the District of Columbia—

(1) for which the United States—

(A) is obligated to pay the Federal share of
the costs of the project under title 23, United
States Code, on the date of enactment of this
Act; or

(B) becomes obligated to pay the Federal
share of the costs of the project under title
23, United States Code, during the period be-
ginning on the date of the enactment of this
Act and ending September 30, 1996;

(2) which is—

(A) for a route proposed for inclusion on or
designated as part of the National Highway
System; or

(B) of regional significance (as determined
by the Secretary of Transportation); and

(3) with respect to which the District of
Columbia certifies that sufficient funds are
not available to pay the non-Federal share of
the costs of the project.

SEC. 3. DEDICATED HIGHWAY FUND AND REPAY-
MENT OF TEMPORARY WAIVER
AMOUNTS.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF FuUND.—Not later
than December 31, 1995, the District of Co-
lumbia shall establish a dedicated highway
fund to be comprised, at a minimum, of
amounts equivalent to receipts from motor
fuel taxes and, if necessary, motor vehicle
taxes and fees collected by the District of
Columbia to pay in accordance with this sec-
tion the cost-sharing requirements estab-
lished under title 23, United States Code, and
to repay the United States for increased Fed-
eral shares of eligible projects paid pursuant
to section 2(a). The fund shall be separate
from the general fund of the District of Co-
lumbia.

(b) PAYMENT OF NON-FEDERAL SHARE.—For
fiscal year 1997 and each fiscal year there-
after, amounts in the fund shall be sufficient
to pay, at a minimum, the cost-sharing re-
quirements established under title 23, United
States Code, for such fiscal year.
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(c) REPAYMENT REQUIREMENTS.—

(1) FIscAL YEAR 1996.—By September 30,
1996, the District of Columbia shall pay to
the United States from amounts in the fund
established under subsection (a), with re-
spect to each project for which an increased
Federal share is paid in fiscal year 1995 pur-
suant to section 2(a), an amount equal to 50
percent of the difference between—

(A) the amount of the costs of the project
paid by the United States in such fiscal year
pursuant to section 2(a); and

(B) the amount of the costs of the project
that would have been paid by the United
States but for section 2(a).

(2) FiscAL YEAR 1997.—By September 30,
1997, the District of Columbia shall pay to
the United States from amounts in the fund
established under subsection (a), with re-
spect to each project for which an increased
Federal share is paid in fiscal year 1995 pur-
suant to section 2(a) and with respect to
each project for which an increased Federal
share is paid in fiscal year 1996 pursuant to
section 2(a), an amount equal to 50 percent of
the difference between—

(A) the amount of the costs of the project
paid in such fiscal year by the United States
pursuant to section 2(a); and

(B) the amount of the costs of the project
that would have been paid by the United
States but for section 2(a).

(3) FiIscAL YEAR 1998.—By September 30,
1998, the District of Columbia shall pay to
the United States from amounts in the fund
established under subsection (a), with re-
spect to each project for which an increased
Federal share is paid in fiscal year 1996 pur-
suant to section 2(a), an amount equal to 50
percent of the difference between—

(A) the amount of the costs of the project
paid in such fiscal year by the United States
pursuant to section 2(a); and

(B) the amount of the costs of the project
that would have been paid by the United
States but for section 2(a).

(4) DEPOSIT OF REPAID FUNDS.—Repayments
made under paragraphs (1), (2), and (3) with
respect to a project shall be—

(A) deposited in the Highway Trust Fund
established by section 9503 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986; and

(B) credited to the appropriate account of
the District of Columbia for the category of
the project.

(d) ENFORCEMENT.—If the District of Co-
lumbia does not meet any requirement es-
tablished by subsection (a), (b), or (c) and ap-
plicable in a fiscal year, the Secretary of
Transportation shall not approve any high-
way project in the District of Columbia
under title 23, United States Code, until the
requirement is met.

(e) GAO AuDIT.—Not later than December
31, 1996, and each December 31 thereafter, the
Comptroller General of the United States
shall audit the financial condition and the
operations of the fund established under this
section and shall submit to Congress a report
on the results of such audit and on the finan-
cial condition and the results of the oper-
ation of the fund during the preceding fiscal
year and on the expected condition and oper-
ations of the fund during the next 5 fiscal
years.

SEC. 4. ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS.

(a) EXPEDITIOUS PROCESSING AND EXECU-
TION OF CONTRACTS.—The District of Colum-
bia shall expeditiously process and execute
contracts to implement the Federal-aid
highway program in the District of Colum-
bia.

(b) REVOLVING FUND ACCOUNT.—The Dis-
trict of Columbia shall establish an inde-
pendent revolving fund account for Federal-
aid highway projects. The account shall be
separate from the capital account of the De-
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partment of Public Works of the District of
Columbia and shall be reserved for the
prompt payment of contractors completing
highway projects in the District of Columbia
under title 23, United States Code.

(¢) HIGHWAY PROJECT EXPERTISE AND RE-
SOURCES.—The District of Columbia shall en-
sure that necessary expertise and resources
are available for planning, design, and con-
struction of Federal-aid highway projects in
the District of Columbia.

(d) PROGRAMMATIC REFORMS.—The Sec-
retary of Transportation, in consultation
with the District of Columbia Financial Re-
sponsibility and Management Assistance Au-
thority, may require administrative and pro-
grammatic reforms by the District of Colum-
bia to ensure efficient management of the
Federal-aid highway program in the District
of Columbia.

(e) GAO AuDIT.—The Comptroller General
of the United States shall review implemen-
tation of the requirements of this section
(including requirements imposed under sub-
section (d)) and report to Congress on the re-
sults of such review not later than July 1,
1996.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. SHUSTER] and the
gentleman from West Virginia [Mr. RA-
HALL] will each be recognized for 20
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. SHUSTER].

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 2017 provides for
an increased share in certain Federal-
aid highway projects in the District of
Columbia for the fiscal years 1995 and
1996.

This bill will also require the District
to establish a dedicated highway fund
for the first time to meet future local
cost-share requirements, and repay-
ments of the amounts weighed, and
will ensure that improvements are
made in the District’s highway pro-
gram. The District has been unable to
provide local matching funds this year,
as required under the Federal highway
program; generally, 20 percent of the
cost of the highway project.

In the past, the District has financed
its entire capital improvement pro-
gram through the sale of general obli-
gation bonds. Because the District’s
bond rating now stands at junk bond
status, the District has not sold any
bonds these years, so it does not have
the approximately $20 million that is
necessary to leverage over $80 million
in Federal highway funds.

Due to the lack of the local match no
new construction projects are under-
way in the District today, and no new
bids have been solicited in over 20
months.

Mr. Speaker, | am very pleased to see
that the Washington Post and others
have editorialized very strongly in sup-
port of this legislation, arguing that
highways are good for the District,
that they create jobs, and they stimu-
late economic activity. | am thrilled
that they noticed this about the Dis-
trict of Columbia. We have been saying
this about the rest of America for
many, many years, and what is good
for the rest of America is good for the
District of Columbia as well.
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This legislation, as amended by our
committee, will allow an increased

Federal share during 1995 and 1996 for
certain highway projects. However, by
December, 1995, the District, for the
first time under our legislation, will
have to establish a dedicated highway
fund separate from the general fund.
That is the good news.

Gas taxes and other motor vehicle
taxes collected by the District must be
deposited in this fund in amounts suffi-
cient to repay the amounts waived in
1995 and 1996 to meet their annual
match for fiscal 1997 and every year
thereafter.

Currently, the gas taxes collected by
the District are deposited in the gen-
eral fund and mostly allocated to the
metro account. The $35 million in an-
nual gas tax revenues will be more
than adequate to meet cost-sharing re-
quirements.

This legislation also includes a strict
3-year repayment schedule. By Septem-
ber 30, 1996, the District must repay 50
percent of the amount waived in 1995,
approximately $8 million; by Septem-
ber of 1997 another 50 percent; and then
in 1996 another. By 1998, the District
must make its final repayment of ap-
proximately 50 percent of the amount
waived in 1996.

If the District does not meet any of
these requirements, then the Secretary
of Transportation must withhold ap-
proval of highway projects in the Dis-
trict until the requirement is met.

Finally, H.R. 2017 includes several
other requirements to ensure that the
District’s highway program operates
efficiently during the waiver period
and in the future, with GAO reporting
on the implementation of these re-
quirements. The provisions in the leg-
islation are significantly tougher than
any other proposals which have been
put forth to address this current crisis.
However, the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure believes that
this temporary waiver is an extraor-
dinary action, and these stringent re-
quirements are justified.

I was a little concerned, Mr. Speaker,
to see a statement of administration
policy today which says “‘Similar waiv-
ers have been previously granted to 26
States.” That is disingenuous at best.
In the past, we have written into the
law when there was substantial in-
creased funding provided by the Fed-
eral Government that States would
have time to make up the match, and
we made this temporary waiver avail-
able to all 50 States. In no case were we
faced with a situation where we had to
give a waiver because a State was
about to go into bankruptcy, as is the
case with the District, so the District
is unique.

This is different. We did not do it 26
times in the past, as has been sug-
gested by the administration, but nev-
ertheless, nevertheless, we think there
are some big pluses in this action we
are taking today, and that is imposing
stringent requirements on the District
for the first time.
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Mr. Speaker, it is not the intention
of the committee that the District re-
ceive further waivers in the future. For
that reason, this legislation has been
crafted to ensure that the improve-
ments that are made in the current
program as the dedicated highway fund
will provide a stable revenue source for
the District’s match requirements in
the years to come, long beyond the
waiver period, so we should not be
faced with this situation again in the
district. We have worked very closely
with the D.C. Control Board. | am told
they support this legislation.

Also, | would emphasize that the gen-
tlewoman from the District of Colum-
bia, ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON, has been
a leader in helping us craft this legisla-
tion, along with other representatives
from the region, the gentlemen from
Virginia, Mr. DAviIs and Mr. WoLF, the
gentlewoman from Maryland, Mrs.
MORELLA, the gentleman from Vir-
ginia, Mr. MoRAN, along with the help
and cooperation of the gentleman from
California, Mr. DIXON.

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, we bring this
to the floor today with bipartisan sup-
port, support on the committee, sup-
port from the regional representatives,
and we ask that this legislation be
passed. It is unfortunate that the fi-
nancial mismanagement of the District
has forced this House to consider this
bill today, but I think we have taken a
bad situation and imposed tough re-
quirements that will in the long run
make much more discipline and stabil-
ity in the District’s highway program.
That will be good not only for the resi-
dents of the District of Columbia, but
for all Americans who visit our Na-
tion’s Capitol.

For all of these reasons, Mr. Speaker,
I urge the House to adopt H.R. 2017.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the distinguished chair-
man of the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure has explained
the pending matter and | commend him
for bringing the bill to the floor in such
an expeditious manner.

This is one of those rare instances
where the administration, the Senate,
and the House are joining together in
concert to provide relief to the resi-
dents of the District of Columbia.

In this regard, | think it important
to point out that the issues raised by
this legislation affect more than just
the District, and more than the neigh-
boring States of Maryland and Virginia
which support it on the basis of main-

taining a sound regional transpor-
tation system.
This bill has national and inter-

national implications as well.

For it is here, at the Nation’s Cap-
ital, that many American and foreign
visitors alike come to witness the seat
of the greatest democracy on this
Earth.

As such, it is important that the
gateway arteries into the city, those
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roads with the greatest significance, at
least be in passable if not excellent
condition.

With respect to the pending matter, |
would note that Congress on three
other occasions granted temporary
waivers from the local cost-sharing re-
quirements under the Federal Aid
Highway Program.

It is true that these waivers were ge-
neric in nature, with all States and ter-
ritories eligible to participate.

On the other hand, while the pending
bill relates only to the District of Co-
lumbia, it contains far more conditions
to obtaining the waiver than were re-
quired in the past.

First, the bill provides for a very
stringent repayment schedule, with
payments made on an incremental
basis.

Second, the repayment must be made
in cash, with no option for the repay-
ment to be made in the form of a re-
duction in the amount of future Fed-
eral aid highway funds available to the
District.

Third, as a condition of obtaining the
temporary waiver, the bill requires the
District to establish a dedicated high-
way trust fund comprised of motor fuel
tax receipts.

And fourth, if the District fails to
meet these obligations in any respect,
the Secretary of Transportation would
be prohibited from approving any high-
way project in the city.

There are other conditions as well,
conditions that any State would view
as an intrusion on its rights, as a Fed-
eral mandate, as a regulatory burden.

But, as well all know, the District is
not a State, and the conditions im-
posed by this legislation are agreeable
to the local Government, the Control
Board, and to the duly elected Rep-
resentative of the District of Columbia
in this body, Delegate ELEANOR
HOLMES NORTON.

With that stated, Mr. Speaker, | urge
adoption of the pending measure, and |
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, | would emphasize to
the House that the Speaker, the gen-
tleman from Georgia, NEWT GINGRICH,
has certainly pushed hard. He is really
the one who came to our committee
and said we should consider this legis-
lation, so the Speaker certainly de-
serves great credit for his interest in
seeing to it that we be helpful to the
District on this particular issue.

Mr. DAVIS. Mr. Speaker, anyone who drives
a car in Washington, DC, knows that this city
needs highway money. Practically every street
and highway in this town has potholes or bro-
ken pavement. Many of the bridges are in dire
need of repair or replacement. It seems like
every other bridge in the District has at least
one heavy metal plate stuck in the pavement
to cover a hole in the bridge. The road infra-
structure in the District is falling apart. The
$82 million in Federal highway trust fund
money is absolutely vital if the District is to re-
verse this trend.

But, as we are well aware, a decaying
transportation infrastructure is not a unique
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problem in Washington, DC. Many other cities
face similar problems. So why should this city
receive a total waiver of fiscal year 1996 and
fiscal year 1997 matching funds requirements
to get their highway money as the administra-
tion has asked for?

The District is in this position, because of
years of fiscal mismanagement. The city could
not sell bonds to raise the capital necessary to
meet the 20-percent match requirement, be-
cause it's bond rating is so poor. | do not think
we want to reward the District's fiscal mis-
management by waiving the share require-
ment for 2 years. This would be unprece-
dented in the 39-year history of the Federal
highway program and is simply the wrong di-
rection to go in. This legislation does not grant
a complete waiver and as a result, does not
set such a precedent.

However, | support H.R. 2017, the District of
Columbia Emergency Highway Relief Act,
sponsored by Delegate NORTON and which |
have cosponsored with Members from the re-
gion. | strongly support the Transportation
Committee’s mark up of H.R. 2017 which is
being considered on the floor today. The Dis-
trict is in a budget crunch—one of its own
making. But, we have acknowledged the mis-
management of the past that brought the Dis-
trict to this position, and we have put in place
a Control Board to bring financial responsibility
to the city’s budget. That Board is in operation
and has already taken aggressive steps to get
control of this situation. There will be budg-
etary responsibility in the future.

With this bill, we are trying to respond to the
immediate problem—the District will lose its
Federal highway funding by August 1, if we do
not act. This waiver is part of the solution we
are trying to reach in the District. We are not
penalizing the city for past sins by denying
desperately needed highway funds. We are
deferring payment of the matching share rec-
ognizing the city’s immediate cash crisis and
structuring a repayment program. This is a
disciplined, responsible approach. | would note
also that this is not unprecedented, on three
occasions in 1975, 1982, and 1991 the States
were given an opportunity to defer payment of
their matching share and many States took
advantage of that Federal offer. Admittedly,
this is a different situation, the District is re-
questing this deferral, but after all, the District
doesn’'t have a State to turn to like Fairfax
County might under similar circumstances.
The District of Columbia, as our national city,
is unigue and in many ways the Federal Gov-
ernment must act as the State for the city.

| have looked at the final bill reported from
the Transportation Committee, and | heartily
applaud their efforts. They have imposed fi-
nancial restrictions on the District to ensure
that this waiver does not become a permanent
IOU to the Federal Government. Working in
consultation with the District of Columbia Con-
trol Board, they have come up with restrictions
that the city can live with.

Finally, | want to point out that this is a re-
gional and a national problem. Hundreds of
thousands of people in this region drive
through the District daily and millions of tour-
ists travel to Washington. They have a right to
visit the Nation’s Capital without having their
cars swallowed by a pothole, because the Dis-
trict Government was not managing its budget
properly in the past. We are now moving to-
ward a solution to the District's problems, the
waiver proposal in this bill is one more step
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down that road, and | urge the committee to
support it.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, | yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. PETRI],
the chairman of the Subcommittee on
Surface Transportation of the Commit-
tee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Speaker, | thank the
gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, because of the severe fi-
nancial crisis of the District of Colum-
bia and its inability to provide a 20-per-
cent local match share, no Federal-aid
highway funds have been obligated in
the District for all of 1995. The highway
program is at a virtual standstill, high-
way contractors are being forced to lay
off workers, and there are concerns re-
garding the conditions of several of the
major routes traveled each day by
300,000 commuters and visitors to the
Nation’s Capital.

H.R. 2017 would waive for 2 years the
District’s local cost share necessary to
access roughly $82 million in Federal
highway funds in 1995 and a similar
amount next year. However, because of
the serious concerns on the part of the
Transportation and Infrastructure
Committee regarding this unprece-
dented waiver, other very substantial
requirements and safeguards have been
included in H.R. 2017.

The annual gas taxes and other vehi-
cle use taxes collected by the District
each year are currently earmarked for
the Metro account of the general fund.

H.R. 2017 will require that the Dis-
trict establish a dedicated highway
fund by the end of this year which
must maintain, at a minimum,
amounts necessary to meet the Dis-
trict’s cost-sharing requirements be-
ginning in fiscal year 1997. The fund
must also have amounts necessary to
meet the strict repayment schedule
over fiscal years 1996 through 1998 of
the approximately $35 million of local
match funds that are temporarily
waived under this legislation. If any
deadlines are not met, the Secretary of
Transportation will withhold any fur-
ther project approvals until the re-
quirement is met by the District. By
establishing this dedicated fund, the
District will no longer rely on the bond
market to secure the funds for its local
share as has been its practice in the
past. Rather, a stable and more secure
source of the match, as well as repay-
ment funds, will be in place.

Finally, section 4 of H.R. 2017 im-
poses additional requirements on the
District which should lead to improve-
ments in the District’s highway pro-
gram both during the 2-year waiver pe-
riod and in the future.

Mr. Speaker, | do have concerns
about moving forward with legislation
which will waive, however temporarily,
cost sharing requirements for one par-
ticular State due to its financial condi-
tion. The cost sharing principle is basic
to the Federal Aid Highway Program
and has been one of the reasons for its
success over the past 40 years. We do
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not grant this waiver lightly, nor do we
intend that this be an invitation to
other States to seek waivers in the fu-
ture.

The Transportation Committee has
worked closely and cooperatively with
the various parties which have an in-
terest in this legislation. These include
Congresswoman NORTON and other
Members representing the capital re-
gion, the Subcommittee on the District
of Columbia, the recently created D.C.
Financial Authority, and the District
itself. The Speaker of the House also
has an interest in this legislation.
While | am disappointed that the finan-
cial mismanagement of the District
has forced us to consider this bill
today, passage of H.R. 2017 will allow
critical highway projects to move for-
ward in the District immediately, and
will also result in a better, more stable
highway program in the future.

I urge the House to approve H.R. 2017.

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. SHUSTER] has jus-
tifiably come to the Speaker of this
body and asked for his support of this
legislation.

I would also like to take one quick
moment to commend the legislation
led by the chairman of the Department
of Transportation, Federica Pena, and
most importantly Rodney Slater who
has been most helpful on this legisla-
tion. Mr. Slater testified before our
subcommittee in support of the bill. We
have a statement of administration
policy in support of this legislation,
and so | commend them as well.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from California [Mr. Mi-
NETA], the distinguished ranking mi-
nority member.

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Speaker, many of
my colleagues have raised two ques-
tions about today’s legislation. First,
will the District pay the money back
and second, will we be here a few years
from now facing a similar situation?

I want to assure the Members that
this bill was crafted specifically to ad-
dress these two concerns. That’s why it
contains numerous accountability pro-
visions to ensure that the District will
not only promptly repay, in full, its
local share, but also will dedicate sta-
ble, reliable funding for the future
transportation program.

Unlike previous, broad-based waivers,
such as the one offered to all States in
1991, this bill requires the District to
repay in cash, beginning next year.

The bill also requires the District to
establish a dedicated highway account,
funded by motor fuel taxes and vehicles
fees, to ensure that funds are available
for the cash loan repayment and for fu-
ture local shares. No longer will the
District to able to rely solely on gen-
eral obligation bonds to fund its local
share.

In addition, the District’s new finan-
cial control board has assured the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infra-
structure that the Board will closely
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monitor District compliance with the
terms of today’s bill.

In closing, let me just remind my col-
leagues why we have Federal involve-
ment in highway construction. Local
road conditions have regional and na-
tional effects. The District’s infra-
structure affects not just District resi-
dents, but also thousands of daily com-
muters and millions of tourists.

This bill limits the use of the higher
Federal share financing to projects of
regional significance or those on Na-
tional Highway System routes. The
Federal Highway Administration has
announced that it will closely monitor
these projects, even locating some of
its staff in the District’s Department of
Public Works, to ensure that Federal
dollars are used wisely on only the
most critical regional needs.

I think particular credit for pulling
together this solution should go to EL-
EANOR HOLMES NORTON, to Chairman
SHUSTER, and to Speaker GINGRICH, all
of whom have persevered in the face of
great obstacles, because they know
how important it is to solve this prob-
lem, rather than to ignore it.

The District’s infrastructure is too
important to both the region and the
nation to allow it to deteriorate fur-
ther. So, | urge my colleagues to recog-
nize the importance of this legislation
and to vote for the bill.

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield
the balance of my time to the distin-
guished gentlewoman from the District
of Columbia [Ms. NORTON].

Ms. NORTON. | thank the gentleman
for yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, | thank the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. SHUSTER], the
distinguished chairman of the Commit-
tee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture, for his work in finding an appro-
priate way to release funds for the re-
sumption of street repair work in the
District at a time when its financial
condition does not allow the city to
fund its matching share. My deep grati-
tude goes as well to the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. PETRI], the chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Surface
Transportation, who quickly prepared
a hearing and brought forward the in-
formation that was necessary to arrive
at a viable bill. The work, advice, and
counsel of the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. MINETA], the full committee
ranking member; and the gentleman
from West Virginia [Mr. RAHALL], the
ranking minority member of the Sub-
committee on Surface Transportation,
were indispensable to the bill, and they
have my deep appreciation as well.

Mr. Speaker, in the Senate | am
grateful to Senator JOHN WARNER who
has already led that body to the pas-
sage of a bill similar to the one before
the House today, and to Transportation
Secretary Federico Pena and highway
administrator Rodney Slater who have
rendered extraordinary assistance. May
| say also that | do not believe this bill
would be on the Floor today without
the indispensable assistance of Speaker
NEWT GINGRICH.



H 8014

Mr. Speaker, it is perhaps not sur-
prising that a city close to insolvency
would have difficulty making its
matching share to obtain Federal
funds. At the same time, my colleagues
know that this body has taken defini-
tive action to permanently repair the
malfunction that led to the District’s
financial problems. In April, you ap-
proved the establishment of the finan-
cial responsibility and management as-
sistance authority, whose work has
only recently begun.

What H.R. 2017 does in large part is
not only to allow the highway funds
that have already been set aside to be
used, but the bill of the gentleman
from Pennsylvania also does what the
financial authority would have done
had it not been just established to cor-
rect the problems and prevent them
from arising in the future.

Mr. Speaker, this waiver does not dif-
fer substantially from waivers pre-
viously granted to 39 States, except
that it poses more stringent conditions
on the District than on those States.
Like those States, full repayment must
be made. Unlike those States, the Dis-
trict must make a cash repayment of
its waived funds, while waivers for
other jurisdictions have allowed repay-
ment from future highway fund appor-
tionments. Unlike those States, the
District is required to establish and
maintain a separate dedicated revolv-
ing fund account to maintain its
matching share. The GAO, the High-
way Administration, and the D.C. Fi-
nancial Authority, are given specific
responsibilities to see that all the re-
quirements of this bill are carried out.

Mr. Speaker, the other difference
from waivers routinely granted in
other States is that the District’s
waivers are granted individually by the
bill at the end of the fiscal year rather
than as part of a group of States at the
time of the reauthorization of a high-
way bill.

Mr. Speaker, the individual waiver to
the District is more than justified by
three circumstances. First, this city is
totally dependent on the Congress in
time of emergency because under the
Constitution, the District of Columbia
is not a jurisdiction of any State, but
is under the exclusive jurisdiction of
the Congress. Other large cities and lo-
calities experiencing difficult times
would turn on their States to develop a
plan like that outlined in the Chair-
man’s bill before you.

Second, the financial condition of the
District of Columbia is due in large
part to the fact that it must fund
State, county and municipal functions
that no large city could meet on its
own today. These unfunded mandates
include programs that cities do not
fund at all, including medicaid and
prisons. The many unfunded Federal
mandates financed solely by District of
Columbia residents, such as Aid to
Families with Dependent Children, are
funded entirely by businesses and resi-
dents of a city with less than 600,000
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people, with a rapidly diminishing tax-
paying population.

Mr. Speaker, it is easy enough to
blame the District for its predicament,
but fairness requires that the Congress
look at the entire picture and ask
yourselves whether any large city in
the United States today could have
carried this heavy State, county and
municipal load alone without going
under.

Mr. Speaker, finally, this waiver is
surely warranted because the District
of Columbia is our Nation’s capital.
Whenever the District has sought the
same democratic rights as those en-
joyed by citizens of the 50 States and
the four territories, our citizens have
been told that we cannot have full de-
mocracy because we live in the Na-
tion’s capital. This justification does
not meet the high standards of democ-
racy we have set for ourselves and have
insisted upon throughout the world.
Until the District of Columbia status is
satisfactorily resolved, however, Con-
gress must assume some of the respon-
sibility that attaches to such a
weighty denial of democracy.

Mr. Speaker, this is particularly the
case for roads. The streets involved are
mostly gateway streets traveled far
more by 20 million tourists and com-
muters than by District residents. To
miss another construction season is to
condemn your constituents as well as
mine to unsafe and uncomfortable road
conditions. It would be unseemly at
best for Congress to force the District
to forego 2 years of already appor-
tioned general highway funds while the
Congress continue its work in a city
collapsing around it.

Mr. Speaker, to its credit, the full
committee and subcommittee have
chosen a responsible course. The Chair-
man’s version is a risk-free bill for the
Congress because repayment is guaran-
teed, and because the bill contains
structural changes to keep the situa-
tion from arising gain.

Mr. Speaker, may | once again say
that | appreciate the tremendous help
we have received on this matter from
Speaker GINGRICH, minority leader
GEPHARDT, Chairman SHUSTER, Chair-
man PETRI, ranking member MINETA,
ranking member RAHALL, the Regional
Delegation and the Clinton administra-
tion. | ask for approval of the bill.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, | rise in support of
H.R. 2017, the District of Columbia Emer-
gency Highway Relief Act. This legislation is of
vital importance to our Nation’s capital and the
Washington metropolitan area and | urge Con-
gress to approve this legislation as quickly as
possible.

For the past 1Y> years, the District of Co-
lumbia has not moved forward with critically
important highway projects. As a result of the
D.C. financial crisis, the District of Columbia
has been unable to fund the matching share
required before it may obligate Federal high-
way funds. The District of Columbia has been
unable to plan and implement necessary high-
way projects. Now, roads and bridges in and
around the District of Columbia are literally
falling apart. Some roads are barely passable,
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and without necessary repairs, may need to
be closed off to traffic.

Our Nation’s capital must have a basic net-
work of transportation which includes safe
roads. Transportation is about getting to work,
the grocery store, church, and recreational ac-
tivities. Safe roadways are critical for ambu-
lances, fire and rescue vehicles, and police.
Finally, roadways provide access to the Na-
tion’s capital, allowing thousands of Federal
employees to get to work, and serving thou-
sands more tourists who visit annually.

H.R. 2017 offers a reasonable and nec-
essary solution to the District of Columbia dire
financial situation. This legislation will grant
the District of Columbia additional time in
which to pay its matching share of the high-
way funds. The District of Columbia would be
permitted to use its portion of Federal highway
funds now rather than lose these funds for-
ever. | want to underscore an essential aspect
of this legislation: The bill does not provide a
forgiveness of the matching fund requirement.
The District of Columbia will still be required to
pay the requisite matching portion. H.R. 2017
merely allows the District of Columbia addi-
tional time in which to make this payment
while allowing critical road work to go forward.

In addition, as amended by the Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure Committee, H.R. 2017
includes important provisions aimed at improv-
ing highway program oversight in the District
of Columbia by requiring it to institute pro-
grammatic reforms and establish a dedicated
highway fund. Finally, the District of Columbia
is subject to strict enforcement procedures if
the repayment requirements of this legislation
are not met.

The District of Columbia simply does not
have the money necessary to pay its portion
of the highway funds at this time. Additional
oversight and control over the D.C. financial
affairs has been implemented and | am hope-
ful that the control board can make needed
improvement in the D.C. financial position.
However, since the District of Columbia can-
not pay its portion of the highway funds now,
it will lose $82 million in Federal highway
funds unless legislation delaying payment of
the District of Columbia portion is enacted.

Legislation is needed to allow for needed re-
pairs and upgrades to the most heavily trav-
eled roads leading to and within the District of
Columbia. Timely enactment of this legislation
will allow the District of Columbia to begin
road work right away, during the summer con-
struction period. | urge passage of H.R. 2017.

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Speaker, | yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, | yield
back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
COMBEST). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. SHUSTER] that the
House suspend the rules and pass the
bill, H.R. 2017, as amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill,
as amended, was passed.

A motion to reconsider was
the table.

laid on

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, | ask unanimous consent that all
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Members may have 5 legislative days
within which to revise and extend their
remarks on the bill, H.R. 2099, and that
I be permitted to include tables,
charts, and other extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
WHITFIELD). Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Califor-
nia?

There was no objection.

LIMITING TIME FOR CONSIDER-
ATION OF DINGELL AMENDMENT
TO H.R. 2099, DEPARTMENTS OF
VETERANS AFFAIRS AND HOUS-
ING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT,
AND INDEPENDENT AGENCIES
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1996

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that the
time for consideration of the Dingell
amendment to H.R. 2099 and all amend-
ments thereto be limited to 30 minutes
to be equally divided and controlled.

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

There was no objection.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. WILSON. Mr. Speaker, | have a
parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state it.

Mr. WILSON. Mr. Speaker, is the
Durbin-Wilson amendment the pending
business before the House?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. It will
be as soon as we are in the Committee
of the Whole.

DEPARTMENTS OF VETERANS AF-
FAIRS AND HOUSING AND URBAN
DEVELOPMENT, AND INDEPEND-
ENT AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 1996

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 201 and rule
XXI11, 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. 2099.

O 1430

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 fur-
ther consideration of the bill (H.R.
2099) making appropriations for the De-
partments of Veterans Affairs and
Housing and Urban Development, and
for sundry independent agencies,
boards, commissions, corporations, and
offices for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1996, and for other purposes,
with Mr. COMBEST in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit-
tee of the Whole rose on Friday, July
28, 1995, pending was amendment No. 7
offered by the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. DURBIN] and title 11l was open for
amendment at any point.
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Pursuant to the order of the Commit-
tee of Thursday, July 27, 1995, the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN] has
4%, minutes remaining in debate and
the gentleman from California [Mr.
LEwisS] has 1 minute remaining in de-
bate.
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Mr. WILSON. Mr. Chairman, | yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, | think we have had enough de-
bate on this matter. It is a very, very
cleverly worded amendment that has a
tremendous effect upon EPA, broaden-
ing its authority. | ask very strongly
for a “‘no’” vote of the membership.

Mr. Chairman, | yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment of the gentleman from
Ilinois [Mr. DURBIN].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. WILSON. Mr. Chairman, | object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the House of Thursday, July
27, 1995, further proceedings on the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN] will be post-
poned.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there other
amendments to title 111?

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, | move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, | rise with great re-
spect for the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. LEwis], the chairman of the
committee, to discuss a matter which |
think is of importance to the House.

I have here before me a release from
the Chemical Manufacturers Associa-
tion in which this trade association of
the businesses which pay most of the
costs of the Superfund tax are com-
plaining.

In the beginning it says, nearly
three-quarters of all Americans believe
that money paid to the Federal Gov-
ernment to clean up our hazardous
waste sites should not be diverted to
other Federal programs or to help pay
for the Federal deficit according to a
recent national public opinion survey.

It goes on to discuss whether or not
a prohibition for that use exists, and it
points out, more properly, that no such
prohibition does exist. Then, Mr. Fred
Weber, the president of the Chemical
Manufacturers Association which spon-
sored the research, says, and | quote
now, ‘“Almost from the very beginning,
Superfund has been used by the govern-
ment as a cash cow. This has to stop.
Every dollar raised for Superfund
should be spent on cleanups, not on
other programs, and not on deficit re-
duction.”

That is the thing, | think, with which
every Member of this body fully agrees.
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It certainly was the intention of the
committees of the House, the Commit-
tee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture and the Committee on Commerce,
when we adopted that legislation, that
this would be a trust fund, it would be
protected against being raided for such
interesting programs as it has been
tapped for, for other purposes.

Mr. Weber in his press release goes on
to state as follows: ‘““Nearly $3 billion
originally intended for cleaning up
waste sites has been used for deficit re-
duction and to offset the cost of other
Federal programs and administrative
costs such as at the Environmental
Protection Agency and at other agen-
cies.

“For example, the Congress has used
Superfund money to offset the costs of
developing the Space Station,” and he
goes on to say the fact that Superfund
money has been used by the govern-
ment on things other than cleaning up
waste sites is one of the great untold
stories of the program.

It is also one of its greatest outrages,
and he goes on to say a little later,
“For years the government has col-
lected more money for Superfund than
it spends. For example, in fiscal year
1994, total Superfund receipts were
nearly $2.1 billion. However, the Con-
gress appropriated only about $1.5 bil-
lion for Superfund activities. By ear-
marking the nearly $600 million in ex-
cess Superfund collections for deficit
reduction and for use by other agen-
cies, the Congress avoided having to
cut spending to meet other budget
guidelines.”

Mr. Chairman, |1 am telling my col-
leagues something which is very impor-
tant. Shortly we are going to be con-
sidering an amendment which will ad-
dress the question of whether we are
going to have new starts under
Superfund to clean up hazardous waste
sites now ready. Moneys which would
normally be available for that activity
are not being spent here.

I would like the attention of my dear
friend and my respected colleague, the
gentleman from California [Mr. LEwWIS],
on this matter, because | am told that
the moneys that are being spent for
Superfund cleanups are General Fund
moneys, and the Superfund moneys in
the Superfund account or trust fund
are not, in fact, being so spent.

In point of fact, we are going to
spend a little over a billion dollars on
cleanup, but we have about $1.6 billion
in the trust fund. Mr. Chairman, can
the gentleman from California tell me
whether | am correct on that point?

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, | would respond to the gentleman
and say that we are taking all the au-
thority out of Treasury.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I am
not talking about my amendment; | am
asking a question to find out how this
money is being spent. | am told that we
are going to spend a billion for cleanup.
We have $1.6 billion in Superfund, but
we are spending General Fund moneys;
is that correct?
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Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, that is correct.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, that is
rather peculiar, and it is not in con-
formity with the intention of the
House and the Senate when they passed
the original Superfund legislation or
the amendments to it, because that
was supposed to be a trust fund for the
cleanup of these hazardous waste sites.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, the gentleman has been a leader
in this field for a long, long time, and
as the former authorizing committee
chairman, he knows full well that
Superfund has not been reauthorized
and so we are operating with a statute
that all sides agree is in need of major
reform. To say the least, there are
problems with the way the Superfund
operates. | would urge the authorizing
committees to go forward quickly as
possible to overcome these problems.

Mr. DINGELL. What the gentleman
is telling me is that we are spending
Superfund moneys for other purposes.

AMENDMENT NO. 38 OFFERED BY MR. DINGELL

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, | offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. DINGELL:

Page 59, line 23, before ‘“to remain avail-
able” insert ““(increased by $440,000,000)"".

Page 64, line 16, after ‘‘$320,000,000”" insert
(reduced by $186,450,000)"".

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the House of today, the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. DINGELL]
and a Member opposed will each be rec-
ognized for 15 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. DINGELL].

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, 1 yield
myself 4 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, this is an amendment
which | offer on behalf of myself and
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. BROWN],
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my friend and colleague. Mr. Chair-
man, this is a very simple amendment.
Without the adoption of this amend-
ment, 58 new starts of cleanups of haz-
ardous sites will not be begun; there
will be, without the adoption of this
amendment, no new Superfund clean-
ups started next year.

The amendment is a very simple one.
All it does is put about $400 million
more into Superfund. It takes it out of
FEMA. We have it costed out very
carefully by the Congressional Budget
Office. Some 52 Members of this body
will find that the land, the air, the
water, the subsurface waters of their
districts will continue to be contami-
nated with imminent endangerment to
the health, welfare, and environment of
their people and the districts that they
serve.

Mr. Chairman, | would urge my col-
leagues to vote for this amendment be-
cause, | reiterate, without the adoption
of this amendment, there will be no
new starts under the cleanup program.

At the appropriate time, Mr. Chair-
man, | will insert into the RECORD a
list including these 58 sites and the
areas in which they are located.

Why is the amendment necessary?
Because, as reported, the legislation
contains a harmful reduction in the
Superfund program of over $500 million
below the President’s budget request
and more than $140 million below the
fiscal year 1995 level.

Under this greatly reduced funding,
progress at many sites will be frozen.
Many other cleanups will be stopped.
No new starts will occur, and there will
be significant delays in cleanups all
throughout the programs and through-
out the sites in many parts of the
country.

This is going to affect, | reiterate,
the air, the water, the subsurface
water, the soil, the environment and
the health of the people in the area.
This makes no sense. If this amend-

REMEDIAL CLEANUPS SCHEDULED FOR FISCAL YEAR 1996
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ment is not passed, the new sites that
are now scheduled for cleanup—and all
that has to be started is to do the
digging and the work of making the
cleanup move forward—will not start.

Communities will be denied cleanups
that have been promised and in many
cases contamination of the air, the
water, the soil, and the subsurface wa-
ters especially, will continue to spread,
and other cleanups further down the
pipeline will have to wait even longer.

From a financial and cost standpoint,
stopping these cleanups fits the old
adage of “‘penny wise and pound fool-
ish.”” Spreading contamination means
ultimately higher cleanup costs, great-
er risk to the health and welfare of the
American people. And stopping clean-
ups can harm and hurt economic devel-
opment as well as the health of the
people.

By stopping cleanups ready to go,
which will happen unless this amend-
ment is adopted, Congress will be
breaching faith with the citizens who
live around these areas and the af-
fected communities.

The amendment, as | have observed,
is outlay neutral, and it should be ob-
served that cleaning up and protecting
the health and the welfare of the Amer-
ican people by good forward on sites
now ready to start, some 58 of them in
districts of Members in every part of
this country, Republican and Demo-
cratic districts alike, is something that
we must address forthwith. I urge my
colleagues that the amendment be
adopted.

Mr. Chairman, let us begin the clean-
ups on these sites which would other-
wise be stopped. | remind my col-
leagues, without this amendment,
there will be no new starts on cleanup
of Superfund sites in the United States.

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

State %‘:th Member City Site name
MA 03 Peter I. Blute Dartmouth, MA Re-solve Inc.
MA 05 Martin T. Meehan Tyngsborough, MA Charles-George Reclamation Landfill.
ME 02  John Baldacci Washburn, ME Pinette’s Salvage Yard.
NH 01  Bill Zeliff Kingston, NH Ottai and Gross/Kingston Steel Drum.
NH 02 Charles Bass Milford, NH Savage Well Site.
NJ 02  Frank LoBiondo Vineland, NJ Vineland Chemical Co.
NJ 03 Jim Saxton Beverly, NJ Cosden Chemical Coatings Corp.
NJ 04 Christopher Smith Roebling, NJ Roebling Steel Co.
NJ 10 Donald Payne Orange, NJ U.S. Radium Corp.
NJ 11 Rodney Frelinghuysen Millington, NJ Asbestos Dump.
NJ 12 Dick Zimmer East Brunswick Township, NJ .........ocoeeerreemmmmermrensneerreenins Fried Industries.
NY 04  Daniel Frisa Franklin Square, NY Genzale Plating Co.
PA 06 Tim Holden Worman TWP., BOYetown, PA ............coomrerrveermnneerreesrsennnnens Cryochem Inc.
PA 11 Paul Kanjorski Valley TWP., PA NW Manufacturing Site.
PA 16  Robert Walker Newlin TWP., PA Strasburg Landfill.
VA 04 Norman Sisisky Chuchatuck, VA Saunders Supply Co.
VA 10 Frank Wolf Front Royal, VA Avetx Fibers, Inc.
w 02 Robert Wise, Jr Nitro, WV Fike Chemical Inc.
AL 01 Sonny Callahan Bucks, AL Stauffer Chemical Co. (Cold Creek Plant).
FL 01 Joe Scarborough Pensacola, FL American Creosote Works (Pensacola Plant).
FL 22 E. Clay Shaw, Jr Miami, FL Anodyne Site, Inc.
MI 09 Dale Kildee Pleasant Plains TWP., MI Wash King Laundry.
MN 04 Bruce Vento New Brighton, MN MacGillis and Gibbs Co./Bell Lumber and Pole.
OH 16 Ralph Regula Uniontown, OH Industrial Excess LDFL.
0K 06 Frank Lucas Cyril, 0K Oklahoma Refining Co.
X 30 Eddie Bernice Johnson Dallas, TX RSR Corp.
NE 03 Bill Barrett Hastings, NE Hastings Ground Water Contamination Site.
[o0] 03 Scott Mclnnis Summitville, CO Summitville Mine Site.
AZ 01 Matt Salmon Scottsdale, AZ Indian Bend Wash Area.

Barbara Vucanovich

Moundhouse, NV

Carson River Mercury Site.
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State %[:rs]tg Member City Site
NJ 02  Frank Lobiondo Pedricktown, NJ NL Industries.
NY 30 Jack Quinn Minetto, NY Columbia Mills
Wy 01 Alan B. Mollohan Fairmont, WV Fairmont Coke Works.
VA 03  Robert C. Scott Richmond, VA Hymon Viner.
DE 01 Michael N. Castle New Castle, DE Halby Chemical Co.
w 04 Nick J. Rahall II Fairdale, WV Holly Hills.
OH 13 Sherrod Brown Lorain, OH Lorain County Pesticides Site
OH 04 Michael G. Oxley Mansfield, OH Lincoln Fields.
MI 01 Bart Stupak Manistique, MI Manistique River and Harbor.
MI 06 Fred Upton Benton Harbor, MI Benton Harbor.
IN 03  Timothy J. Roemer Osceola, IN Galen Meyers Site.
AK 02 Ray Thornton Jacksonville, AK Vertac.
0K 02 Thomas A. Coburn Miami, OK Tar Creek (Ottawa County).
X 02 Charles Wilson Jasper, TX Hart Creosote.
LA 04  Cleo Fields Bossier City, LA Highway 71/71 (Old Citgo Refinery)
MO 01  William (Bill) Clay St. Louis, MO East Texas.
MO 01  William (Bill) Clay St. Louis, MO Dioxin Sites.
Co 01 Patricia Schroed Denver, CO Ramp Industries.
ut 03  Bill Orton Magna, UT Kennecott Tailing/North Zone (Cobalt Ponds).
Co 06 Dan Schaefer Conifer CO Conifer/Aspen Park Carbon Tet.
ut 03  Bill Orton Midvale, UT Midvale Slag.
utr 02  Enid Waldholtz Salt Lake City, UT Sandy City Smelter Residential.
Co 03 Scott Mcinnis Grand Junction, CO Hansen Container.
Wy At Lrg  Barbara Cubin Lovell, WY Lovell Refinery.
ur 02 Enid Waldholtz Salt Lake City, UT Butterfield Lumber.
AZ 01 Matt Salmon Tempe, AR Saunders Aviation.
CA 01 Frank Riggs Clear Lake, CA Sulpher Bank.
CA 25  Howard P. McKeon Los Angeles, CA Superchrome.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, | rise in strong opposition to the
amendment of my colleague. Mr.
Chairman, just for the record, the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. DINGELL]
mentions that there will be no new
sites, and he mentions, specifically, 58
sites that will not be moving toward
construction if we do not move forward
with this amendment, and the volume
of money that is involved here.

Mr. Chairman, | would suggest to the
gentleman that it would have helped
the process an awful lot if over the last
several years we had gone about reau-
thorizing and fixing Superfund. The
Secretary herself, testifying before my
subcommittee, said that Superfund ab-
solutely needs to be fixed. It is broken.
Indeed, there is a long process with
those 15 sites. They have to go through
a record of decision. There is environ-
mental impact analysis to be done.
There is no question that there is need
for money, but why should we throw
good money after bad if the program is
not fixed by the authorizing commit-
tee.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 5 minutes to
the gentleman from Ohio. [Mr. OXLEY].

(Mr. OXLEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Chairman, | reluc-
tantly rise in opposition to the amend-
ment offered by my good friend, the
gentleman from Michigan.

As the chairman of the primary sub-
committee in charge of reforming the
Superfund program, | also wanted in-
creased funding for Superfund. I, along
with the gentleman from Virgina,
Chairman BLILEY, and the gentleman
from Pennsylvania, Chairman SHuU-
STER, wrote to Chairman LEwIS and re-
quested funding for the Superfund pro-
gram that reflected fiscal year 1995’s
appropriation. Unfortunately, the Ap-
propriations Committee simply could
not provide that level of funding. While
that makes my job of reforming the
Superfund program more difficult, the
appropriators’ rationale is a sound
one—that we can no longer afford to

waste money on a Superfund program
which simply doesn’t work.

If you are under the impression that
Superfund works well, we need only to
look at the case of Southern Foundry
Supply Co., a family-owned business lo-
cated in Chattanooga, TN. As shown on
this chart, EPA spent approximately
$1.3 million studying the site. Southern
Foundry was forced to spend an addi-
tional $500,000 in attorneys’ fees and in
conducting its own studies. Some 15
years and $2 million later, Southern
Foundry escaped the Superfund web by
spending $38,000 and 2 days scooping up
nonhazardous dirt and shipping it off-
site. It is a perfect example of how
Superfund works—millions for lawyers
and consultants but little for actual
cleanup. It’s no wonder that the Appro-
priations Committee doesn’t think
that this program should continue
without significant reform.

I think it is vitally important that
we are clear about what the Appropria-
tions Committee is doing in this bill.
Realizing that we will have limited
funds now and into the future, the ap-
propriators have said that we can no
longer afford to throw away money on
ineffective cleanups and endless litiga-
tion. They have said that EPA should
wait until Congress reforms this pro-
gram before they go forward with any
more flawed remedies or make the Fed-
eral Government responsible for any
new sites. And, frankly, | agree.

Superfund’s track record speaks for
itself: since the program was enacted
in 1980, only 75 sites have been cleaned
up at a cost to the Federal Government
of more than $15 billion.

What many of my colleagues fail to
realize is that the appropriations bill
before us actually spends more on
cleanup than EPA has in the past. In
this bill, nearly 65 percent of the funds
are directed to cleanup. Even though
EPA claims that as much as 70 percent
of Superfund dollars are for cleanup,
my subcommittee found that less than
50 percent of that money ends up being
spent on Superfund sites. What is re-

duced in this bill is EPA bureaucrats
and Justice Department lawyers.

This appropriations bill is the natu-
ral predecessor to my subcommittee’s
reform effort. It redirects funds to
cleanup, and imposed a deadline on the
Congress and the administration for re-
forming the Superfund program. If we
can’t make this program work by the
end of the year, then the American
people are better off without it.

If we leave the status quo intact, who
wins? Not the environment; not the
people who live near these sites; cer-
tainly not the American taxpayer. A
little more money won’t help this pro-
gram clean up more sites or make
Americans any safer, particularly when
shifting that money from FEMA will
leave our citizens more exposed to the
ravages of disasters, both natural and
manmade. The only thing that can
make Superfund more effective in pro-
tecting our citizens’ health is top to
bottom reform, and the bill we are de-
bating today is the first step in that ef-
fort. The authorizing committee will
totally change the Superfund program
for the better. The authorizing com-
mittee will take the next step this fall.

I urge my colleagues to oppose the
Dingell-Brown amendment and support
the bill as is on final passage.

O 1445

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself 1 minute.

My good friend from Ohio, for whom
I have the most enormous respect, sent
a letter to the appropriating sub-
committee, which | will insert the en-
tirety of in the RECORD because | know
the gentleman has forgotten sending
the letter, in which the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. OXLEY], the chairman
of the committee, the gentleman from
Virginia [Mr. BLILEY], and the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. SHu-
STER], and this letter written to you, to
my good friend, the gentleman from
California [Mr. LEwis], “Therefore, we
respectfully request that you include
in your subcommittee mark of the VA-
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HUD appropriations bill an appropria-

tion for the Superfund program of at

least $1.5 billion in new budgetary au-
thority,” quite different from what my
friend from Ohio tells us today.

I would also remind my good friend
from Ohio that last year, out of the
Committee on Commerce came a bill
passed 44 to nothing which was en-
dorsed and supported by the adminis-
tration, by industry, by the environ-
mentalists and by everybody on the
committee. It has been reintroduced by
the gentleman from California [Mr. Mi-
NETA] and me, and lies in the gentle-
man’s subcommittee.

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, June 20, 1995.

Hon. JERRY LEWIS,

Chairman, Subcommittee on VA-HUD and Inde-
pendent Agencies, Committee on Appropria-
tions, Washington, DC.

DEAR JERRY: As you know, the authoriza-
tion of appropriations for the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation and
Liability Act (““CERCLA”), commonly
known as Superfund, expired at the end of
fiscal year 1994, and the program has been
operating without an authorization since
then. The various committees of jurisdiction
have tried unsuccessfully for years to make
Superfund into a program that achieves the
goal of protection of human health and the
environment. We intend to reverse that
failed record this year by reforming
Superfund to make it fairer, cheaper, and
more effective.

We are writing to request your assistance
in rebuilding this broken program from the
bottom up. We want to ensure that
Superfund is actually protecting Amercians
from the hazards of toxic waste and not just
financing another generation of lawyers at
the expense of the taxpayers. To do that, we
need a program focusing on finding cost ef-
fective solutions to hazards rather than on
assessing blame and raising funds.

At the heart of the Superfund ‘“blame
game’’ is the system of strict, joint and sev-
eral, and retroactive liability. If we, the au-
thorizing committees, are to reform this pro-
gram and get Superfund out of the courts
and onto these sites, then we must com-
prehensively reform the current Superfund
liability system, including a repeal of retro-
active liability. In order to do that and still
ensure that truly hazardous sites are being
cleared up, we must have the maximum
funding possible for fiscal year 1996 and into
the future.

Therefore, we respectfully request that you
include in your Subcommittee mark of the
VA-HUD Appropriations bill an appropria-
tion for the Superfund program of at least
$1.5 billion in new budget authority. This
amount is consistent with funding levels for
previous years, and is necessary to ensure
that we have the operating funds necessary
in the first years of the reformed program.
We are open to working with you on
reprogramming funds within Superfund to
ensure that this year’s program is consistent
with the goals we have set forth for our re-
form effort.

There is broad consensus that Superfund is
a broken program in need of immediate fix-
ing. If we cannot achieve the kind of mean-
ingful, comprehensive reform of CERCLA
that all of us believe is necessary—and which
prior Congresses have been unable to de-
liver—this is a program which simply should
not be continued. Accordingly, we also ask
that you make the availability of appropria-
tions for Superfund beyond December 31, 1995
contingent upon the enactment of CERCLA’s
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reauthorization. We believe the program
should be terminated if we cannot pass a
Superfund reform worthy of being signed
into law.

Thank you for considering our views. We
stand ready to work with you to reach a con-
sensus on a reform package allowing us to
achieve the kinds of fundamental reforms
necessary while fulfilling our common goal
of a balanced budget.

Sincerely,
THOMAS J. BLILEY, Jr.,
BUD SHUSTER,
MICHAEL G. OXLEY.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. OXLEY].

Mr. OXLEY. Let me point out, |
pointed out in my response about that
letter; | referenced the fact that Chair-
man BLILEY, Chairman SHUSTER, and |
sent a letter to the gentleman from
California in my remarks and recog-
nize that they have a job to do as well,
and they recognize that the program as
it is now constituted is simply not
working.

And so they said to us, ‘‘Look, you
get your act together, get a good bill
passed, and we will reconsider the kind
of money that will be available in the
Superfund Program.” | think that is
entirely, entirely reasonable.

As a matter of fact, the bill that the
gentleman from Michigan referred to
we all worked very hard on, did not

pass.
Mr. DINGELL. The Republicans
killed it.

Mr. OXLEY. Right. If you recall, the
last time | looked in the 103d Congress,
the Democrats were in control. We
were not able to kill anything.

The fact is this bill will pass this
year and will be a major reform of the
Superfund Program. We will keep faith
with the appropriators, keep faith with
the American people, we will keep
faith with the environment. | am en-
tirely confident that will be the case.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield myself 1 minute.

Mr. Chairman, | might mention at
the tail end of that discussion between
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. DIN-
GELL] and the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. OXLEY] that we are allocated only
so many dollars within our bill, very
difficult dollars to stretch among these
various accounts.

This specific proposal would be a
budget buster insofar as our bill is con-
cerned. We are talking about approxi-
mately $89 million in outlay. We would
be short if this amendment were to be-
come law.

I strongly urge the membership to
refuse this additional allocation and
recognize the bill does have to stay
within its outlay targets.

| ask for a ““no’’ vote.

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

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, | yield
4 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. BROWN].

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, |
rise in strong support of the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. DINGELL], in large part
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because there will not be one new
started cleanup, not one new cleanup if
this amendment does not pass.

This amendment ensures 55 impor-
tant projects currently slated to begin
in fiscal year 1996 can go forward. It is
fully funded through an offset in fund-
ing for FEMA, which currently holds
nearly $1.8 billion in unobligated funds.

In Elyria, Ohio, in my district, hun-
dreds of homes and businesses have
been affected by application of methyl
parathion, a toxic pesticide which can
damage the central nervous system and
the brain. This pesticide was illegally
applied by an unlicensed exterminator,
affecting many Ohio communities.

Short-term effects of exposure to
methyl parathion include headache,
vomiting, lung damage, mental dis-
order, coma, paralysis, heart failure,
and even death. As little as a teaspoon
can cause serious illness, especially in
children or elderly who are particu-
larly vulnerable.

This cleanup in Elyria is ongoing. As
of June 10, 105 units were decontami-
nated, 75 residential homes restored,
430 residents were temporarily relo-
cated, and 225 returned to their homes.

But these numbers represent only 50
percent of what needs to be done. Con-
taminated homes are still being identi-
fied. The situation is dire in Lorain
County and needs continued attention.

This is only one example of the 55
sites which would be restored by this
amendment, and | repeat what the gen-
tleman from Michigan said, that if this
amendment does not pass, none of
these cleanups will begin.

Certainly we must reform Superfund
to ensure that it cleans up more sites
rather than continuing to line lawyers’
pockets, but the projects that will be
eliminated by cutting funding included
in this bill pose an imminent threat to
the health of human beings in our com-
munities.

This is the very goal, obviously, for
which Superfund was created. The
funding cut will halt the progress that
we have made. It will tie the hands of
the EPA. It will punish residents in Lo-
rain County, Ohio, and 54 other com-
munities, including one in Richland
County in the district of my friend, the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. OXLEY].

Furthermore, the longer we wait the
more expensive the cleanup will be-
come. As pesticide leaches into ground
water, rivers, streams, and contamina-
tion spreads, cleanup costs will only in-
crease.

The language of the report accom-
panying H.R. 2099 seems to say that it
is OK to finish studies but not to de-
sign the remedy. It is OK to finish the
design but not to proceed with cleanup.
It is OK to prohibit EPA from
overseeing cleanups being undertaken
by private, responsible parties, and it
is OK for Congress to tell our commu-
nities that we will just have to wait in-
definitely for this cleanup.

Mr. Chairman, this is wrong. It is not
OK to ask our communities to wait for
us to address the toxic chemicals that
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contaminate our homes and schools
and businesses.

The Dingell amendment simply
makes sense so our communities do not
have to wait for this cleanup.

If the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
DINGELL] would engage briefly in a
colloguy, is it correct, | ask the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. DINGELL],
whether State cleanup managers of the
50 States strongly support this amend-
ment restoring cleanup money now for
fiscal year 1996?

Mr. DINGELL. Mr.
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. | yield to the
gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. DINGELL. The answer to the
question is ‘“‘yes,” and | have a letter
on that point which we will insert in
the RECORD at the appropriate time.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. It is my under-
standing these same managers in the 50
States have said that overall costs will
increase if we do not pass this amend-
ment, that contamination, if unabated,
could spread, and that most important,
surrounding communities will continue
to be subjected to health risks posed
from these sites. Is my understanding
correct?

Mr. DINGELL. If the gentleman will
yield further, that is correct, and these
are Superfund sites, because they have
been chosen under the criteria as areas
and as contamination sources which
impose imminent endangerment upon
the public health in the area.

ASSOCIATION OF STATE AND TERRI-
TORIAL SOLID WASTE MANAGE-
MENT OFFICIALS,

Washington, DC, July 26, 1995.
Hon. JOHN D. DINGELL,
Ranking Member, House Commerce Committee,

Washington, DC.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN DINGELL: | am writing
on behalf of the Association of State and
Territorial Solid Waste Management Offi-
cials (ASTSWMO), whose membership in-
cludes the State cleanup program managers.
Our members are engaged in the day-to-day
remediation of sites throughout the country
and therefore have a fundamental interest in
ensuring the Superfund program is ade-
quately funded. The purpose of this letter is
to communicate our strong support for your
amendment to H.R. 2099 restoring $440 mil-
lion to the Superfund budget.

After 15 years of experience with the
Superfund program, many NPL sites are now
in the remedial design and construction
phase. Delaying site progress at this stage
will have far reaching impacts, i.e., the over-
all costs associated with these sites will in-
crease; contamination, if left unabated,
could spread; and most importantly, sur-
rounding communities will continue to be
subjected to health risks posed from these
sites. We believe an expectation has been
created in the minds of the American public
that no matter where one lives or what eco-
nomic class one belongs to, human health
will be protected. As we understand, your
amendment will allow at least fifty-five (55)
remedial and removal actions to proceed un-
interrupted.

While the federal Superfund program is di-
rectly responsible for ensuring the remedi-
ation of approximately 1300 NPL sites, it can
also be credited with indirectly spurring the
growth of over 20 State Voluntary cleanup
programs and over 40 State Superfund pro-
grams. As of 1992 State programs have reme-

Chairman, will
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diated 2,689 sites and are currently working
on an additional 11,000 active sites. The Fed-
eral Superfund program provides the back-
bone for these cleanups and must be suffi-
ciently funded.

State Waste Officials thank you for your
support.

Sincerely,
TERESA D. HAY,
President.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. | again ask for
support of the Dingell amendment.
Fifty-five sites will not be cleaned up if
this amendment does not pass.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, | yield
5 minutes to my distinguished friend,
the gentleman from California [Mr. Mi-
NETA].

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to support the Dingell amend-
ment to restore funding for the
Superfund hazardous waste cleanup
program.

What is the major complaint heard
year after year about the Superfund
program? Not enough cleanup, not
enough shovels in the ground. Well,
EPA heard those criticisms and rear-
ranged the priorities of the Superfund
program to assure the maximum
amount of cleanup with the minimum
amount of delay. Now, as EPA is con-
tinuing to increase the number of
cleanups, the Appropriations Commit-
tee decides to refuse to fund those
cleanups.

This is not what is in the best inter-
ests of the Superfund program. And, it
clearly is not what is the best interests
of the people living in the vicinity of
the 58 sites which will receive no clean-
up should the Dingell amendment fail.

There is no valid reason to hold back
on the cleanup of these sites just be-
cause you believe, as we all do, that
the Superfund program needs reform.
The cleanups which would be restored
by the Dingell amendment are EPA
cleanup sites. They are sites at which
the Superfund program is providing the
funding for cleanup. These are not sites
which would be affected by any change
in the liability @ mechanism of
Superfund.

Congress may or may not determine
to alter the liability mechanism of
Superfund. But, liability is not an issue
in the cleanup of these 58 sites. These
are EPA-led sites where there is no pri-
vate party involvement. Congress can
repeal the liability mechanism, retain
it, or adopt a compromise—it will not
matter to the cleanup of these sites.
What will matter is whether EPA is al-
lowed the resources to initiate cleanup
action on these sites.

Failure to initiate cleanup at these
sites poses a serious health threat to
those who live nearby. Twenty-five of
these sites are scheduled removal ac-
tions. Removal actions are only under-
taken as short-term responses where
there is a public health threat which
needs to be abated. Without the Dingell
amendment, some 25 sites, in 19 States,
and in 22 congressional districts, will
not receive attention next year, yet
the health threat will remain.

An additional 30 sites are scheduled
for remedial actions. Again, this bill
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will prevent the cleanup of sites in 19
States, and in 30 congressional dis-
tricts. Superfund reform is supposed to
be in the name of getting on which
cleanups, yet when EPA proposes to
move forward on cleanups, EPA is told
it cannot have the resources to do so.

I question whether the Republican
leadership is serious about Superfund
reform. As we debate this bill in July,
there is but one comprehensive reform
bill pending before the Congress—H.R.
228, which was introduced on the first
day of the session by Mr. DINGELL and
myself. Now, 7 months into the Con-
gress, there is not one comprehensive
reform bill pending from the majority
party. At the same time, the Appro-
priations Committee has determined
that Superfund will be shut down en-
tirely should reform not occur before
the end of this year.

Why the delay? The bill Mr. DINGELL
and | introduced from last year had the
support of organizations such as NFIB,
CMA, the U.S. Conference of Mayors,
the American Bankers Association,
several environmental groups, and the
administration. But, there has been no
action. There is not even anything
scheduled toward enacting reform.

If the majority wants Superfund re-
form, pass H.R. 228, but don’t kill the
program while awaiting reform. There
has been a reasonable, responsible pro-
posal before the House for over 6
months, let’s get on with it.

Let’s also get on with cleanups which
are ready to go—support the Dingell
amendment.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, how
much time remains to me?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Michigan has 1 minute remaining.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, 1 yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Chairman, | want to try to sum-
marize this very briefly, and 1 do so
with great respect to the chairman of
the subcommittee, also the chairman
of the legislative subcommittee.

The issue before us is very simple.
The gentleman is going to conclude; all
I am going to do is use 1 minute.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DINGELL. | yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, out of respect for my colleague
from California and my chairman, es-
pecially my colleague’s mother-in-law,
I will be happy to yield a couple more
minutes to the gentleman.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, | am
grateful. I do not think we need it, but
I want to thank my good friend.

There is one bill pending, but that
bill will not be enacted this year be-
cause it is only going to come up in
September, and we are going to be very
busy during the month of September.
What this failure to adopt this amend-
ment will do to us is it will mean that
committees will be dawdling while the
country is afflicted with some 58 sites
which are decided already to be immi-
nently dangerous to the public health
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welfare and to the environment. There
will be no cleanup, there will be no new
starts. Pollution of ground water, air,
soil, and surface water will continue
unabated. How many Americans will
have to die because we do not address
this? How many will get cancer? How
many will suffer health failures and
health problems because of this fail-
ure? There are some 52 congressional
districts and some 58 sites involved
here.

| plead with my colleagues, and | say
this with respect to my good friends on
the Republican side, let us clean up
these sites, let us spend the money, let
us do what has to be done now. The
money is here. The appropriations ar-
rangement will move the money from
where it is not needed to where it is,
and we can begin to address an immi-
nent problem immediately affecting
the health and the well-being of Amer-
ican people in some 19 States and in
some 58 areas.

Mr. Chairman, | yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield myself such time as | may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, it is not as though
this program is not funded in our bill.
We do provide for an additional billion
dollars, and | know that there are
those who suggest that there is a need
for more. But | must say to my col-
leagues in the House that one of the
objectives here is to put pressure on
the entire process, perhaps even get the
other body to respond to the authoriz-
ing process. Unless this program is re-
formed, there is something fundamen-
tally wrong with his continuing to
throw money at it without that basic
reform. | urge a ‘“‘no’’ vote.

Mr. Chairman, | yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. DINGELL].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, | demand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the House of Thursday, July
27, 1995, further proceedings on the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. DINGELL] will be
postponed.

Are there further amendments to
title 111?

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

(Mr. STUDDS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. STUDDS. Mr. Chairman, there is
a disturbing provision in this bill that
deserves to be brought to the attention
of my colleagues. For some inexplica-
ble reason, the committee has included
$1 million for the Council on Environ-
mental Quality [CEQ] to terminate the
programs and activities of the National
Environmental Policy Act and to close
the Council’s doors.
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The establishment of CEQ occurred
at a time when we were just beginning
to understand that major activities of
the Federal Government can, and fre-
quently do, have significant impacts on
the environment. Today, thanks in
part to NEPA and CEQ, we understand
that a through examination of the im-
pacts of our actions is critical to bal-
ancing economics and environmental
protection.

I cannot understand why this body
would want to shut down CEQ. The
Council has a long and distinguished
bipartisan history going back 25 years
to the Nixon administration. Former
Under Secretary of the Interior for
President Nixon, Russell Train, and the
former Republican Governor of Dela-
ware, Russell Peterson, were the first
two chairmen of CEQ—and to this day,
both believe that the enactment of
NEPA, with its concurrent establish-
ment of CEQ, is the most significant
environmental law passed in the last
quarter century.

NEPA is not about controlling devel-
opment, limiting growth, or fostering
preservation. NEPA is about ensuring
balance in Federal decisionmaking. It
is the law that first opened up Federal
decisionmaking to citizen involvement.
For those of my colleagues who are
suspicious of the big, bad Federal bu-
reaucracy, may | remind you that it is
NEPA which ensures that State and
local governments and your affected
constituents have an opportunity to
make their views known to a Federal
agency proposing to undertake a par-
ticular action in their backyard?

The committee’s report on this bill
points to the need for increased coordi-
nation in implementing environmental
policy within the executive branch.
Then, without any apparent expla-
nation, the recommendation is made to
get rid of CEQ. | also have serious con-
cerns about the ambiguity in the lan-
guage, which could be construed as an
attempt to repeal NEPA itself, al-
though | do not believe that was the
committee’s intention.

I do not intend to press this matter
further at this time, although I'm con-
vinced that this provision makes an al-
ready bad bill even worse. But | would
say to the gentleman from California,
the chairman of the subcommittee,
that | and others from this side of the
aisle are very concerned about this,
and would like the opportunity to dis-
cuss the issue with you prior to your
conference with the Senate.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments to title 111?

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

Mr. Chairman, | will not use the full
5 minutes. | have repeatedly expressed
my great respect and affection for the
gentleman from California [Mr. LEWIS],
and | again do so at this time because
he is a very fine person and a very val-
uable Member of this body. | do rise, as
has the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. STUDDS], to express concern about
the fact that funds for the Council on
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Environmental Quality have
stricken from the bill.

When the Congress adopted the basic
legislation, the National Environ-
mental Policy Act, years ago, as a mat-
ter of fact some 30 years ago, it was our
purpose to set up one agency inside the
Office of the President. The function of
that agency would be to advise the
President on environmental matters,
to serve as a clearinghouse on environ-
mental matters and concerns, to see to
it that the differing and diverse poli-
cies of the Federal Government on the
area of environment were knit together
in something of a better unitary whole
than that which had been done before.
We found that the Council on Environ-
mental Quality over the years has done
so, and it is an agency which is small
in number and which is low in budget,
but which nevertheless has contributed
enormously by seeing to it that dif-
ferent policies on the environment
adopted by different agencies inside
the Federal Government are rational-
ized, are harmonized, and that the
agencies talk together and work to-
gether to resolve differences so we can
have coherence rather than cacophony.

I am deeply troubled that these mon-
ies have been stricken almost in their
entirety. | do urge my colleague, the
chairman of the subcommittee, to try
and do something to get this money
back in here or at least a little because
the agency serves an enormously valu-
able purpose. Without it there will be
no coherence in the environmental
policies of the United States, and |
think that that would be a calamity.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DINGELL. | yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, | appreciate the comments the
gentleman is making regarding CEQ. |
really thought it would be appropriate
to refer to the language that is in the
report regarding this matter, for we
agree, the committee agrees, that the
work of CEQ in many ways has been
very valuable, but we go on to say that
the committee is nevertheless con-
cerned that greater oversight and co-
ordination of environmental policy and
actions of the many Federal depart-
ments and agencies iIs necessary. Far
too often environmental policy, as ar-
ticulated by the White House, bears no
relationship to the actual implementa-
tion of that policy. It is our concern,
and frankly | will say to the gentleman
that between now and conference |
would hope to look with great care as
to what continuing contributions CEQ
could make.

Mr. DINGELL. | certainly hope so,
because | observe to my good friend
that this has been the Agency which
has rendered coherent the policies of
the Federal Government on the envi-
ronment, and without it and without
this money | do not think we could
look forward to the same process being
as successful as it has been heretofore.

been
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The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments to title 111?

The Clerk will designate title IV.

The text of title IV is as follows:
TITLE IV
CORPORATIONS

Corporations and agencies of the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development
which are subject to the Government Cor-
poration Control Act, as amended, are here-
by authorized to make such expenditures,
within the limits of funds and borrowing au-
thority available to each such corporation or
agency and in accord with law, and to make
such contracts and commitments without re-
gard to fiscal year limitations as provided by
section 104 of the Act as may be necessary in
carrying out the programs set forth in the
budget for 1996 for such corporation or agen-
cy except as hereinafter provided: Provided,
That collections of these corporations and
agencies may be used for new loan or mort-
gage purchase commitments only to the ex-
tent expressly provided for in this Act (un-
less such loans are in support of other forms
of assistance provided for in this or prior ap-
propriations Acts), except that this proviso
shall not apply to the mortgage insurance or
guaranty operations of these corporations,
or where loans or mortgage purchases are
necessary to protect the financial interest of
the United States Government.

RESOLUTION TRUST CORPORATION
OFFICE OF INSPECTION GENERAL

For necessary expenses of the Office of In-
spector General in carrying out the provi-
sions of the Inspector General Act of 1978, as
amended $11,400,000.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there amend-
ments to title 1V?

The Clerk will designate title V.

The text of title V is as follows:

TITLE V
GENERAL PROVISIONS

SECTION 501. Where appropriations in titles
I, 11, and 11l of this Act are expendable for
travel expenses and no specific limitation
has been placed thereon, the expenditures for
such travel expenses may not exceed the
amounts set forth therefor in the budget es-
timates submitted for the appropriations:
Provided, That this section shall not apply to
travel performed by uncompensated officials
of local boards and appeal boards of the Se-
lective Service System; to travel performed
directly in connection with care and treat-
ment of medical beneficiaries of the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs; to travel per-
formed in connection with major disasters or
emergencies declared or determined by the
President under the provisions of the Robert
T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency
Assistance Act; to travel performed by the
Offices of Inspector General in connection
with audits and investigations; or to pay-
ments to interagency motor pools where sep-
arately set forth in the budget schedules:
Provided further, That if appropriations in ti-
tles I, Il, and 11l exceed the amounts set
forth in budget estimates initially submitted
for such appropriations, the expenditures for
travel may correspondingly exceed the
amounts therefor set forth in the estimates
in the same proportion.

SEC. 502. Appropriations and funds avail-
able for the administrative expenses of the
Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment and the Selective Service System shall
be available in the current fiscal year for
purchase of uniforms, or allowances therefor,
as authorized by law (5 U.S.C. 5901-5902); hire
of passenger motor vehicles; and services as
authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109.

SEC. 503. Funds of the Department of Hous-
ing and Urban Development subject to the
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Government Corporation Control Act or sec-
tion 402 of the Housing Act of 1950 shall be
available, without regard to the limitations
on administrative expenses, for legal serv-
ices on a contract or fee basis, and for utiliz-
ing and making payment for services and fa-
cilities of Federal National Mortgage Asso-
ciation, Government National Mortgage As-
sociation, Federal Home Loan Mortgage Cor-
poration, Federal Financing Bank, Resolu-
tion Trust Corporation, Federal Reserve
banks or any member thereof, Federal Home
Loan banks, and any insured bank within the
meaning of the Federal Deposit Insurance
Corporation Act, as amended (12 U.S.C. 1811-
1831).

SEC. 504. No part of any appropriation con-
tained in this Act shall remain available for
obligation beyond the current fiscal year un-
less expressly so provided herein.

SEC. 505. No funds appropriated by this Act
may be expended—

(1) pursuant to a certification of an officer
or employee of the United States unless—

(A) such certification is accompanied by,
or is part of, a voucher or abstract which de-
scribes the payee or payees and the items or
services for which such expenditure is being
made, or

(B) the expenditure of funds pursuant to
such certification, and without such a vouch-
er or abstract, is specifically authorized by
law; and

(2) unless such expenditure is subject to
audit by the General Accounting Office or is
specifically exempt by law from such audit.

SEC. 506. None of the funds provided in this
Act to any department or agency may be ex-
pended for the transportation of any officer
or employee of such department or agency
between his domicile and his place of em-
ployment, with the exception of any officer
or employee authorized such transportation
under title 31, United States Code, section
1344.

SEC. 507. None of the funds provided in this
Act may be used for payment, through
grants or contracts, to recipients that do not
share in the cost of conducting research re-
sulting from proposals not specifically solic-
ited by the Government: Provided, That the
extent of cost sharing by the recipient shall
reflect the mutuality of interest of the
grantee or contractor and the Government in
the research.

SEC. 508. None of the funds provided in this
Act may be used, directly or through grants,
to pay or to provide reimbursement for pay-
ment of the salary of a consultant (whether
retained by the Federal Government or a
grantee) at more than the daily equivalent of
the rate paid for Level IV of the Executive
Schedule, unless specifically authorized by
law.

SEC. 509. None of the funds in this Act shall
be used to pay the expenses of, or otherwise
compensate, non-Federal parties intervening
in regulatory or adjudicatory proceedings.
Nothing herein affects the authority of the
Consumer Product Safety Commission pur-
suant to section 7 of the Consumer Product
Safety Act (15 U.S.C. 2056 et seq.).

SEC. 510. Except as otherwise provided
under existing law or under an existing Exec-
utive order issued pursuant to an existing
law, the obligation or expenditure of any ap-
propriation under this Act for contracts for
any consulting service shall be limited to
contracts which are (1) a matter of public
record and available for public inspection,
and (2) thereafter included in a publicly
available list of all contracts entered into
within twenty-four months prior to the date
on which the list is made available to the
public and of all contracts on which perform-
ance has not been completed by such date.
The list required by the preceding sentence
shall be updated quarterly and shall include
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a narrative description of the work to be per-
formed under each such contract.

SEC. 511. Except as otherwise provided by
law, no part of any appropriation contained
in this Act shall be obligated or expended by
any executive agency, as referred to in the
Office of Federal Procurement Policy Act (41
U.S.C. 401 et seq.) for a contract for services
unless such executive agency (1) has awarded
and entered into such contract in full com-
pliance with such Act and the regulations
promulgated thereunder, and (2) requires any
report prepared pursuant to such contract,
including plans, evaluations, studies, analy-
ses and manuals, and any report prepared by
the agency which is substantially derived
from or substantially includes any report
prepared pursuant to such contract, to con-
tain information concerning (A) the contract
pursuant to which the report was prepared,
and (B) the contractor who prepared the re-
port pursuant to such contract.

SEC. 512. Except as otherwise provided in
section 506, none of the funds provided in
this Act to any department or agency shall
be obligated or expended to provide a per-
sonal cook, chauffeur, or other personal serv-
ants to any officer or employee of such de-
partment or agency.

SEC. 513. None of the funds provided in this
Act to any department or agency shall be ob-
ligated or expended to procure passenger
automobiles as defined in 15 U.S.C. 2001 with
an EPA estimated miles per gallon average
of less than 22 miles per gallon.

SEC. 514. Such sums as may be necessary
for fiscal year 1996 pay raises for programs
funded by this Act shall be absorbed within
the levels appropriated in this Act.

SEC. 515. None of the funds appropriated in
title | of this Act shall be used to enter into
any new lease of real property if the esti-
mated annual rental is more than $300,000
unless the Secretary submits, in writing, a
report to the Committees on Appropriations
of the Congress and a period of 30 days has
expired following the date on which the re-
port is received by the Committees on Ap-
propriations.

SEC. 516. (a) PURCHASE OF AMERICAN-MADE
EQUIPMENT AND PRoDUCTS.—It is the sense of
the Congress that, to the greatest extent
practicable, all equipment and products pur-
chased with funds made available in this Act
should be American-made.

(b) NoOTICE REQUIREMENT.—In providing fi-
nancial assistance to, or entering into any
contract with, any entity using funds made
available in this Act, the head of each Fed-
eral agency, to the greatest extent prac-
ticable, shall provide to such entity a notice
describing the statement made in subsection
(a) by the Congress.

SEC. 517. None of the funds appropriated in
this Act may be used to implement any cap
on reimbursements to grantees for indirect
costs, except as published in Office of Man-
agement and Budget Circular A-21.

SEC. 518. None of the funds made available
in this Act may be used for any program,
project, or activity, when it is made known
to the Federal entity or official to which the
funds are made available that the program,
project, or activity is not in compliance with
any Federal law relating to risk assessment,
the protection of private property rights, or
unfunded mandates.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there amend-
ments to title V?

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, | move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, we communicated a
good deal of this in the initial stages of
the bill, but I would like to have the
Members know one more time just how
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much | appreciate the very, very posi-
tive and constructive working relation-
ship that | have had with my colleague,
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. STOKES].
He was my chairman during the last
Congress. His friendship is very impor-
tant to me, and | must say that during
this process of transition, working to-
gether has been extremely positive in
spite of the fact that the shift in policy
direction is not necessarily always to
the agreement of the gentleman. He
has been willing to communicate at
every step of the way and has been
very cooperative and helpful in the
process, and | appreciate that.

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

Mr. LEWIS of California. | yield to
the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. STOKES. | would like to say how
much | appreciate the comments of the
chairman of the subcommittee, and I
would just like to say in return that
working with the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. LEwWIS] has been one of the
most enriching experiences of my ca-
reer here in the Congress, and | think |
said this on other occasions, but | reit-
erate it here again, that notwithstand-
ing whatever philosophical changes or
difference now exist as a result of the
majority changing in this Congress,
working with the gentleman from Cali-
fornia has been an experience which
has meant a great deal to me. | have
enjoyed cooperating and working with
him, and while we have changed chair-
manships, from myself over to him, |
do want him to know that | have en-
joyed working very closely with him
and look forward to a continued per-
sonal relationship of the kind that we
have had.

Mr. LEWIS of California. | appreciate
the comments of the gentleman very
much.

Mr. Chairman, | yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

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

Mr. Chairman, as my colleagues
know, | have an amendment that is
currently filed at the desk that would
bar the Federal Government from mak-
ing any per diem payments to a State
veterans administration nursing home
if that nursing home has undergone
privatization which results in the dimi-
nution of services or care to the veter-
ans, the quality of their health care, or
quality of life. It is my understanding,
Mr. Chairman, that in your judgment
the Secretary of Veterans Affairs cur-
rently has this authority and would in-
deed be required under current law to
bar per diem payments to any State
nursing home who sees a decline in the
quality of care following a privatiza-
tion of services.
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Since in your judgment, Mr. Chair-
man, this authority is already vested
in the department, | assume it is your
judgment that it would be unnecessary
for the House to reaffirm this author-

ity.
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Because we share a concern with a
possible privatization in the district of
the gentlewoman from New Jersey
[Mrs. ROUKEMA], but in the county
which we jointly represent, | would
like at this time, Mr. Chairman, to
yield to Mrs. ROUKEMA.

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, ac-
tually | wanted to hear from the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. LEwWIS], his
observations regarding our understand-
ing concerning the existing legislation
that controls this issue.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TORRICELL.I. | yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, it is my understanding the intent
of the gentleman’s amendment is al-
ready existent in current law, and the
Department of Veterans Affairs has the
legal authority to withhold these pay-
ments if the concerns that the gen-
tleman has made come to fruition.

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. Chairman, if
the privatization of a Federal-State
nursing home were to happen, and the
concerns | enumerated, such as a de-
crease in the number of nurses or other
tangible signs of a decrease in the qual-
ity of care provided to the veterans
would occur, the Federal Government
has the legal authority to withhold per
diem payments to that facility.

Mr. Chairman, the concurrence of the
gentleman from California, Chairman
LEwis, with this judgment and his com-
mitment to work with me and the gen-
tlewoman from New Jersey, Mrs. Rou-
KEMA, to require that the VA take this
action seriously, is extremely impor-
tant. | take from the gentleman’s com-
ments, Mr. Chairman, that indeed is
the belief and commitment of the gen-
tleman of California [Mr. LEwIS].

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, if the gentleman will yield, my
colleagues from the committee have
my commitment.

Mrs. ROUKEMA. If the gentleman
would yield further, | certainly appre-
ciate the assurance of the gentleman
from California, Chairman LEwis, and
would like to make some important ob-
servations of my own.

Mr. Chairman, over the last few days
I have conducted extensive research on
Mr. TORRICELLI’S amendment. We have
confirmed several key points:

Whether our Paramus home is oper-
ated by State employees, private con-
tractors or some combination of the
two, one thing is clear: Responsibility
for the quality of care at the home will
not change.

It rests with the New Jersey Commis-
sioner for Veterans Affairs as mon-
itored by the New Jersey Department
of Health and enforced by the U.S. De-
partment of Veterans Affairs. The VA’s
quality assurance program, as outlined
in subchapter 5 of chapter 17 of title 38
of the United States Code, includes pre-
cise standards on both the range and
the quality of care and—this is criti-
cal—an enforcement regime.

Throughout the State’s privatization
study, | have expressed serious reserva-
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tions. In fact, based on recent bids, |
believe this proposal will not go for-
ward.

Our State commissioner of veterans
affairs, Gen. Paul Glazer sat in my of-
fice last Wednesday and pledged that
the quality of care will not be dimin-
ished whether services are contracted
out or not. | know that to be his com-
mitment, the Governor’s commitment
and the New Jersey legislatures.

Mr. Chairman, when it comes to our
veterans, we cannot ignore our sacred
commitment to protect them in their
time of need, just as they served us in
our time of need. We must preserve,
protect and enhance the quality of care
at the veterans’ health care facilities
around the country, including our vet-
erans’ memorial home at Paramus.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. LEWIS of California. If the gen-
tleman will yield further, | appreciate
my colleagues bringing this matter to
my attention. | assure both Members
we will continue to work with them. If
our good offices will help open the
channels of communication with the
Department of Veterans Affairs, we are
happy to be of service.

Mr. TORRICELLI. I thank the gen-
tleman from California. The gentle-
woman from New Jersey [Mrs. Rou-
KEMA] joined with me in this, and the
bipartisan leadership of the New Jersey
legislature, to assure that we will
watch the Paramus Nursing Home, the
quality of its care, the numbers of
nurses, the quality of the food, to en-
sure that these people, who served our
country so well, are not jeopardized.

Mr. Chairman, | will not ask for my
amendment.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I move that the Committee do
now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. PORTER)
having assumed the chair, Mr. Cowm-
BEST, 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. 2099) making appropriations
for the Departments of Veterans Af-
fairs and Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, and for sundry independent
agencies, boards, commissions, cor-
porations, and offices for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1996, and for
other purposes, had come to no resolu-
tion thereon.

SPECIAL ORDERS

SEIZE THE OPPORTUNITY: CONTINUE B-2 BOMBER
PRODUCTION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from Washing-
ton [Mr. Dicks] is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, | took this
special order today in order to again be
able to present my very strong and
deeply held concerns about the future
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of the U.S. defense policy and defense
posture. | have served on the defense
committee on appropriations for the
last 17 years, and | can remember very
well, almost vividly, when President
Carter and Secretary Harold Brown
made the decision to start producing a
stealthy long-range bomber known to
the American people as the B-2 bomb-
er.

We are now at the point in this pro-
gram where we have committed our-
selves to purchase 20 of these B-2
bombers. They are being delivered to
Whiteman Air Force Base in Missouri.
They have met, according to Secretary
Darleen Druyun, all requirements
under the block 10 configuration, and
they will be steadily improved between
now and the year 2000.

In the defense appropriations bill and
in the defense authorization bill in the
House, there has been authorization
and a recommendation to the House to
appropriate funds to do two additional
planes, the long-lead for two additional
planes, and | want to rise today in very
strong support of that recommenda-
tion.

We have a very difficult problem as
we look at our bomber force. Today
America possesses over 90 B-52’s, and
over 90 B-1B’s. They represent the bulk
of our American bomber force. Unfor-
tunately, neither one of these bombers
are able to penetrate air space where
we have Russian surface-to-air mis-
siles. One of the problems we face
today is that Russian surface-to-air
missiles have proliferated around the
world. In fact, just a month ago, when
Capt. Scott O’Grady was shot down, he
was shot down by an A-6, a Russian
surface-to-air missile in Bosnia, and he
was flying a nonstealthy airplane.

One of the lessons that we learned in
the Gulf war in the first 10 days of that
war is that the F-117’s, the stealthy at-
tack aircraft, were used for only a
small number of sorties, about 2.5 per-
cent of the sorties, but they were able
to knock out 40 percent of the most dif-
ficult targets. The reason for that is
when you put smart conventional
weapons together with stealth, you are
able to go in against the most heavily
defended targets, knock them out, de-
stroy those surface-to-air missiles, de-
stroy those radars, and the pilots are
able to then come out and survive.

This is a truly revolutionary capabil-
ity. If you think back to World War 11,
if you think back to Vietnam and
Korea, we lost a lot of our planes and a
lot of our pilots because they were shot
down. As | have mentioned, with the
proliferation of Russian surface-to-air
missiles in Korea, Iran, Iraq, Bosnia,
all over the world, China, our planes, if
they fly in over enemy airspace, are
going to get shot down unless they are
stealthy.

So the decision that we are about to
make on whether we should continue
to build the B-2 bomber is, in my judg-
ment, one of the most important de-
fense decisions that we will make in
this decade.
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I happen to believe that the B-2
bomber offers us a revolutionary new
conventional capability. You have got
long range. This plane can fly over
5,000 miles, and, with one aerial refuel-
ing, it can go one-third of the way
around the Earth.

When you combine that with smart
conventional munitions, JDAM’s or
GATS/GAM or the sensor-fused weap-
on, you give this airplane a tremendous
conventional capability.

Rand did a study in 1991 that looked
at what would have happened if we had
had the B-2 operation and we had load-
ed it up with sensor-fused weapons
against Saddam Hussein’s invading di-
vision from lrag into Kuwait. In that
scenario, three B-2's, each B-2 would
have had about 1400 of these little
bomblets, and they would come down
with little parachutes and hit the mov-
ing Iraqi vehicles, this division in col-
umn, and they were able in this sce-
nario, in this simulation, to knock out
46 percent of those moving mechanized
vehicles, and that includes tanks.

We have never had that kind of a
conventional capability against a mo-
bile division. That is why | think this
is such an important decision. Rand,
General Jasper Welch, and | even asked
Colin Powell, | said what would be the
ideal number of B-2’s? And in each of
these studies, the recommendation was
somewhere between 40 and 60.

So | believe that the decision on the
part of the House thus far to go for-
ward with longlead for two additional
planes is a very important decision.

The other point is that we have an
industrial base out in California where
we produce the B-2 at Palmdale, and
the Northrop Co. receives parts from
all over the country, but particularly
parts from Texas and Washington and
other States, Ohio, and they put that
plane together there. That industrial
base, in my judgment, is very impor-
tant, for if we shut this line down and
we have a bomber force today which is
not adequate in my judgment to the fu-
ture challenges, then it is going to
take us a number of years to get that
line reopened.

In fact, if we wait 5 years, | am told
it will cost somewhere between $6 and
$10 billion just to reopen the line. For
that, we will get no additional air-
planes. So if we keep the line open now
and start moving toward buying the
right number of B-2’'s, we can save the
taxpayers a great deal of money.

Now, | also want to talk about the
administration’s very, | think, flawed
study on the bomber force. That study
I think was flawed in several respects.
First of all, it said that we were going
to have in the future 14 days of action-
able warning time in order to move
tactical aircraft like the F-16’s, and F-
15’s, and F-18’s out to wherever the
problem would be in the world.

Well, we did not have 14 days of ac-
tionable warning time before Pearl
Harbor, we did not have 14 days of ac-
tionable warning time before the Ko-
rean war.
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We only had about 3 days of action-
able warning time before the gulf war.
And because the picture was clouded,
as it always is in these situations, with
the intelligence community saying,
yes, we think Saddam Hussein is going
to invade, and the leaders in that part
of the world saying, no, he would never
do that, then we took no steps whatso-
ever.

In fact, had it not been for the 5
months that Saddam Hussein gave us,
he could have kept coming. He could
have gone right into Saudi Arabia. And
it took us 5 months to get all the
equipment out there in order to be able
to effectively deal with his invasion
and to throw him out of Kuwait.

Now, what if we do not have 5 months
to build up our forces? What if it is in
a place in the world where there is not
appropriate infrastructure, landing
fields, and harbors and everything else
that was necessary and fortunately was
available to us in Saudi Arabia so that
we could move our forces? What if that
does not exist?

Then it is the condition of the bomb-
er force that that force can react in a
matter of hours. That is going to be
crucial for the security interests of our
country.

I am convinced that if Saddam Hus-
sein had known that we had 60 B-2’s, 20
in Guam, 20 in Diego Garcia, 20 at
Whiteman Air Force Base, he might
have thought long and hard. If they
were married up with a sensor fused
weapon, the smart conventional
submunition that | described earlier,
that if he had known that, he might
have thought long and thought long
and hard about whether he should in-
vade because he would have known
that his Republican Guard would have
been destroyed before it got into Ku-
wait.

That is, in my judgment, my col-
leagues, a revolutionary conventional
potential capability. So buying enough
of this airplane | think makes a great
deal of sense.

The other problem is in the weapons,
in the administration’s study on bomb-
ers. They say we should rely on stand-
off capabilities. In other words, we
should load up the B-52’s and the B-1’s
that cannot penetrate with long-range
cruise missiles. Well, there are a couple
problems with that. The first problem
is that the long-range cruise missiles
cost $1.2 million per missile. So, if you
have 12 to 14, you can do the math, it
is going to cost somewhere between $15
and $20 million for a load, for one plane
load of those missiles.

The other problem is they can only
go to a fixed target. They have no util-
ity against a mobile target, a mobile
division moving in the field. They also
will not help us go after the launchers,
the mobile launchers that the Scud
missiles utilized. So they have very
major deficiencies.

What are the costs of the weapons on
the B-2 bomber? The JDAM'’s, the 2,000-
pound bomb, the equivalent of what we
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used on F-117 and the F-15 Eagles, they
only cost $20,000. The B-2 would handle
16 of them. So that is $320,000. That is
one-fourth the cost of one cruise mis-
sile. So the difference in weaponry is
very, very important. And the adminis-
tration has no plan to buy all these
long-range cruise missiles, and it cer-
tainly is not part of their budget.

The other weapon that | mentioned,
the sensor fused weapon, a load of
those would cost about one-fourth the
cost of a load of standoff cruise mis-
siles.

So the difference in cost in weaponry
is very, very significant, and as | men-
tioned before, the difference in cost, if
you shut this line down and have to
open it up and you will have to spend $6
to $10 billion, and you will not get a
thing for that except to open the line
up, and then it is going to take a num-
ber of years to start producing the
planes again. To me that just does not
make sense.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DICKS. 1 yield to the gentleman
from California, the distinguished
chairman of the HUD appropriations
subcommittee and a very strong sup-
porter of the B-2 and one of the most
knowledgeable members of the defense
appropriations subcommittee.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, let me say that it is truly a privi-
lege for me to serve on the subcommit-
tee of appropriations that deals with
our national defense. There is little
question that the gentleman from
Washington is one of the House’s ex-
perts in this entire field. He and | have
had a chance to look at various ele-
ments of our defense system. That is
what we are talking about, we are talk-
ing about peace in the world, creating
a foundation for our own national de-
fense and the defense of freedom that
really stops the prospect of major con-
frontation in the world.

There is no question that America is
on the edge of having the kind of force
that will allow us to preserve the world
from major conflict. One of the ele-
ments of that force that could bring us
to peace in our time is the B-2. It is an
incredible vehicle. We all know the role
that stealth will play in our air future.
The B-2 has a tremendous potential for
America’s future in terms of peace.

Nobody ever said that peace was in-
expensive. But if there is a responsibil-
ity for the national government, if
there is a reason for us to have a na-
tional Congress, the reason is to make
sure that we have adequate national
security.

Fundamental to that is to have this
aircraft available in numbers that will
allow us to make that difference in the
world. And without the gentleman’s
leadership, | think this issue might
well have been dead by now. That is,
we would have gone in a different di-
rection. If there is a phase in terms of
defense spending this year, where we
should be willing to make a sacrifice,
it is to make sure that the B-2 is avail-
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able and
sense.

So | want the gentleman to know
that | very much appreciate the work
he has done here and look forward to
continuing working with him in that
regard.

Mr. DICKS. | think we ought to have
a little colloquy here, a little dialog on
this.

| appreciate that the gentleman has
been on the floor and has been very
much involved in other matters. He
makes some very important points.
The thing that | have always believed
in and the great secret of our success
in the cold war was that America stood
for strength but it also stood for deter-
rence. We had a strong capable mili-
tary so that we could deter the Soviet
Union and its allies from ever attack-
ing us in NATO.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Absolutely.

Mr. DICKS. It was our strength and
our commitment. The fact is, in this
dialog here today, that was bipartisan,
Democrats and Republicans joining to-
gether to foster a defense policy for
this country that | think is so impor-
tant.

On this question, what we are really
talking about is a revolutionary con-
ventional capability. | think once we
can demonstrate it and show the skep-
tics, including some in this administra-
tion and the previous administration,
that in fact this capability can work
and will work effectively, as Rand has
said in its simulation that it will work
by destroying 46 percent of Saddam’s
invading division, I mean, to me that
will give us for the first time conven-
tional deterrence. We have nuclear
weapons, too many nuclear weapons.
But we know we do not want to ever
have to use those nuclear weapons.

A conventional deterrent, on the
other hand, if deterrence fails and
someone makes a move from North
Korea or from lran or lIraq, then we
have got the capability to fly this
plane a third of the way around the
world with one aerial refueling and
with these smart conventional weapons
attack these mobile divisions. Frankly,
we have never had a conventional capa-
bility to do that.

That is why this decision is so impor-
tant.

The other point, of course, is that of
maintaining the industrial base for
bombers, and this is a revolutionary
technology. We are talking about
stealth, long range, and a tremendous
conventional capability against mobile
targets, against, as the gentleman and
I both have been following in the anal-
ysis of the gulf war, one of the biggest
problems we had was finding those
Scud launchers. With the block 30 up-
grade on the radar of the B-2, we will
have an ability to fuse into that cock-
pit the kind of intelligence that we are
now able to gather so that we can go
after those mobile targets.

Remember, if those Scuds had been
accurate, which they thank God were
not in the gulf war, and the upgrades in
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Scuds were going to be accurate, or if
they had used chemical, biological or,
God forbid, nuclear weapons, then we
would have been in real trouble and our
forces would be in real trouble. We had
really no capability to go and find
those mobile targets. The B-2 could be
used in that respect.

Mr. LEWIS of California. In those
circumstances, without that force
available, if those Scuds had been accu-
rate, potentially thousands of Amer-
ican lives could have been lost.

The gentleman has articulate very
well in our committee the fact that
just two B-2’s can deliver a force half-
way around the world with so few num-
bers of personnel involved. It takes a
whole armada of aircraft to replace
that force. That is a great value, not
only in terms of preserving the peace
but it is less expensive than continuing
to build and maintain that armada, of
aircraft.

Mr. DICKS. It is so true. The gen-
tleman is exactly correct. When you
have this standard package in our
chart, the value of stealth, it was like
I think 76 airplanes and 145 crewmen
that went in, in the most heavily de-
fended targets in lragq, and they got
turned back. They could not do the job.
So they had to come back. We risked
all those lives.

We did the same thing the next day
with eight F-117’s, which were equiva-
lent to one B-2. So one B-2, with two
pilots and the 18 on, the 16 2,000-pound
bombs, each one of which is individ-
ually targetable, could have done the
job. They would have gotten the job
done that the eight F-117’s were able to
accomplish but the huge package of
nonstealthy airplanes were not able to
accomplish.

The other thing is, as the gentleman
points out, because the weapons are
less expensive, and because we do not
want to lose any lives, | mean, stealth
makes it possible for our kids to go in
against the most heavily defended tar-
gets, take them out and come out
alive. If we said, you have to throw the
B-52 in there or the B-1B in there, they
would be shot down by Russian surface-
to-air missiles. | do not know how a
commander would face his troops and
say, go do that mission, especially if
we have ability as a country and
turned it down to put those young men
in stealthy airplanes.

Think about Captain O’Grady. He is
in that F-16, a great airplane, but it
was not stealthy. It got shot down. In
our overview of this, in the intelligence
committee, | asked the admiral who
briefed us, | said, would his chances of
survival have been greater if he were in
the F-117, another attack aircraft, but
stealthy? He said, they would have
been greater, Congressman. Probably
he would have not been shot down.

One last point, we had to send in two
big helicopters full of Marines to res-
cue the downed pilot. We put all those
young men’s lives at risk. They got
him out, and it was a great mission,
but they never, if it had been a
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stealthy airplane, they would have
never had to go in there and do it. So
the value of stealth is not only that is
saves us money, but most importantly,
it saves us American lives.

Think about World War Il, when we
lost plane after plane after plane over
Nazi Germany, that were shot down by
either fighters or knocked down by
enemy anticraft. Now in this world we
live in, we have this incredible Russian
surface-to-air missiles that have pro-
liferated in the world. So if we are
going to send somebody in, we better
have them in a stealthy airplane in
order to win that air war quickly, gain
superiority so that we can then use the
stealthy assets after we have got total
air superiority.

Mr. LEWIS of California. If | could
make one more point, then we might
get the gentleman from California [Mr.
HUNTER] involved, who is a member of
the authorizing committee on national
security.

There is a tendency for people to be-
lieve, my colleagues, in this day and
age of supposed peace in the world, be-
cause there is not a major confronta-
tion between the Soviet Union or Rus-
sia, that no longer is there a need for a
national defense. Nothing could be fur-
ther from the truth. We are living in a
shrinking world with elements of po-
tential danger that we have never real-
ly thought about in the past.

America needs to be strong to pre-
serve the peace. One element of our
strength that is critical is the expan-
sion of Stealth. The B-2 bomber as a
vehicle is going to make all the dif-
ference in terms of how many lives we
would have to put at risk over the next
several decades. It is a very, very im-
portant item. | want to congratulate
my colleague for his continued work on
behalf of this effort.

Mr. DICKS. | would like to also to
yield to the chairman of the Procure-
ment Subcommittee of the House Com-
mittee on National Security, another
Californian, but also someone who has
been at the forefront of ensuring that
America has a strong national defense.

The chairman was able to put into
his mark and defend on the floor the
authorization for two additional B-2s.
Now we are going to have the appro-
priations bill in the next day or two. |
hope that the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. LEwis] and | are as successful
as the gentleman from California was.
I think it is important for the Amer-
ican people, for the press, for our col-
leagues to understand our intellectual
rationale for this important defense
system, one that | am proud to happen
to start under a Democratic President
but has been supported by Republicans
and Democrats in the Congress for the
last 15 years. | am honored to yield to
our colleagues and chairman, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. HUNTER].

0O 1545

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding to me.

I want to thank the gentleman from
Washington [Mr. Dicks] for the work
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that he has done on this system be-
cause he is one of the gentlemen who
understands the importance of project-
ing American air power, and he has
done a lot to make that power a re-
ality. The gentleman from California
[Mr. LEwiS] also has been a very effec-
tive and articulate advocate for a
strong air power.

AIir power is now very, very impor-
tant to us. Let us go over a couple of
those things, because the gentleman
talked about the history of stealth.
Jimmy Carter did, in the Carter admin-
istration, initiate the original work on
stealth. 1 know people like Dr. Johnny
Foster, Bill Perry, Paul Kominski, all
had a hand in that, and the reason we
tried to build a radar or a plane that
could evade radar is because of our
Vietnam experience.

Mr. Speaker, in Vietnam we lost over
2,200 planes, and we all, all of a sudden,
realized and recognized that Russia
could market these SAM missiles,
these surface-to-air missiles, to any
Third World country around. With a
few weeks of training, this Third World
country, with its personnel, could put
together teams to operate the SAM’s
and they could effectively shoot down
high-performance American aircraft,
and they did that by the thousands in
Vietnam.

America has always been the land of
creativity, the land of innovation, and
especially in military areas we have al-
ways been ahead of the rest of the
world. Our best people, having watched
those 2,200 planes go down with Amer-
ican pilots in them or having to bail
out of them, some of them POW’s—

Mr. DICKS. Some Members of this
very institution. Our colleagues have
been POW’s.

Mr. HUNTER. Absolutely. The POW
community has had an effect on the
United States Congress, House and
Senate, because members of the Hanoi
Hilton, being so respected and so fo-
cused upon by our colleagues and by
our constituents, have come to this
body and made a difference.

Mr. Speaker, our best scientists sat
down and said radar was ‘‘probably the
greatest military invention of this cen-
tury. We may be able to create a sys-
tem that can evade radar; that can be
invisible to radar.”

I have to say this as a Republican.
We got after Jimmy Carter. We said
that is so impossible, so incredible,
such a tightly held secret, this was
back in the 1970’s, we said Jimmy
Carter has done a disservice to na-
tional security to even mention that
we could avoid radar. We got after him
as if he had given away nuclear secrets,
because that invention was such a fan-
tastic thing.

Mr. Speaker, we built the stealth air-
craft, and my colleague mentioned the
gentleman that was shot down over
Bosnia. I know the opponents to B-2
say that that has no relevance, let us
not think about that. Of course, that
guy going down in that F-16, that
Scott O’Grady, was the reason we built
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stealth, whether it was in a bomber or
a fighter aircraft.

One reason we did it was because
these SAM missiles are mobile. They
are mobile missiles. They move
around. Our intelligence thought there
were not any missiles in that particu-
lar place in Bosnia. Lo and behold, a
SAM site turned up and took down the
best pilots and the best planes we have
at 20,000 feet. That is the reason we did
the stealth technology.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. KAsicH] has gotten up on this
floor, when we put up this big package
or packages of 38, 45 and 75 conven-
tional aircraft that are required to do
the job of one stealth aircraft. Let us
remember the reason for that, and the
gentleman from Washington has gone
through that, is because to support just
a couple of bomb-dropping aircraft,
like one of our first Desert Storm
packages had 38 planes in it, only eight
of them actually dropped bombs. Those
were British Tornadoes and American
A-6 attack planes from our carriers.
Only eight bomb droppers. The other 30
aircraft had to handle the SAM missile
sites. They had to handle the air-to-air
in case Irag scrambled some airplanes
to meet them. They had to handle the
radar jamming. We had this big armada
of support airplanes to support just
eight bomb droppers in this one task
force.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. KAsICH] said, ““Yeah, maybe
that is true, but we still have all those
planes, so we can go in, instead of
going with the one stealth bomber, we
can go in with the 38 aircraft.”” He has
not been watching the drawdown in the
United States Air Force. At that time
we had 24 air wing equivalents to
project American air power. We now
have cut down to almost half of that,
to 13 air wing equivalents. We are down
from 24 air wings to 13 air wings.

Mr. Speaker, a whole bunch of those
support airplanes that worked out in
the gulf are now at the bone yard in
the desert of Arizona. Those are not
operational aircraft. If the gentleman
from Ohio, [Mr. KasicH] wants to call
them up, if we should have another
Desert Storm, they are not around.

We get to the final point, which is
the multiplier effect that stealth gives
you. The one stealth bomber can hit
the same 16 targets. If you want to give
it redundant coverage, you can use two
bombers as a package of 75 conven-
tional aircraft.

Mr. Speaker, the last point the gen-
tleman made before I came on the
floor, and | was really taken with this,
is he talked about people. He talked
about the pilots. With that package of
75 conventional aircraft to do the same
16 targets as only one stealth bomber,
you expose 134 crew members.

Mr. DICKS. That is right.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, those are
the guys on the front of Time magazine
when they get captured; those are the
guys that get dragged through the
streets by our adversaries; those are
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the guys that are forced to write con-
fessions under torture. One reason we
built this stealth bomber and this
stealth technology is so we would not
have those guys being shot down and
we would bring them home to their
families.

Mr. Speaker, with the conventional
mission that the opponents of B-2
would like to go with, on a conven-
tional mission to hit 16 targets, you
risk 134 crew members. If you send one
B-2, you risk a total of two crew mem-
bers. If you send two B-2’s, you risk a
total of four crew members.

I would say to the gentleman from
Washington [Mr. Dicks], | would feel
pretty bad about telling our Air Force
personnel every time in the past, in
this century, when we have had top
technology, we field it. The best stuff
we could get, we field it. Chuck Yeager
shot down one of the first German air-
craft, a jet aircraft, when he had a pro-
peller driven plane. He was real happy
to get into that X-1 that could go fast-
er than the speed of sound in the late
1940’s and drive American technology.

Mr. Speaker, we have always given
our Kkids technology. This will be the
first time we will tell our pilots, ‘“You
know, we spent $30 billion developing a
technology that makes your plane vir-
tually invisible to radar, but we de-
cided not to give it to you because we
think it is too expensive.”’

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, the other
point is the gentleman made a very
major point here. We have spent all
this money to get us where we are, and
what are we talking about, by the Air
Force’s own numbers, $15.3 billion, to
build 20 more of these airplanes. That
is a much lower price than we pur-
chased the first 20. It is about a half to
a third of the cost. The gentleman and
I have been around quite a while, and
at some point, they will say, “Oh my
gosh, we made a terrible mistake, we
should have built this.”” Then we will
have to reopen the line.

The Air Force tells me it is $6 billion
to $10 billion to get the line up if we
wait 5 years. For that, we get nothing.
It seems to me while the line is open
out in California, we should continue
at a low rate to purchase these bomb-
ers. It will keep the industrial base
alive, keep it there in place, and it will
allow us to have the most modern tech-
nology for our young men and women
to fly and use if we have another major
problem.

The world is not any safer. | think
the world was safer during the cold
war, if you want to know the truth.
Now you have all kinds of problems
around the world. It is a combination
of saving money in the weapons that
are used, the JDAM’s weapon for $20,000
apiece versus the standoff cruise mis-
sile for $1.2 million apiece. They can-
not have any capability against mobile
targets.

That is the other problem, Mr.
Speaker, with saying we will take the
B-52’s and the B-1's, and load them
with standoff cruise missiles. Those
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standoff cruise missiles only go to a
fixed point and they cannot be effec-
tive against the mobile issues. We have
not only the division coming in either
in South Korea or in lraq or lran, but
you have this problem with the scud
launchers. That was a major problem
in the gulf war. We could not find those
scud launchers. Again, with better in-
telligence and with stealth, we can put
the B-2 or the F-117’s in against those
mobile targets.

This is, in my judgment, a revolu-
tionary capability. To not get enough
of it while the line is open just defies
common sense. When | look at the en-
tire budget, and some people say look
at our aircraft carriers, and | am as
strong a supporter as the gentleman is
of our aircraft carriers, unfortunately
a decision was made to stop building
the stealthy long-range attack aircraft
coming off our aircraft carriers. The
aircraft today coming off those carriers
are not stealthy and have Ilimited
range, so we cannot rely on them ei-
ther.

The B-1's cannot penetrate, the B-
52’s cannot penetrate, the planes com-
ing off the carriers cannot penetrate.
The only thing we have are the F-117’s
and the B-2’s, In my mind, why would
I not go out and reshuffle my defense
dollars and buy the most incredible ca-
pability, the capability for the next 30
years, that can deal with the radars?
To me, this does not make any sense. |
am hard pressed to come up with a ra-
tionale, especially when the B-2 has
this potential against mobile targets.
That is what bothers me the most.

None of these other weapons, Mr.
Speaker, have the capability to go
against these mobile targets before we
have complete air cover and air cap be-
cause of the surface-to-air missiles
that go along with the division.

| yield to the gentleman.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman mentioned our ability to
project power off aircraft carriers. |
was reminded again, as we all were who
watched CNN and read the front page
of the newspapers, of American, | be-
lieve it was A-7 aircraft that were shot
down by Syrian gunners. | believe they
were using the same Russian-made sur-
face-to-air missiles that are pro-
liferated throughout the world. That
was the pilot that, | believe, Jesse
Jackson went over and rescued amid
enormous publicity and self-promotion
by Syria.

The gentleman has made his point,
but the point has really been validated
every time we have had to send conven-
tional aircraft into areas that main-
tain these surface-to-air missile sites.
We have been shot down.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, they have
proliferated all over the world. This is
not something that is just in a few
countries. We have them in North
Korea, Iran, Iraq, China. We have them
in Bosnia, where Captain O’Grady was
shot down.

Another thing here, for some of the
crowd of American people saying, ‘‘Are
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these two Congressmen just up here by
themselves?”” | feel very proud of the

fact that without any request from me
or anybody else who is a B-2 supporter,
seven former Secretaries of Defense
wrote the President of the United
States, and this is unprecedented in
the 17 years | have been on the Sub-
committee on National Security of the
Committee on Appropriations, and
said, ‘““Mr. President, please keep this
line open. This is the kind of weapon
system that we are going to need in the
future. Twenty of them simply is not
enough.”

One of those colleagues, Mr. Speaker,
former Congressman Dick Cheney was
the one who made the decision with
Les Aspin, our former colleague,
former Secretary of Defense, now de-
ceased, to limit this to 20. There was
absolutely no military rationale for
that decision. It was strictly a decision
made on what Congress would go along
with. At that time there was some
question about the plane, but now we
have six of these at Whiteman Air
Force Base, according to the pilots
there. One just flew all the way to Eu-
rope, did a mock bombing run over the
Netherlands, went to Paris, engines
running, changed crews and flew back
to Whiteman Air Force Base.

Mr. Speaker, this thing is going to
work. It has a 95-percent mission reli-
ability, and it is at the block 10 con-
figuration. Over the next 4 years it will
be upgraded to block 30, which will give
us this revolutionary capability.

Mr. Speaker, to have seven former
Secretaries of Defense write the Presi-
dent and say this would be a terrible
mistake, is, | think, one of the most
unprecedented things | have seen. In
light of all that, | am amazed, frankly,
and with the importance of power pro-
jection in this very dangerous world,
and with the potential conventional
utility of this system, why we are Kill-
ing this at this point. I think it is the
greatest mistake that | can think of
since | have been in the Congress and
involved in defense matters. This is a
terrible, awful decision. We in the Con-
gress, under the Constitution, as the
gentleman well knows, serving as a
senior member of the Committee on
National Security, ultimately have the
responsibility for raising navies and ar-
mies and, by inference, air forces. It is
the constitutional responsibility of the
Congress of the United States, and |
am proud of the fact that we have
stood up on this issue and are trying to
correct a very serious mistake in judg-
ment.

The gentleman from California has
been willing to stand shoulder to shoul-
der to discuss this issue, to lay out our
rationale with the American people,
and | just am very pleased that he has
been willing to continue to engage in
this colloquy to explain to the Amer-
ican people why we feel so strongly
about this and why we think those
seven Secretaries of Defense were cor-
rect.
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O 1600

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

Mr. DICKS. | yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. HUNTER. | thank the gentleman
for yielding, because | think the fact
that seven former Secretaries of De-
fense have endorsed the B-2 has some
significance.

You ask yourself, “Why would they
do that?”’ | think the answer is laid out
in the history of the last 10 or 15 years.

We review the Libya raid. The Libya
raid followed Mr. Qadhafi’s killing, ter-
rorist style, of American soldiers in
Germany. We had the goods on him. We
knew that he had ordered these assas-
sinations, these murders. When he did
that, Ronald Reagan decided to strike
him. But we found out we had a prob-
lem. | was being interviewed by British
television, | believe, shortly after the
raid was made, and | cannot remember
the name of the interviewer, but in
Great Britain, Maggie Thatcher had al-
lowed our F-111’s, this medium bomber,
to take off from Heathrow Airport in
Great Britain. But there was great con-
sternation in Britain because they
were letting us do this, because the
Libyans had great terrorist capability,
there had been threats that if anybody
helped the Americans at any time,
they would be struck, they were very
worried about it, and | was talking to
the commentator, | was being inter-
viewed, and | said, ‘“Thank God for
Maggie Thatcher. It’s nice of her to let
us at least use the facilities in Great
Britain to strike this terrorist.”

The commentator said, ‘‘Congress-
man, don’t speak too soon. We’ve just
taken a television poll.”” In Great Brit-
ain they apparently wire a sample
number of television sets so when they
ask a national question, would you
vote so and so or would you do so and
so, people can just punch the buzzer or
the button on their set and that gives
the BBC an instant poll.

He said, ‘“We’ve just polled the Brit-
ish people and by a majority,”” they are
against Maggie Thatcher having let
our F-111's, which had already been
done obviously, but having let the
Americans use British air bases to
launch this strike against Mr. Qadhafi.

Here we had the British people, we

had a great British stateswoman,
Maggie Thatcher, helping Ronald
Reagan, helping America to launch

that strike against Qadhafi. But a lit-
tle farther away, in France, the French
decided not even to let us fly over their
airspace, and they forced our F-111 pi-
lots to fly to their border and then we
had to skirt around their perimeter at
a great loss of time and fuel, and fa-
tigue of our pilots, because we were not
even being allowed to fly over France
to strike a terrorists who had mur-
dered American soldiers.

When we finally got to Libya, we
made the surprise strike on Mr.
Qaddafi. The U.S. Navy, in assisting

with that strike, had moved about $6
billion worth of carrier task force com-
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ponents into the Gulf of Sidra, just
outside of the Gulf of Sidra, and they
launched naval aircraft from there.

The point is that when the going gets
tough, you cannot count on having a
batch of allies that are going to let you
use their airspace, let you use their
runways, have their cooperation.

The great thing about the B-2 bomb-
er, and | think this is a reason the
seven former Secretaries of Defense
support the B-2 bomber, is that they
believe in the ability to project Amer-
ican power early.

That means when an armor attack
starts, you stop that attack before you
have to send a bunch of Marines and
U.S. infantry over there to stop it with
soft bodies. You do things quick.

You can fly the B-2 out of the United
States. You do not have to ask Maggie
Thatcher, you do not have to ask the
French, you do not have to ask some-
body else, you can fly it out of the
United States and you can make a
strike in the Middle East. Now, you
may have to recover in Diego Garcia,
but we own the Diego Garcia base. We
do not have to ask anybody’s permis-
sion to land there, and you can project
American power from our shores. That
is what these gentlemen are concerned
about. Every American father and
mother who have children who may at
one time be in the ground forces of the
United States have a real interest in
having powerful air forces.

Mr. DICKS. The gentleman makes a
very important point. | do not know if
he was here on the floor, but | sug-
gested that if we had had, say, 60 B-2’s,
20 at Diego Garcia as the gentleman
suggests, Guam and at Whiteman, Sad-
dam might not have made the attack.
If he did, we could have obliterated
that division, we could have stopped
the war.

Do you know what it cost us to move
all the forces out to the gulf to fight
the war, just in transportation? Ten
billion dollars. The cost of the war to
us and our allies was $60 billion, for a
total of $70 billion. With an adequate
bomber force that is stealthy, that has
long range and can use smart conven-
tional weapons against mobile targets
like Saddam’s republican guard, if we
could just prevent one war out there in
the future sometime somewhere,
whether it is North Korea, Iran, lraq,
or wherever, that would save and pay
for this more than once. There is noth-
ing else that can do it.

That is why it blows my mind when
people talk about priorities. Well,
other things are more important. | say,
I cannot think of one except the young
men and women serving in our military
today. They are more important, obvi-
ously. They are first in my mind. But
in terms of other weapons systems,
other things that we are doing, that
have the capability to give us conven-
tional deterrence and if deterrence
fails, a way to knock out the enemy
quickly and save American lives while
we are doing it and not even risk them
because of stealth, | cannot imagine
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how this Congress in its wisdom can
stop this system when every export has
said that 20 of these is simply not
enough, that you need somewhere be-
tween 40 and 60.

Colin Powell, as good a military
mind as | know, he has recommended
to Chaney 50. Sometimes you have got
to make hard decisions. You have been
on the Hill for a long time as | have. |
asked the staff of the Committee on
Appropriations, | said, “This is going
to cost us about $2 billion a year for
about 7 or 8 years in order to get the
additional 20 planes.”

| said, ‘“‘How much did we cut out of
the defense budget, about $250 billion,
how much did we cut out just in a cut
here, a cut there, through the thou-
sands of line items that are in that
budget?”” The answer is in both this
year and last year, $3.5 billion in just
low-priority items.

Right there is more than enough
money to finance the B-2. | know the
gentleman has been urging reform in
the procurement areas where we have
thousands and thousands of extra buy-
ers or shoppers or whatever you call
them. There is another way to save
some money that we could use to fi-
nance the acquisition of these weapons
systems. You are the procurement sub-
committee chairman. You know as | do
that procurement in the peak of the
Reagan buildup was $135 billion a year
in today’s dollars. Now that is down to
about $40 billion to $45 billion, or it has
been reduced about 70 percent.

We have got to continue to do some
things that make sense. Here is a sys-
tem that gives us a revolutionary con-
ventional war-fighting capability, and |
believe the potential for conventional
deterrence. Not to get this and spend
the money on a bunch of lower priority
things that have no comparable worth
or value to the American people and to
our military, to me is just unbeliev-
able.

Mr. HUNTER. If the gentleman will
yield, you mentioned the defense over-
head. We have about 250,000 profes-
sional shoppers in the Department of
Defense. Those are the people that en-
gage in the acquisition of military sys-
tems. Roughly you have two Marine
Corps of shoppers. They cost us about
$30 billion a year. That means we have
a procurement budget of about $45 bil-
lion that as you have mentioned it is
down 70 percent. But for every aircraft
or tank or weapon that we buy, we pay
almost as much as we paid for that sys-
tem to the Department of Defense for
the service of buying it.

That means if you buy an airplane
for $100 million, you pay about $70 mil-
lion on top of that to the shoppers in
DOD for buying the components for
that airplane. If we cut that bureauc-
racy down, the shopping component, if
we cut it down in the same way we
have cut the Army, we cut the Army
from 18 divisions to 12 divisions, and it
may go down to 10, and the news did
not make Stamp Collectors Weekly,
nobody knows about it, and we have
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cut the U.S. Army strength almost 50
percent. We have cut the Air Force
from 24 to 13 air wings and the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. KaAsicH] thinks
they are still there. Nobody knows
about these massive cuts we have
taken in our force structure. If we took
that same proportionate type of cut in
the shopping corps, in the Department
of Defense, the procurement corps, that
means we would save about $10 billion
a year. If we took 100,000 people out of
the shopping corps, we would save $10
billion a year. That would buy 4 B-2
programs.

Mr. DICKS. | agree with the gen-
tleman. There are ways to save money
in a $250 billion budget if you want to
set priorities. When you look at all the
things we are procuring, there is going
to be a list of what is important, what
is crucial, and what is kind of nice to
have. I have got to tell you, when you
have got something that has the poten-
tial capabilities that the B-2 has, you
have got to make room for it. It does
not make any sense to protect a lot of
purchases of other things that cannot
project power around the world like
the B-2 can in our future.

I just hope that we can continue to
make this battle on the floor with our
colleagues here in the House. | happen
to think that this is one of those wa-
tershed moments, one of those times
when either the Congress is going to
have truly profiles in courage, standing
up to this administration and saying,
“Wait a minute, this is a mistake.”
The same Congress, by the way, that
supported the F-117, the stealth attack
aircraft. In the first 10 days of the Gulf
war, | think | have the numbers right,
the stealth fighter flew 2.5 percent of
the sorties but knocked out 32 percent
of the hardest targets, because it was
stealthy. What did that mean? That al-
lowed us to win the air war more
quickly and cap Iraq so they could not
even get a plane up. That saved a lot of
American lives. If we did not have that
stealthy airplane to lead the attack
and to knock out those surface-to-air
missiles, knock out those radars, we
would have lost a lot more of our pilots
and they would have been there and
Saddam would have had them to play
politics with as the gentleman has sug-
gested. But because we had stealth, we
were able to win that war more rap-
idly. Then we could bring to bear the
B-52’s with their dumb bombs, not very
accurate but they pounced away on the
Republican Guards and allowed us to
win the war quite easily. But stealth,
the F-117, was at the forefront. Here
you have got the B-2 which can carry 8
times what the F-117 can carry and it
can carry it 6 times as far and with one
refueling go a third of the way around
the earth and be able to have it not
only against fixed targets as we proved
with the F-117 but by putting that sen-
sor-fused weapon on there, those 1,400
little bomblets over that Iraqi division,
3 of them knocked out 46 percent of the
mechanized vehicles as that division
moves in the field, that is a revolution-
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ary capability, and there is nothing in
the Pentagon’s budget that can do any-
thing like that.

How can you say we are not going to
fund this when it has that kind of capa-
bility and we are going to fund a lot of
other things that have no comparable
worth or value and just do it because,
“Well, we just can’t make any hard de-
cisions. We can’t make tradeoffs. We
can’t do roles and missions. We can’t
do the job we were sent over there to
do.” That is what it says to me.

It is never easy to have to make
tradeoffs. But in this case, | think the
potential is so great that without those
tradeoffs, we are really doing a disserv-
ice to the American people. | hope that
Congress stays with this, makes the
point, so that we can show the Amer-
ican people why we feel so passionately
about this subject.

Mr. HUNTER. | noticed a friend of
ours, the gentleman from California
[Mr. MCcKEON], just arrived, another
staunch supporter of B-2. But | think
the gentleman has made an excellent
point in that we have an article of le-
verage. We have a system that gives us
enormous leverage. The last thing the
American people want to do is have to
send marines or infantry divisions to
stop an armor attack. The way you
stop an armor attack without using a
lot of lives is with air power. The way
you stop an armor attack with an abso-
lute minimum of casualties is to use
air power that has stealth.

I am thinking, if you went inside
Saddam Hussein’s war room or maybe,
later in this decade, inside North Ko-
rea’s war room and you saw them mak-
ing a determination as to whether or
not they should strike American posi-
tions, it would be awfully nice to have
one colonel in that North Korean intel-
ligence operation or in that Iragi oper-
ation say, ‘“How about the American
invisible bombers? I’'m kind of scared
of them. How about the invisible bomb-
ers, that we can’t take down with our
SAM’s, will they be here? Does any-
body know where they are? Are they
launched?”” That uncertainty is deter-
rence. That means you do not start it.

The gentleman made one great point.
The amount of money we spent on
Desert Storm because we did not deter
Saddam Hussein from striking, because
he thought we were weak, was enough
money to buy out the entire B-2 pro-
gram of 80 airplanes and have a lot of
money left over.
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If you were strong up front, you
would not have to pay later. That is
the point of having strong American
air power, and that is the point of
stealth and that multiplier of preci-
sion-guided munitions.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, | appreciate
the gentleman’s participation in this
colloquy, and | also want to yield to
my distinguished friend from Califor-
nia [Mr. McKEeoN], who has been an-
other leader and another worthy pro-
ponent of the B-2.

July 31, 1995

Mr. McCKEON. Mr. Speaker, | just
turned on the TV in my office and saw
two of my friends talking about the B-
2, one of my favorite subjects.

Mr. DICKS. We had a little break in
the action, and so we jumped in and
took our shot.

Mr. McKEON. | really appreciate
what you are doing. The B-2 is built in
my district, and a lot of people say
that is probably the reason that | am a
strong supporter. That is one of the
reasons.

Because it is in my district, | have
had the opportunity of going down to
the factory, going down on the floor,
seeing the assembly lines and seeing
what is being done. A lot of people do
not understand that that plane is built
differently than any other plane. It is
built from the outside in. It has a wing-
span of 170 feet, and from one end of
that wingspan to the other end, it can-
not be off one-thousandth of an inch.

We cannot afford to lose this tech-
nology. The people that have been
trained, the tools that have been put
together, all of that is already now
starting to unwind. Originally, the as-
sembly line was built for 20 planes; we
are down to 6 planes. They have al-
ready closed up part of the assembly
line.

We are losing the people that have
been trained, that have put in the time
and effort, have the skill to learn how
to do this. We are losing that.

I think it is very important that we
keep our economic base there, our in-
dustrial base to build the B-2, but the
second and probably even more impor-
tant reason to me is defense.

When you talk about Desert Storm,
you could probably talk about other
wars that we do not even know about
that have never happened because we
project power. But we are losing that
projection. We are starting to talk now
about moving the B-52, which is almost
as old as | am, that is pretty old; and
the B-1B’s into London to use in
Bosnia. 1 do not know how long we can
expect our young people, our career
people to get in those planes and fly
them. B-1 is still relatively young,
about 15 years old; the B-52’s are 30, 40,
50 years old.

Mr. HUNTER. Compared to the B-52,
the B-1 is a baby.

Mr. MCKEON. That is right. But even
then, when all the B-52’s are gone, we
are down to 95 B-1's. The study that
was given to us, that we should be able
to fight in two places at one time, we
need 174 long-range bombers, we would
be down to 95, and then you add the 20
B-2’s that we have now.

Mr. DICKS. But we do not have them
yet. We have six of them now.

Mr. McKEON. | am looking out 20
years. | think our responsibility should
be to really look out 20 years, 30 years,
40 years.

I know one of my good friends on the
other side of this issue has said there
will be another bomber at some point.
I think that is a total fallacy. It takes
$10 billion to $15 billion now to get a
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fighter up, ready to be built. Who
around here is going to vote $25 billion,
$30 billion or $40 billion just to get an-
other bomber developed? Why spend
that kind of money when we have the
great B-2?

Mr. DICKS. If the gentleman would
yield, | told my friends in the Boeing
Co. in the State of Washington that
one of my colleagues has suggested a
B-3; and they said, ‘‘Congressman,
what we would do is, we would build a
long-range, subsonic aircraft and it
would look a heck of a lot like the B-
2. It would be stealthy and we would
have the ability to put precision-guided
munitions on them.”

We have got the line open and the
costs are down where this thing is af-
fordable in terms of the defense budget,
and now, not to do enough of it just
does not make sense. | always say to
my Democratic friends, many of whom
are not happy about some of the budget
cuts that are being made, if we cut out
the B-2, this money is not going to go
to HUD or education or the environ-
ment; this money is going to go to
something that is less important in the
defense arena.

As | said, | look at the entire defense
budget, and except for the men and
women serving in the service, | cannot
think of one weapons system that has
anywhere near potential that this
weapons system does.

The gentleman has made another im-
portant point that General Skantze,
who was our former acquisitions person
at the Air Force, has made as well, and
that is that this plane is the most dif-
ficult plane to put together. So we fi-
nally figured it out.

Mr. Chairman, | think we should stay
with it, and | appreciate my colleagues
joining me here on the floor in an im-
promptu session to talk about one of
the most important defense decisions
this country will make during our time
in Congress.

Mr. Speaker, | yield back the balance
of my time.

DO NOT BE DETERRED: CONTINUE
B-2 PRODUCTION

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. EN-
SIGN). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from California
[Mr. McKEON] is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. McKEON. Mr. Speaker | do not
know exactly what you had talked
about before | came in.

Mr. DICKS. Do not be deterred.

Mr. MCKEON. The B-2?

Mr. DICKS. The B-2.

Mr. MCKEON. What do you know? |
think it is a very important vote, and
it is a lot of money; | think that people
need to understand.

I am a businessman. This is my sec-
ond term in Congress. | came here to
make cuts, but | also came here to
carry out our constitutional respon-
sibility which is to provide defense for
this country. Defense is one of the
most important things that we need to
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do. It is our responsibility, as the Con-
gress, to look out for that.

Mr. DICKS. If the gentleman would
yield on that point, I have served for 17
years on defense appropriations sub-
committees since the winter of 1979. We
build up until 1985, but since 1985, the
defense budget has been reduced by $100
billion a year. Today’s defense budget
would be 350; it is 250 now in fiscal year
1995, so we have made a big cut, 37 per-
cent in real terms.

We have a smaller Army, a smaller
Navy, a smaller Air Force, Yet, here is
a technology, a revolutionary tech-
nology that would help us still have an
enormously effective and capable mili-
tary. But we have got to have enough
of it so that it can have the sortie
rates, in and out, in and out, to do the
job. Every expert who has looked at
this and said, 20 of these is not enough;
we have got to have somewhere be-
tween 40 and 60.

It is value. Sometimes we forget
when it is right in front of us that
some things are more important than
other things. Some things can do
things that no other system can do.
And that is why this is so important.

The B-2 offers us a revolutionary
conventional capability that nobody
else has in the world. Think about It. If
somebody else had the B-2, we would be
in deep trouble. We would be very, very
concerned about it. We would be prob-
ably cheer if they made a decision to
cut it off at 20 and only have a very
limited capability. We would be saying,
“Thank God they made that decision,
because if they had 50 or 60 of these,
and we did not have a way to counter
it.”” Think if our adversary, Russia, had
developed this stealth technology. We
would be deeply concerned. | think
sometimes we forget things that are so
obvious. They are right in front of us
and we still do not see it.

It reminds me of the battleship de-
bate where they said that battleships
are not vulnerable to air power. Fi-
nally, Billy Mitchell flew over one and
dropped a bag of flour and everyone
had to wake up and say, ‘“Oh, my God.
These things are vulnerable.” And
some day they are going to say the
same things about the B-52’s, the B-2’s
and the planes coming off the carriers.
They are all vulnerable to these sur-
face-to-air missiles.

Mr. HUNTER. If the gentleman
would yield briefly, Billy Mitchell did
sometimes. He showed that technology
had moved on and we had entered the
era of air power. But he did not drop a
sack of flour; he dropped enough muni-
tions to totally sink and destroy three
major ships, including one captured
German battleship. He carried out his
task with a little more enthusiasm
than the people who have invested all
their political capital in battleships or
warships cared for him to do.

In a way we are doing the same thing
here. We are in an era in which we can
avoid radar because of the great tech-
nology that freedom has brought us in
this country and we are about to forgo
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that technology for some pretty silly
reasons. | thank the gentleman for
yielding.

Mr. MCKEON. Reclaiming my time, |
think you make a good point on the
technology. A lot of my friends here in
the Congress have asked me, “Well, is
there technology out there, or will
there be in the next few years, to make
it possible to see the B-2 to make it ob-
solete?”’

I was talking to our ex-Secretary of
the Air Force about a month ago, be-
fore we had the last vote, and he was
going over that with us. He said that
all during the development phase of the
B-2, we had our best minds working to
see if they could come up with a way to
detect it. So that we, if the other side
had it, so that we could defend against
it. We have not been able to find that;
it is not available.

Mr. DICKS. The gentleman makes a
point too. Remember one thing, a plane
can be seen. That does not mean you
can vector weapons against it. That is
the thing that you have to remember
about stealth.

People say, “Well, | can see it. It is
there on the field.”” But when you have
that thing up in the air at 45,000 feet,
and it has got that incredible design
which is very hard to see, even when
you are just a few miles away from it.
But it is the fact that the enemy can-
not vector weapons with their radars
and the systems that they have to have
to take a weapon to the plane. That is
why it is so revolutionary. So we do
not want anybody to be misled, be-
cause you can see it.

DO NOT BE DETERRED: CONTINUE
THE B-2

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. HUNTER] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, | yield to
the gentleman from Washington [Mr.
Dicks].

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, it is that
important fact, and the fact that we
have not been able to figure out a way
to counter it. This is a game that goes
on and on. There is a struggle back and
forth.

Again, | want to thank my colleagues
for coming over here and joining me in
an impromptu discussion of the B-2.
We are going to be moving on to this
issue as we get to the defense appro-
priations bill. As I have said, | think
this is the most important defense
issue that most of us will decide while
we are in the House of Representatives.

Mr. Speaker, | am glad that | have
good bipartisan support from my col-
leagues are we try to oppose those who
I think in a very shortsighted way are
trying to cut off this program and say-
ing that they are going to save money.

I will tell my colleagues this: We are
going to save lives and money if we
build the B-2. We are going to save
money if we do it at the time the line
is open. We are going to preserve the
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industrial base. The B-2 weapons that
are sometimes 40 percent less expen-
sive than the weapon on the B-52’s or
the B-1's.

But most importantly as the F-117
showed us, we can send pilots into the
most difficult areas with surface-to-air
missiles that are active and survive
and that is what this is really all
about: Saving lives of American young
people who we send in harm’s way.

To me, as the gentleman said a few
minutes ago, how we could in good con-
science not want to be able to use that
in the early days of any war in the fu-
ture, because we know we will save
lives and we know that we can win the
war more rapidly? Stealth can go in
and out, in and out, in and out, destroy
all those targets and help us win the
air war more rapidly, which is crucial
to almost any scenario that I can think
of in the future.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, | yield to
the gentleman from California [Mr.
MCKEON].

Mr. MCKEON. A couple of weeks ago,
Charles Krauthammer had an editorial,
I think | got it out of the Washington
Times. | do not know what other pa-
pers it was in. George Will wrote one in
“The Last Word” in the magazine.

Mr. Speaker, 1 would like to insert
these in the RECORD, if | may. If | could
just make a comment on Mr.
Krauthammer’s. He entitled his article,
“The B-2 and the ‘Cheap Hawks’’ and
he gave 3 reasons why the B-2 is so im-
portant.

First, American is coming home. In
1960, we had 90 bases abroad. We are
down now to 17. We cannot station
short-hop airplanes around the world.
We have to have range.

Second, America will not endure cas-
ualties. We do not want to put, as you
were saying, our people in harm’s way
if it can be avoided.

Third, the next war will be a sur-
prise, such as every other war we have
entered into, and we need to be ready.
And the B-2 meets all three of these re-
quirements. It has long range; it can
reach anywhere around the world. If we
have it in the three bases that we look
at, we can reach any key spot in the
world in 10 to 12 hours.

Fourth, Casualties. It has two per-
sonnel on board. Does not need a lot of
support and backup because of the
stealthiness and the amount of weap-
ons that it can carry.

Fifth, If we have an adequate num-
ber, we will be prepared and we will
have a deterrent.

Mr. Speaker, | include the following
articles for the RECORD:

THE B-2 AND THE CHEAP HAWKS
(By Charles Krauthammer)

We hear endless blather about how new and
complicated the post-Cold War world is.
Hence the endless confusion about what
weapons to build, forces to deploy, contin-
gency to anticipate. But there are three sim-
ple, glaringly obvious facts about this new
era:

(1) America is coming home. The day of the
overseas base is over. In 1960, the United
States had 90 major Air Force bases over-
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seas. Today, we have 17. Decolonization is
one reason. Newly emerging countries like
the Philippines do not want the kind of Big
Brother domination that comes with facili-
ties like Clark Air Base and Subic Bay. The
other reason has to do with us: With the So-
viets gone, we do not want the huge expense
of maintaining a far-flung, global military
establishment.

(2) American cannot endure casualties. It
is inconceivable that the United States, or
any other Western country, could ever again
fight a war of attrition like Korea or Viet-
nam. One reason is the CNN effect. TV brings
home the reality of battle with a graphic im-
mediacy unprecedented in human history.
The other reason, as strategist Edward
Luttwak has pointed out, is demographic:
Advanced industrial countries have very
small families, and small families are less
willing than the large families of the past to
risk their only children in combat.

(3) America’s next war will be a surprise.
Nothing new here. Our last one was too. Who
expected Saddam to invade Kuwait? And
even after he did, who really expected the
United States to send a half-million man ex-
peditionary force to roll him back? Then
again, who predicted Pearl Harbor, the inva-
sion of South Korea, the Falklands War?

What kind of weapon, then, is needed by a
country that is losing its foreign bases, is al-
lergic to casualties and will have little time
to mobilize for tomorrow’s unexpected prov-
ocation?

Answer: A weapon that can be deployed at
very long distances from secure American
bases, is invulnerable to enemy counter-
attack and is deployable instantly. You
would want, in other words, the B-2 stealth
bomber.

We have it. Yet, amazingly, Congress may
be on the verge of Killing it. After more than
$20 billion in development costs-costs irre-
coverable whether we build another B-2 or
not—the B-2 is facing a series of crucial
votes in Congress that could dismantle its
assembly lines once and for all.

The B-2 is not a partisan project. Its devel-
opment was begun under Jimmy Carter. And,
as an urgent letter to President Clinton
makes clear, it is today supported by seven
secretaries of defense representing every ad-
ministration going back to 1969.

They support it because it is the perfect
weapon for the post-Cold War world. It has a
range of about 7,000 miles. It can be launched
instantly—no need to beg foreign dictators
for base rights; no need for weeks of advance
warning, mobilization and forward deploy-
ment of troops. And because it is invisible to
enemy detection, its two pilots are virtually
invulnerable.

This is especially important in view of the
B-2’s very high cost, perhaps three-quarters
to a billion dollars a copy. The cost is, of
course, what has turned swing Republican
votes—the so-called ‘‘cheap hawks’—against
the B-2.

But the dollar cost of a weapon is too nar-
row a calculation of its utility. The more im-
portant calculation is cost in American
lives. The reasons are not sentimental but
practical. Weapons cheap in dollars but cost-
ly in lives are, in the current and coming en-
vironment, literally useless: We will not use
them. A country that so values the life of
every Capt. O’Grady is a country that cannot
keep blindly relying on non-stealthy aircraft
over enemy territory.

Stealth planes are not just invulnerable
themselves. Because they do not need escort,
they spare the lives of the pilots of the fight-
ers and radar suppression planes that ordi-
narily accompany bombers. Moreover, if the
B-2 is killed, we are stuck with our fleet of
B-52s of 1950s origin. According to the under-
secretary of defense for acquisition, the Clin-
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ton administration assumes the United

States will rely on B-52s until the year 2030—

when they will be 65 years old!

In the Persian Gulf War, the stealthy F-117
fighter flew only 2 percent of the missions
but hit 40 percent of the targets. It was, in
effect, about 30 times as productive as non-
stealthy planes. The F-117, however, has a
short range and thus must be deployed from
forward bases. The B-2 can take off from
home. Moreover, the B-2 carries about eight
times the payload of the F-117. Which means
that one B-2 can strike, without escort and
with impunity, as many targets as vast
fleets of conventional aircraft. Factor in
these costs, and the B-2 becomes cost-effec-
tive even in dollar terms.

The final truth of the post-Cold War world
is that someday someone is going to attack
some safe haven we fell compelled to defend,
or invade a country whose security is impor-
tant to us, or build an underground nuclear
bomb factory that threatens to kill millions
of Americans. We are going to want a way to
attack instantly, massively and invisibly.
We have the weapon to do it, a weapon that
no one else has and that no one can stop. Ex-
cept a ‘“‘cheap hawk,” shortsighted Repub-
lican Congress.

[From Newsweek, July 24, 1995]

THE LAST WORD—PRECISION GUESSWORK
ABOUT THE B-2—DO AMERICANS Now FIND
THEIR ‘MORAL EcoNOoMY’ Too TAXING TO
DEFEND?

(By George F. Will)

We should study war some more. We should
because doing so is contrary to the spirit of
the age and our national temperament. If
peace is to be preserved, that must be done
by a few nations of a sort that is disinclined
to believe that peace requires preserving.
These nations believe that although war
once was prevalent, history has ascended to
a pacific plateau. The nations that believe
this, such as the United States, are, says his-
torian Donald Kagan of Yale, formed by eth-
ics that are commercial, individualistic, lib-
ertarian and hedonistic. Kagan concludes his
book ““On the Origins of War”” with a warn-
ing: “The United States and its allies, the
states with the greatest interest in peace
and the greatest power to preserve it, appear
to be faltering in their willingness to pay the
price in money and the risk of lives. Nothing
could be more natural in a liberal republic,
yet nothing could be more threatening to the
peace they have recently achieved.” Hence
the high stakes of the debate about the B-2
bomber.

The issue is whether to purchase more
than the 20 long-range stealth bombers al-
ready in service or being completed. The ar-
gument against steady low-level production
to bring the B-2 force to 40 is that the B-2 is
too expensive, particularly because the mis-
sion for which it was designed—penetrating
Soviet air defenses to attack mobile or hard-
ened targets—is no longer relevant.

The case for continuing the B-2 program is
more complex, but more compelling. It rests
on three facts. The B-2 is not as expensive as
critics contend. The B-2 economizes other
material assets, and economizes lives, too.
And given the age of the B-52s (the youngest
is 33 years old) and the time and cost re-
quired to design another bomber (at least 15
years and scores of billions from design to
deployment), the B-2 force is going to be the
only U.S. bomber force for many decades.
Who wants to wager that in, say, the year
2030 the nation will not need a bomber better
than a 70-year-old B-52?

Critics bandy the figure $1.5 billion for
each B-2. Actually, given the research and
development already paid for, the life cycle
cost of additional B-2s, including 20 years of
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spare parts, is about 1.1 billion 1995 dollars.
Buying 20 more B-2s would consume only 1
percent of the defense budget and 5 percent
of the combat aircraft budget for a few
years. And doing so would prevent the irrep-
arable dispersal of the industrial base that
has produced the most sophisticated weapon
ever, a weapon suited to the changed world.

In 1960 there were 81 major U.S. air bases
overseas. Today there are 15. The B-2's long
range responds to the dwindling of forward-
based U.S. forces. Its high payload and
stealthiness (the difficulty of detecting its
approach) enable it to do extraordinary dam-
age to an adversary’s warmaking capacity,
at minimum risk to just two crew members
per aircraft. This gives a president a power-
ful instrument of credible deterrence for an
era in which Americans are increasingly re-
luctant to risk casualties. The importance of
a military technology tailored to this politi-
cal fact is argued by Edward Luttwak in his
essay ‘‘Toward Post-Heroic Warfare’ in For-
eign Affairs.

Luttwak, of the Center for Strategic and
International Studies, says the end of the
Cold War has brought a ‘“‘new season of war,”’
in which wars are ‘“‘easily started and then
fought without perceptible restraint.”” A war
such as the lIragi invasion of Kuwait can
menace the material interests of the United
States. And a war such as that in the former
Yugoslavia can, Luttwak argues, injure the
nation’s ‘““moral economy”’ if the nation “‘re-
mains the attentive yet passive witness of
aggression replete with atrocities on the
largest scale.”

Perhaps Americans find their ““moral econ-
omy’’ too taxing to maintain in today’s tur-
bulent world. The debacle of American pol-
icy regarding Bosnia strongly suggests that
is so. If so, America faces a future in which
only one thing is certain: it will never again
be what it has been, the principal force for
good in the world. But if America wants to
be intolerant both of evil and and of casual-
ties, it needs to arm itself appropriately, as
with the B-2.

It is the only aircraft that can on short no-
tice go anywhere on the planet with a single
refueling, penetrate the most sophisticated
air defenses and deliver high payloads of con-
ventional weapons with devastating preci-
sion. Five B-2s can deliver as many weapons
as the entire force of F-117s (America’s only
other stealth aircraft) deployed in Desert
Storm. Four U.S.-based B-2s with eight crew
members could have achieved by same re-
sults as were achieved by the more than 100
aircraft sent against Libya in 1986. Military
personnel are not only precious as a matter
of morality, they are expensive. True, many
targets can be attacked with ‘‘stand-off
weapons,” such as cruise missiles, but such
weapons are 20 to 40 times more expensive
than direct attack precision weapons. Cal-
culating the real costs of weapons is more
complicated than reading restaurant bills.

And as Luttwak argues, cost-effectiveness
criteria for weapons often do not factor in
the value of casualty avoidence, which is a
function of casualty exposure and is often
the decisive rertraint on political leadership
when it is considering whether to project
U.S. power. “When judged very expensive,
stealth planes are implicitly compared to
non-stealth aircraft of equivalent range and
payload, not always including the escorts
that the latter also require, which increase
greatly the number of fliers at risk. Missing
from such calculations is any measure of the
overall foreign policy value of acquiring a
means of casualty-free warfare by unescorted
bomber.”

Will the nation need a substantial B-2
force? That depends on developments in the
world, and on what America wants to be in
the world. On a wall at the Jet Propulsion
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Laboratory in Pasadena there reportedly use
to be a sign: We do precision guesswork. So
do the people who must anticipate crises rel-
evant to America’s material interests and
moral economy, and the means of meeting
them. Twenty more B-2s would be a respon-
sible guess.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman from California [Mr.
MCcKEON]. He is a very articulate and a
very strong supporter of national de-
fense. | also thank the gentleman from
Washington [Mr. Dicks] who was really
the father of this special order. Thanks
to Mr. Dicks for taking this order up.

I think it is important to talk about
these things, because a lot of folks
have 100 issues on their minds. They do
not know what this vote is about until
they actually sit down and think about
it. And also the gentleman who was
here earlier, Mr. LEwWIS. Mr. LEWIS does
not spend a lot of time talking on the
House Floor. He is one of the smartest
defense minds in this Congress and he
is a real advocate for this program and
one of our champions. | am glad he was
up here discussing this with Mr. Dicks.

I am happy to yield to the gentleman
from Washington [Mr. Dicks].

O 1630

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, | will just
say one final thing. One of the other
articles General Skantze wrote, one of
the big problems has been, ever since
the Air Force reorganized and got rid
of the Strategic Air Command, there
really has not been an advocate for
bombers inside the Air Force. They
will advocate for the F-22 and the C-17,
but nobody stands up for bombers, and
I think that is one of the things where
the Congress may have to step in. We
may have to reconsider that decision
and recreate a Strategic Air Command
within the Air Force so we have some
real attention by the service on this
subject. | think we ought to consider
that.

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. EN-
SIGN). Pursuant to clause 12, rule I, the
Chair declares the House in recess sub-
ject to the call of the Chair.

Accordingly (at 4 o’clock and 30 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess
subject to the call of the Chair.

O 1802

AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. ENSIGN) at 6 o’clock and
2 minutes p.m.

DEPARTMENTS OF VETERANS AF-
FAIRS AND HOUSING AND URBAN
DEVELOPMENT, AND INDEPEND-
ENT AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 1996

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 201 and rule
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XXIIl, 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. 2099.

O 1803

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 fur-
ther consideration of the bill (H.R.
2099) making appropriations for the De-
partments of Veterans Affairs and
Housing and Urban Development, and
for sundry independent agencies,
boards, commissions, corporations, and
offices for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1996, and for other purposes,
with Mr. COMBEST in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit-
tee of the Whole rose earlier today,
title V was open for amendment at any
point.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ENSIGN

Mr. ENSIGN. Mr. Chairman, | offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. ENSIGN: Page
87, after line 25, insert the following:

SEC. 519. The amount otherwise provided in
title 1 of this Act for “DEPARTMENT OF
VETERANS AFFAIRS—VETERANS HEALTH
ADMINISTRATION—MEDICAL CARE”, the
amount otherwise provided in title 111 of this
Act for ‘““NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE
ADMINISTRATION—HUMAN SPACE FLIGHT”’, and
the amount otherwise provided in title 111 of
this Act for ““NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDA-
TION—RESEARCH AND RELATED ACTIVITIES”
are, respectively, increased to a total of
$16,961,000,000, reduced by $89,500,000, and re-
duced by $235,000,000.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, | ask unanimous consent for a
time limitation of 15 minutes total
split equally between the two sides on
the Ensign amendment and all amend-
ments thereto.

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

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Nevada [Mr. ENSIGN] will be rec-
ognized for 7%z minutes, and a Member
opposed will be recognized for 7% min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Nevada [Mr. ENSIGN].

Mr. ENSIGN. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, | offer my amendment
to ensure that we keep the promises
made to our veterans. The Ensign
amendment is about the contract with
those who have served our Nation hon-
orably without fundamentally altering
the priorities set forth in the bill be-
fore us today.

First, | want to commend the chair-
man of the subcommittee, Mr. LEWIS,
for making tough choices. In most in-
stances, the VA/HUD subcommittee
has accommodated or exceeded the
President’s requested funding levels in
veterans programs such as compensa-
tion and pensions, readjustment bene-
fits, and extended care facility grants.
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H.R. 2099 recognizes the invaluable con-
tribution veterans have made to our
national security, and in turn, extends
security to those in time of need.

Although 1 appreciate the fact that
this measure meets or exceeds the
President’s request in several accounts,
I must respectfully take issue with the
funding level included in H.R. 2099 for
the Veterans Health Administration’s
medical care account. Even though the
bill contains a $499 million increase in
VA medical care over last year’s level,
the President requested a higher level
of $16.96 billion in fiscal year 1996 for
veterans medical care. The higher level
is needed to provide high quality
health care services to all veterans ex-
pected to seek care in 1996.

Even with the adoption of the man-
ager’s amendment, a $184 million gap
still exists between the President’s VA
health care request and the rec-
ommended appropriation of $16.77 bil-
lion. I am concerned that this disparity
will deprive veterans of the care that
they so desperately need.

My amendment would close the $184
million veterans medical care gap and
still provide approximately $2 million
in savings which could be used for defi-
cit reduction. The Ensign amendment
would reduce the National Science
Foundation’s research and related ac-
tivities account by $235 million. In H.R.
2099, the research and related activities
account was cut by only $26 million
from the fiscal year 1995 level. | find it
hard to believe that there was only
room for a $26 million cut in a $2.25 bil-
lion account. Even an additional $235
million cut represents slightly more
than a 10-percent reduction in this ac-
count’s fiscal year 1996 appropriation.

Surely, when veterans are facing the
prospect of losing access to health
care, the NSF can take a 10-percent
cut. | personally support NSF and the
projects it supports in Nevada. How-
ever, NSF should be treated fairly, and
I believe my amendment allows NSF to
continue its vital research.

To complete the offset, my amend-
ment would reduce the appropriation
for NASA’s human space flight account
by $89.5 million. Again, we are talking
about a very small reduction in
NASA’s $13.67 billion allotment. We
have heard arguments from both sides
about the space station and whether or
not we can afford the space station in
a time of great fiscal restraint. My
amendment unlike other amendments,
will not decimate the space station
program. No specific human space
flight program or initiative is targeted
in my amendment. $89.5 million is a
modest cut and represents reasonable
middle ground.

Between the offsets from the NSF
and NASA, we can meet the President’s
request for health care and still pro-
vide resources for scientific research
and exploration.

Mr. Chairman, | also want to focus
for a moment on the skyrocketing
costs of health care. We are about to
reform Medicare, and | would be the
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first one to rise in support of reforming
our complete veterans’ health care pro-
gram. But until we do that, we need to
completely fund our veterans’ health
care program. My amendment brings
the funding level up to the President’s
requested level for fiscal year 1996. |
urge its support.

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

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from California, chairman of the sub-
committee, rise in opposition?

Mr. LEWIS of California. Yes, Mr.
Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman

from California [Mr. LEwWIS] is recog-
nized for 7%> minutes.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield myself such time as | may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, | rise reluctantly in
opposition to the Ensign amendment. |
do so specifically because of the fact
that this subcommittee report is a very
carefully crafted and delicately bal-
anced report.

The very account that the gentleman
from Nevada [Mr. ENSIGN] is addressing
himself to is that account that we are
most sensitive about. It is the only ac-
count within my entire bill that has
any significant adjustment upwards.
Indeed, we provide in the medical care
section of this bill more than a half a
billion dollars of the 1995 authorization
as well as outlay. It is very, very im-
portant that we recognize that to im-
balance this effort could throw the en-
tire bill askew.

For example, NSF has already been
cut by $200 million. They are consider-
ably below the President’s request.
This additional $235 million in fun-
damental science work would have a
dramatic and negative impact upon the
work that the bill is attempting to
carry forward.

In dealing with NASA, NASA is al-
ready itself over a half a billion dollars
below the President’s request. To
strike that blow to our work in space is
a very significant item.

One of the other elements | would
mention is the fact that we are at-
tempting to put some pressure on the
Veterans’ Administration, specifically
because while we here in Congress are
very empathetic to medical care needs
of our veterans. Too often the system
treats them like cattle in the districts
where the hospitals are. We need to put
pressure on this agency to rethink the
processes they use whereby we deliver
those services to veterans.

Mr. Chairman, | reluctantly but very
strongly urge my colleagues to vote
““no.”

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

Mr. ENSIGN. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, while the remarks
that the subcommittee chairman said
are true, that it is important to have
basic science research, it is important
to have the programs that NSF sup-
ports and that NASA supports, it is
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also true that it is critical that we
maintain the contract that we have
with the veterans in this country.

The reason that we have the free-
doms to have basic science research in
this country is because of the sacrifices
that our veterans have made serving
this country. | have 114,000 veterans in
southern Nevada just in my district
alone. Many of those veterans have to
travel 4% hours to southern California
because there is not adequate funding
levels at the hospital in Las Vegas to
take care of their basic needs. There-
fore, they have to travel all the way to
southern California. | think this is a
travesty to those people who have sac-
rificed so much, have had very little
pay while they are in the service, spent
a lot of time away from their families,
a lot of them sacrificed limbs, a lot of
them sacrificed a lot of their friends,
people that they knew in battle, and to
me and to a lot of the Members of this
Congress, | think it is important that
we maintain the contract that we have
had with these veterans over the years.

I would strongly urge that Members
consider supporting this amendment to
bring the funding levels for 1996 up to
what the President has proposed.

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

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALK-
ER].

Mr. WALKER. | thank the gentleman
for yielding me the time.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in opposition to
this amendment. This is a case where
you take the account that has been in-
creased the furthest in the entire budg-
et and then you hammer two accounts
that have not taken significant in-
creases. In particular I am very con-
cerned about the fact that the National
Science Foundation has been targeted
by the gentleman from Nevada for in-
creased cuts. This will amount to a 17
percent cut in the National Science
Foundation and that is in the basic
science accounts. This is where we do
our basic research. This is the univer-
sity money that is required in order to
make certain that our university re-
search programs stay alive.

Who are some of those universities?
Well, the University and Community
College System of Las Vegas got $1.6
million. The University of Nevada at
Las Vegas got over $1 million in 1994.
The Clark County School District got
$867,000. The University of Nevada
Desert Research Program got $1.731
million out of the National Science
Foundation. On it goes, in programs
that from everything | have been able
to determine are high-quality research
programs that are very, very impor-
tant to the basic underlying fundamen-
tal science of this country.

O 1815

And so, to devastate those accounts
by taking them down by hundreds of
millions of dollars in order to fund an
account that we have already increased
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significantly, it seems to me, is the
wrong set of priorities.

I understand that the gentleman
wants to keep our commitments, but
we have commitments that are very,
very important in science. There are
many of these science researchers that
over the years also feel that they have
a commitment to making certain that
we keep this Nation economically
strong by having a good basic science
base. This particular amendment will
cut into that basic science base; this is
one of the worst places that we can
possibly find to cut programs in the en-
tire VA-HUD budget.

Mr. ENSIGN. Mr. Chairman, | reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. DoYLE], a
member of the committee.

Mr. DOYLE. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
opposition to the amendment, and | do
so with a unique perspective on this
matter, as 1 am the only member of
this body who sits on both of the au-
thorizing Committees affected by this
amendment.

I am honored to represent a district
with one of the largest veterans popu-
lations, and | am extremely sensitive
to the need to adequately fund veter-
ans’ health care. My father was a per-
manently disabled veteran. | could not
imagine what my life would be like if
he had not had access to quality VA
health care.

It would be my preference to fully
fund the administration’s request for
VA health care, which the amendment
before us would do by cutting $235 mil-
lion from NSF’s research account to
achieve $100 million in savings, coupled
with a $89.5 million in NASA funds. De-
spite my support for our nation’s veter-
ans, | cannot support this amendment
because of its impact on the National
Science Foundation.

In the Science Committee, we have
gone to great pains, under the leader-
ship of Chairman WALKER, to make the
difficult decisions on funding priorities
in order to achieve a balanced budget.
I must tell the author of this amend-
ment, since he wasn’t present for the
seven or so days that the Science Com-
mittee spent considering all the pro-
grams in its jurisdiction, that no fed-
eral agency enjoyed a greater degree of
bipartisan support than the National
Science Foundation.

We are already cutting this account
by $26 million from FY 95, and NSF as
a whole is being cut by over $200 mil-
lion from the current year. I am not
sure why NSF has been targeted by
this amendment, but | cannot endorse
this effort to support one worthwhile
effort by cutting a greater amount of
funds from another important pro-
gram.

Mr. Chairman, for these reasons, al-
though the reasons of the gentleman
from Nevada [Mr. ENSIGN] are worth-
while, | have to oppose this amend-
ment.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield 1 minute to my colleague,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

the gentleman from California [Mr.
BROWN], ranking member of the Com-
mittee on Science.

(Mr. BROWN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Chair-
man, this is a battle that we have gone
through many times before over the
past years, and | have frequently sided
with those who support the position of
the gentleman from Nevada [Mr. EN-
SIGN] with regard to taking money
from NASA or other science agencies
and adding it to veterans, because |
have such a feeling for the needs of the
veterans.

But in this particular case, | spent
most of the last week arguing that we
had cut NASA too much already, over
half a billion dollars, and voted against
the space station because of those cuts
that came out of NASA science, basi-
cally.

Mr. Chairman, | am constrained to
oppose the amendment before us for
that reason. | think that we have
achieved a good balance, not at the
level that | would want, but within the
constraints of the money available; a
good balance with the bill that we
have.

Mr. Chairman, | would urge all of my
colleagues to oppose this amendment
and to support the numbers which are
contained in the bill presented to us by
the distinguished gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. LEwWIS].

Mr. Chairman, | would like to rise in strong
opposition to the amendment offered by Mr.
ENSIGN. The amendment makes cuts to the
National Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion and the National Science Foundation that
are ill-advised and will do serious damage if
enacted.

Let us first consider the NASA cut. NASA’s
request for fiscal year 1996 has already been
cut by $600 million in this appropriations bill.
In addition, NASA’s funding plans have been
cut by 35 percent since 1993. The proposed
amendment would cut an additional $90 mil-
lion from NASA’s human space flight account.
Now, $90 million does not sound like a great
deal of money in a $5 billion account, but in
this case appearances are seriously deceiving.

NASA’s human space flight account pro-
vides funding for the space station and the
space shuttle. The station program was
restructed in 1993, its overall development
budget was cut by billions of dollars, and an-
nual funding for the program was capped at
$2.1 billion. There is no room for additional
cuts to the space station budget if the inter-
national space station is to meet its demand-
ing schedule commitments.

The budget for space shuttle operations has
been cut 23 percent since fiscal year 1992,
and the President’s fiscal year 1996 budget
assumes that additional cuts will be made to
the shuttle program during the period fiscal
year 1997-2000. NASA is making plans to re-
structure the shuttle program to further reduce
costs through contract consolidations and
other management changes. However, the
shuttle account cannot absorb additional cuts
in fiscal year 1996 without running an unac-
ceptable risk that the shuttle will not be able
to carry out its missions, and that NASA will
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not be able to make needed safety and per-
formance upgrades.

| cannot stress too strongly how important it
is not to impose additional budgetary stress on
the space shuttle program at a time when the
shuttle program is trying to adjust to the cuts
already imposed on it. | do not think that |
need to remind any Member that the shuttle is
a very complicated machine. Indeed, this
weekend's decision to defer further shuttle
flights until NASA understands the current
problem with the shuttle O-rings underlines the
importance of proceeding with caution when
dealing with the shuttle program.

Turning to the National Science Foundation,
this amendment would cut $235 million from
NSF’s research and related activities account.
This account is already below the fiscal year
1995 funding level in the bill as reported by
the Appropriations Committee. The additional
proposed cut of 11.4 percent will harm basic
research in many important fields of science.

Although NSF is a small agency with only
about 4 percent of all Federal R&D funding, it
is the only Federal agency mandated to
strengthen the Nation’s overall potential in
science and engineering. Moreover, the Agen-
cy is a principal source of Federal support for
basic research in the sciences, mathematics,
and engineering: 60% of computer science
support; 44% of mathematics support; 34% of
biological sciences support; 33% of earth
sciences support; and 19% of engineering
support.

A cut of $235 million translates into fore-
going potential advances in knowledge in such
fields as advanced computers and high-speed
digital networks, electronic and structural ma-
terials, biotechnology, and nanoscience—the
observation and manipulation of chemical, bio-
logical, and mechanical processes at the
atomic scale.

the cut will also help to weaken the scientific
infrastructure of universities. Last year, well
over 20,000 senior scientists and 18,500 grad-
uate students worked on research projects
sponsored by NSF, mostly at colleges and
universities. The proposed cut to NSF's re-
search account would reduce these numbers
by 2,100 scientists and 1,900 graduate stu-
dents. In addition, 24 percent of the research
and related activities budget supports unique
national research facilities, such as tele-
scopes, research ships, and supercomputers,
all of which enable a broad range of research
activities. Imposition of a $235 million cut to
the research account will mean that operations
are reduced and maintenance delayed for
these facilities.

Reductions in basic research budgets have
consequences for the economic strength of
the Nation and the future well being of its citi-
zens. Federal support for basic research is an
investment, as has been quantified by econo-
mists who find a social rate of return from
basic research funding of 30 to 50 percent.
The proposed cut to the NSF research budget
is shortsighted.

| urge my colleagues to resist the temptation
to make additional cuts to NASA and NSF.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield the balance of my time to
the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr.
LIVINGSTON], chairman of the Commit-
tee on Appropriations.

(Mr. LIVINGSTON asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)
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Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, |
want to compliment the gentleman
from California [Mr. LEwIS] on the out-
standing job that he has done with a
difficult bill.

This amendment highlights the prob-
lems that he has had with this bill.
There are conflicting interests, all of
which are necessary and vital. We pit
NASA against housing; housing against
veterans’ benefits. There is no one in
this Chamber that wants to cut any of
these things unless it is absolutely nec-
essary. And it is absolutely necessary
to cut these to get to a balanced budg-
et by the year 2002.

The gentleman’s amendment is well
intentioned, but it still cuts $89.5 mil-
lion out of NASA, and $235 million out
of the National Science Foundation.
These cuts are proposed in an effort to
help the veterans’ programs which now
currently, in this bill, receive $562 mil-
lion in medical benefits over and above
what we spent last year. That rep-
resents a total of $16.777 billion in med-
ical care for veterans.

Mr. Chairman, nobody can say that
that is not sufficient. We can always
spend more money on these programs,
but | would hope that the Members
would understand that we cannot con-
tinue to spend more money on every
good cause. We have got to try to bal-
ance the competing interests.

Mr. Chairman, this is a balanced bill.
The gentleman from California [Mr.
LEwIS] and the members of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations have tried to
bring forward a balanced bill consider-
ing all of the needs: The needs of the
veterans, the needs of science, the
needs of NASA, and the needs of hous-
ing. Together, those needs demand that
this amendment be rejected.

Mr. ENSIGN. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, while | respect the
words that have been said by my col-
leagues and respect the work that has
gone into making this bill, I still think
that this is a question of priorities, and
the priorities that | have remain with
the veterans in this country.

When we are looking at Ilimited
funds, we do have to say, ‘“What is im-
portant? How much should we spend on
veterans? How much should we spend
on science?”’

Science is a theoretical number.
Should we spend $100 billion on those
science programs? Should we spend $200
billion? We have no idea what that
number should be. It is some number
floating out there.

We do know, Mr. Chairman, that vet-
erans have those needs and we do know
that we are not meeting those needs
currently. To not increase this number
up to what the President has re-
quested, | think, would be doing a dis-
service to the veterans who have paid
such a dear price in serving our coun-
try. That is why | have offered this
amendment, because of the sacrifice
that those veterans have made.

It is a question of priorities. There is
no question.
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Mr. Chairman, this is a difficult deci-
sion to make, and | appreciate what
the subcommittee chairman and all the
members of the committee have gone
through in crafting this bill. To me,
though, this happens to be a question
of priorities. | believe that the NSF can
take a 10-percent cut in this year’s
budget. It is just a question of the pri-
orities that | have set for myself to
come and represent the people of
southern Nevada and especially those
114,000 veterans that | represent there.

I believe they deserve the medical
care that they are to get this year. |
would be the first one, though, to add
my voice to reforming the whole veter-
ans’ medical care. It needs to be re-
formed just like Medicare does. We
need to provide better service for less
cost, and then maybe next year, we
will not have this argument.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Nevada [Mr. ENSIGN].

The question was taken; and the
chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. ENSIGN. Mr.
mand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the House of Thursday, July
27, 1995, further proceedings on the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Nevada [Mr. ENSIGN] will be post-
poned.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, | move that the Committee do
now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker pro tempore [Mr. WALKER]
having assumed the chair, Mr. Cowm-
BEST, Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that Committee, hav-
ing had under consideration the bill,
(H.R. 2099) making appropriations, for
the Departments of Veterans Affairs
and Housing and Urban Development,
and for sundry independent agencies,
boards, commissions, corporations, and
offices for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1996, and for other purposes,
had come to no resolution thereon.

Chairman, | de-

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 2126, DEPARTMENT OF
DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
1996

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, by direction
of the Committee on Rules, | call up
House Resolution 205 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 205

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 1(b) of rule XXIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2126) making
appropriations for the Department of De-
fense for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1996, and for other purposes. The first read-
ing of the bill shall be dispensed with. All
points of order against consideration of the
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bill for failure to comply with clause 2(1)(6)
of the rule XIl, clause 7 of rule XXI, or sec-
tion 306 of the Congressional Budget Act of
1974 are waived. General debate shall be con-
fined to the bill and shall not exceed one
hour equally divided and controlled by the
chairman and ranking minority member of
the Committee on Appropriations. After gen-
eral debate the bill shall be considered for
amendment under the five-minute rule. The
bill shall be considered by title rather than
by paragraph. Each title shall be considered
as read. Points of order against provisions in
the bill for failure to comply with clause 2 or
6 of rule XXl are waived. An amendment
striking section 8021 and 8024 of the bill shall
be considered as adopted in the House and in
the Committee of the Whole. During consid-
eration of the bill for amendment, the Chair-
man of the Committee of the Whole may ac-
cord priority in recognition on the basis of
whether the Member offering an amendment
has caused it to be printed in the portion of
the Congressional Record designated for that
purpose in clause 6 of rule XXIIl. Amend-
ments so printed shall be considered as read.
At the conclusion of consideration of the bill
for amendment the Committee shall rise and
report the bill to the House with such
amendments as may have been adopted. The
previous question shall be considered as or-
dered on the bill and amendment thereto to
final passage without intervening motion ex-
cept one motion to recommit with or with-
out instructions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. Goss] is rec-
ognized for 1 hour.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, for the pur-
poses of debate only, | yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Texas [Mr. FRosT],
pending which | yield myself such time
as | may consume. During consider-
ation of this resolution, all time yield-
ed is for purposes of debate only.

(Mr. GOSS asked and was given per-
mission to include extraneous material
in the RECORD.)

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | am pleased
to bring to the floor yet another very
fair and simple open rule. H. Res. 205
provides for one hour of general debate,
equally divided between the majority
and the minority. Following that, any
Member can offer amendments in ac-
cordance with the rules of the House.

Members are encouraged, but not re-
quired, to preprint their amendments
in the RECORD, so that we can engage
in full and well-informed debate, and |
think that is something that has actu-
ally worked out pretty well.

In addition, the committee granted
limited waivers for the consideration
of H.R. 2126, including waivers of
clauses 2 and 6 of rule XXI regading un-
authorized appropriations and reappro-
priation within this bill.

The need for these protections, due
to lack of the authorization for many
of the programs, has been thoroughly
debated, so | will not debate it here. We
all know we have a problem between
the authorizing and the appropriations
cycle and that is part of the budget re-
form that we hope to bring forward.

In order to expedite the floor sched-
ule and allow the House to complete its
schedule appropriations work before
the August break, which | think is of
great interest to every Member and
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probably the Nation at large as well,
the committee granted waivers of
clause 2(1)(6) of rule XI and clause 7 of
rule XXII, regarding 3-day layovers for
the committee report.

The report for H.R. 2126 has been
available since Friday, however, and
Members have had the weekend and
then some time today to review this re-
port. | would also point out that we
have been through much of this in the
authorizing process already as well.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, the last waiver
granted is a technical one for section
306 of the Budget Act regarding meas-
ures under the jurisdiction of the Com-
mittee on the Budget reported by other
committee. | would like to point out to
Members that the two ‘“‘offending’’ sec-
tions of the bill, 8021 and 8024, have
been removed at request of the Com-
mittee on the Budget by a self-execut-
ing amendment, so | think that prob-
lem is behind us.

Mr. Speaker, that may seem like a
lot of explanation for what really is, in
essence, a very simple open rule, but I
am confident that we have a very fair,
I would say very open rule that will
allow us to fully consider this vital ap-
propriations measure.

Providing for our national defense is
one of the few charges specifically
given to the Congress of the United
States under the Constitution and we
cannot shirk our responsibilities in
this area. Freedom is not free. The
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American people demand a strong and
ready force, capable of dealing with
whatever crisis may arise, wherever it
may happen, whenever it may happen.

We obviously must ensure that our
armed services are the best trained,
best equipped, best provided for, both
for their benefit and ours. There are a
few, | suppose, who still argue that the
demise of the Soviet Union meant an
end of all major threats to the United
States’ interests, therefore, we do not
need much defense.

Mr. Speaker, those folks are wrong,
in my view, and | think in most Ameri-
cans’ views. Vigorous military buildups
in countries like Iran, North Korea,
and China pose new challenges to
American interests across the globe,
not to mention the real threat we face
from the slow but steady spread of nu-
clear capability to new countries and,
possibly, to terrorist groups.

O 1830

Nor could we totally ignore genocide
as we now witness it in former Yugo-
slavia. Threats to democracy and our
national security come in many forms,
in many ways these days.

No, to most of us there is no question
that we need a strong and ready de-
fense, and | am pleased that after sev-
eral years of steadily declining budgets
and uncertain leadership from the ad-
ministration these past 2 years, we now
have a Department of Defense appro-
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priation bill that begins to meet the
needs both long term and immediate of
our armed forces.

Make no mistake, many of the items
funded in this bill are not for future ac-
quisition of some high-tech weapons
systems, but they are for things like
food, clothing and other basic neces-
sities for our men and women in the
service.

The chairman of the Subcommittee
on National Security Appropriations,
my friend and distinguished colleague
from Florida, the gentleman from Flor-
ida [Mr. YouNg], presented the Com-
mittee on Rules with a list of these
basic requirements that were not being
met until now. That list, containing
lots of nuts and bolts necessary to keep
our forces fit, was put on a roll that
stretched almost across the entire
width of the Committee on Rules hear-
ing room. We may even get to see that
roll again before this debate is over.

So | congratulate the chairman, the
gentleman from Florida [Mr. YOUNG],
and the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. MURTHA] and the rest of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations for their very
hard work on this particularly impor-
tant appropriations bill.

I urge support for the rule and sup-
port for H.R. 2126.

I include for the RECORD the follow-
ing information:

THE AMENDMENT PROCESS UNDER SPECIAL RULES REPORTED BY THE RULES COMMITTEE,! 103D CONGRESS V. 104TH CONGRESS

[As of July 31, 1995]

Rule type

103d Congress 104th Congress

Number of rules

Percent of total Number of rules Percent of total

Open/Modified-open 2

Modified Closed 3

Closed 4

Totals:

46 44 40 73
49 47 13 23
9 9 2 4
104 100 55 100

1This table applies only to rules which provide for the original consideration of bills, joint resolutions or budget resolutions and which provide for an amendment process. It does not apply to special rules which only waive points of
order against appropriations bills which are already privileged and are considered under an open amendment process under House rules.

2An open rule is one under which any Member may offer a germane amendment under the five-minute rule. A modified open rule is one under which any Member may offer a germane amendment under the five-minute rule subject only
to an overall time limit on the amendment process and/or a requirement that the amendment be preprinted in the Congressional Record.

3A modified closed rule is one under which the Rules Committee limits the amendments that may be offered only to those amendments designated in the special rule or the Rules Committee report to accompany it, or which preclude
amendments to a particular portion of a bill, even though the rest of the bill may be completely open to amendment.

4A closed rule is one under which no amendments may be offered (other than amendments recommended by the committee in reporting the bill).

SPECIAL RULES REPORTED BY THE RULES COMMITTEE, 104TH CONGRESS

[As of July 31, 1995]

H. Res. No. (Date rept.) Rule type Bill No. Subject Disposition of rule
H. Res. 38 (1/18/95) 0 HR. 5 Unfunded Mandate Reform A: 35071 (1/19/95).
H. Res. 44 (1/24/95) MC H. Con. Res. 17 .. Social Security A: 255-172 (1/25/95).

). Res. Balanced Budget Amdt

H. Res. 51 (1/31/95) 0 H.R. 101 Land Transfer, Taos Pueblo Indians A: voice vote (2/1/95).
H. Res. 52 (1/31/95) 0 H.R. 400 Land Exchange, Arctic Nat'l. Park and Preserve A: voice vote (2/1/95).
H. Res. 53 (1/31/95) 0 H.R. 440 Land Conveyance, Butte County, Calif A: voice vote (2/1/95).
H. Res. 55 (2/1/95) 0 HR. 2 Line Item Veto A: voice vote (2/2/95).
H. Res. 60 (2/6/95) 0 H.R. 665 Victim Restitution A: voice vote (2/7/95).
H. Res. 61 (2/6/95) 0 H.R. 666 Exclusionary Rule Reform A: voice vote (2/7/95).
H. Res. 63 (2/8/95) MO H.R. 667 Violent Criminal Incarceration A: voice vote (2/9/95).
H. Res. 69 (2/9/95) 0 H.R. 668 Criminal Alien Deportation A: voice vote (2/10/95).
H. Res. 79 (2/10/95) MO H.R. 728 Law Enforcement Block Grants A: voice vote (2/13/95).
H. Res. 83 (2/13/95) MO HR. 7 National Security Revitalization PQ: 229-100; A: 227-127 (2/15/95).
H. Res. 88 (2/16/95) MC H.R. 831 Health Insurance Deductibility PQ: 230-191; A: 229-188 (2/21/95).
H. Res. 91 (2/21/95) 0 H.R. 830 Paperwork Reduction Act A: voice vote (2/22/95).
H. Res. 92 (2/21/95) MC H.R. 889 Defense Supplemental A: 282-144 (2/22/95).
H. Res. 93 (2/22/95) MO H.R. 450 Regulatory Transition Act A 252-175 (2/23/95).
H. Res. 96 (2/24/95) MO HR. 1022 Risk A: 253-165 (2/27/95).
H. Res. 100 (2/27/95) 0 H.R. 926 Regulatory Reform and Relief Act A: voice vote (2/28/95).
H. Res. 101 (2/28/95) MO H.R. 925 Private Property Protection Act A: 271-151 (3/2/95)
H. Res. 103 (3/3/95) MO H.R. 1058 Securities Litigation Reform
H. Res. 104 (3/3/95) MO H.R. 988 Attorney Accountability Act A: voice vote (3/6/95)
H. Res. 105 (3/6/95) MO A: 257155 (3/7/95)
H. ReS. 108 (3/7/95) ...occoourervrevrimnanererinrinines Debate H.R. 956 Product Liability Reform A: voice vote (3/8/95)
H. Res. 109 (3/8/95) MC PQ: 234-191 A: 247181 (3/9/95)
H. Res. 115 (3/14/95) MO H.R. 1159 Making Emergency Supp. Approps. A 242-190 (3/15/95)
H. Res. 116 (3/15/95) MC HJ. Res. 73 .vovvecrrevinnnns Term Limits Const. Amdt A: voice vote (3/28/95)
H. ReS. 117 (3/16/95) .....coevrvrevrrnerrrerinrinnnes Debate HR. 4 Personal Responsibility Act of 1995 A: voice vote (3/21/95)
H. Res. 119 (3/21/95) C A: 217-211 (3/22/95)
H. Res. 125 (4/3/95) 0 H.R. 1271 Family Privacy Protection Act A: 423-1 (4/4/95)
H. Res. 126 (4/3/95) 0 H.R. 660 Older Persons Housing Act A: voice vote (4/6/95)
H. Res. 128 (4/4/95) MC H.R. 1215 Contract With America Tax Relief Act of 1995 A: 228-204 (4/5/95)
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SPECIAL RULES REPORTED BY THE RULES COMMITTEE, 104TH CONGRESS—Continued

[As of July 31, 1995]

H. Res. No. (Date rept.) Rule type Bill No. Subject Disposition of rule
H. Res. 130 (4/5/95) MC H.R. 483 Medicare Select Expansion A: 253-172 (4/6/95)
H. Res. 136 (5/1/95) 0 H.R. 655 Hydrogen Future Act of 1995 A: voice vote (5/2/95)
H. Res. 139 (5/3/95) 0 H.R. 1361 Coast Guard Auth. FY 1996 A: voice vote (5/9/95)
H. Res. 140 (5/9/95) 0 H.R. 961 Clean Water Amendments A: 414-4 (5/10/95)
H. Res. 144 (5/11/95) 0 H.R. 535 Fish Hatchery—Arkansas A: voice vote (5/15/95)
H. Res. 145 (5/11/95) 0 H.R. 584 Fish Hatchery—lowa A: voice vote (5/15/95)
H. Res. 146 (5/11/95) 0 H.R. 614 Fish Hatchery—Minnesota A: voice vote (5/15/95)
H. Res. 149 (5/16/95) MC H. Con. Res. 67 ............. Budget Resolution FY 1996 PQ: 252-170 A: 255-168 (5/17/95)
H. Res. 155 (5/22/95) MO H.R. 1561 American Overseas Interests Act A: 233-176 (5/23/95)
H. Res. 164 (6/8/95) MC H.R. 1530 Nat. Defense Auth. FY 1996 PQ: 225-191 A: 233183 (6/13/95)
H. Res. 167 (6/15/95) 0 H.R. 1817 MilCon Appropriations FY 1996 PQ: 223-180 A: 245-155 (6/16/95)
H. Res. 169 (6/19/95) MC H.R. 1854 Leg. Branch Approps. FY 1996 PQ: 232-196 A: 236-191 (6/20/95)
H. Res. 170 (6/20/95) 0 H.R. 1868 For. Ops. Approps. FY 1996 PQ: 221-178 A: 217-175 (6/22/95)
H. Res. 171 (6/22/95) 0 H.R. 1905 Energy & Water Approps. FY 1996 A: voice vote (7/12/95)
H. Res. 173 (6/27/95) C HJ. ReS. 79 .o Flag Constitutional Amendment PQ: 258-170 A: 271-152 (6/28/95)
H. Res. 176 (6/28/95) MC H.R. 1944 Emer. Supp. Approps. PQ: 236-194 A: 234-192 (6/29/95)
H. Res. 185 (7/11/95) 0 H.R. 1977 Interior Approps. FY 1996 PQ: 235-193 D: 192-238 (7/12/95)
H. Res. 187 (7/12/95) 0 H.R. 1977 Interior Approps. FY 1996 #2 PQ: 230-194 A: 229-195 (7/13/95)
H. Res. 188 (7/12/95) 0 H.R. 1976 Agriculture Approps. FY 1996 PQ: 242-185 A: voice vote (7/18/95)
H. Res. 190 (7/17/95) 0 H.R. 2020 Treasury/Postal Approps. FY 1996 PQ: 232-192 A: voice vote (7/18/95)
H. Res. 193 (7/19/95) C HJ. Res. 96 ..o Disapproval of MFN to China A: voice vote (7/20/95)
H. Res. 194 (7/19/95) 0 H.R. 2002 Transportation Approps. FY 1996 PQ: 217-202 (7/21/95)
H. Res. 197 (7/21/95) 0 HR. 70 Exports of Alaskan Crude Oil A: voice vote (7/24/95)
H. Res. 198 (7/21/95) 0 H.R. 2076 Commerce, State Approps. FY 1996 A: voice vote (7/25/95)
H. Res. 201 (7/25/95) 0 H.R. 2099 VA/HUD Approps. FY 1996 A: 230189 (7/27/95)
H. Res. 204 (7/28/95) MC S.21 Terminating U.S. Arms Embargo on Bosnia
H. Res. 205 (7/28/95) 0 H.R. 2126 Defense Approps. FY 1996

Codes: 0-open rule; MO-modified open rule; MC-modified closed rule; C-closed rule; A-adoption vote; D-defeated; PQ-previous question vote. Source: Notices of Action Taken, Committee on Rules, 104th Congress.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. FROST. Mr. speaker, | yield my-
self such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in support of the
rule providing for the consideration of
the Department of Defense appropria-
tion for fiscal year 1996. While | am
concerned that once again the Commit-
tee on Rules did not seek fit to allow
the amendment authored by the
gentlelady  from Colorado [Mrs.
SCHROEDER], the rule otherwise will
allow the House to consider amend-
ments that will amend funding levels
contained in the bill.

The Schroeder amendment, of course,
seeks to reduce the overall funding
level of the appropriation to the level
originally sought by the administra-
tion. Mr. Speaker, while | personally
would not support the Schroeder
amendment, | do believe her amend-
ment would have provided the House
the opportunity to debate how many
Federal dollars should be allocated to
the Department of Defense in the com-
ing and future fiscal years.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 2126 closely tracks
the provisions of the authorization bill
adopted by the House in June. While
the two bills are not identical, the ap-
propriation does provide funding for
advance procurement of two additional
B-2 Stealth bombers. The committee is
to be commended for this action and |
support the inclusion of these advance
procurement funds. | also commend the
committee for including $200 million in
the bill for the continued development
of the F-22 fighter.

Mr. Speaker, | have in my 17 years in
Congress always been a supporter of a
strong national defense. | intend to
continue my record and support this
rule and this appropriation.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | yield such
time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from greater metropolitan
Sandimas-Claremont, CA [Mr. DREIER],
the distinguished vice chairman of the
Committee on Rules.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

mr. Speaker, | rise in strong support
of this rule. I would like to congratu-
late both my friend, the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. YOUNG], and my
friend, the gentleman from Pennsylva-
nia [Mr. MURTHA], who have worked
long and hard on this extraordinarily
important piece of legislation.

This is an open rule. It is an amend-
ment process which will allow Mem-
bers to work their will on a wide range
of issues that are going to be coming
before us.

It is very important to note, as we
embark on the defense appropriation
bill, that this is legislation that we are
addressing as we are all very concerned
about the budget and the deficit and
the national debt, and yet it seems to
me that as we look at the preamble of
the U.S. Constitution, it is very impor-
tant for us to recognize that providing
for the common defense is paramount.

There are a wide range of levels of
government, State and local govern-
ments, county governments that can
deal with many of the issues that the
U.S. Government today addresses, and
yet when it comes to the security of
the United States of America, only one
level of government, only one level of
government is in a position to address
those, and that is the U.S. Govern-
ment.

So it is for that reason that we have
to recognize the preeminence of the
issue of defense appropriations.

Now, there are going to be some con-
troversial questions that will come for-
ward. The B-2 bomber is one which |
know my very good friend, the gen-
tleman from Missouri [Mr. SKELTON],
and | have worked on for a number of
years. Let me just say this very briefly
about that issue, it seems to me if we
look at this question and try to back
off, it will be the first time in the his-
tory of our republic that we would have
taken a retrograde step on a new and
very important technology.

There are many who argue that since
we have seen the demise of the Soviet
Union, that it is no longer necessary,
and yet there are potential conflicts in
the Middle East which a friend of mine
in California was talking to me about
not too long ago, and other spots where
this technology is very important, and
it cannot be ignored.

I have to say that none of the jobs for
this are actually in my district. | rec-
ognize that many of them are in Cali-
fornia, but | believe this very firmly,
because of the national security of our
country, that what we should proceed
with the B-2. | hope very much we will
be successful when that comes up on
the floor.

Let me say that | do congratulate
again my friend, the chairman of the
Subcommittee on Defense Appropria-
tions, for the valiant effort he has put
forward, the chairman of the full com-
mittee, the gentleman from Louisiana
[Mr. LIVINGSTONE], and others who
have been very involved.

| urge a ‘““yes’ vote on this open rule.
Then we will look forward to having
the House work its will.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
souri [Mr. SKELTON].

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
support of this rule. First | compliment
my friend, the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. Young], the chairman of the com-
mittee, and the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. MuRTHA], the ranking
Democrat, for their excellent work as
well as the full committee.

I also wish to express my apprecia-
tion and agreement with the funding
for the two long-lead issues involving
the B-2.

Of course, Whiteman Air Force Base
is in the district that | am privileged
to serve, but it is more than that. As
the gentleman from California [Mr.
DREIER] so eloquently pointed out, we
must look to the future. We must look
to future technology. This is the one
weapons system that will allow us to
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continue to bring the technology for-
ward as we bring the troops and be-
come more continental-based in our
Air Force, Army, and Navy. This is
what is called power projection. It not
only can serve as a strong weapon, it
can serve as an excellent deterrent to
those who would cause mischief on the
other side of the world.

Mr. Speaker, this is a dangerous
world in which we live. Few Americans
remember even last year that we came
within a gnat’s eyelash, not once, not
twice, but three times to conflict; once
involving Haiti, once involving North
Korea, and the third time when we sent
our troops over and successfully
stopped Saddam Hussein from proceed-
ing to the south of the border.

This dangerous world in which we
live, and we being the only superpower
on this Earth, it is incumbent upon us
to be strong, to be militarily prepared.
We should learn from history. We
should learn that in the years past and
the decades past, the United States of
America, after every major conflict or
every major threat, has cut itself mili-
tarily to the bone.

It is my intention to fight hard to
keep that from happening now, and |
am pleased to see so many Members of
this House joining in that fight.

Mr. Speaker, you will recall that I of-
fered a defense budget of my very own,
increasing the administration’s budget
over 4 years by some $44 billion. The
budget that was adopted came rel-
atively close to that. But we should
make sure it is not just in the areas of
technology, such as the B-2, not just in
the areas of weapons systems, ships
and tanks, and guns, but we must look
to taking care of the young men and
young women who wear the American
uniform. That is utmost. That is im-
portant in this bill, and | will vote for
this rule.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Utah
[Mr. ORTON].

(Mr. ORTON asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ORTON. Mr. Speaker, the Presi-
dent of the United States is the Com-
mander in Chief of the Armed Services.

This bill that will come before us
provides funding for the Pentagon.
What better bill to give the President a
line item veto than the defense appro-
priations bill?

I have been a supporter since arriving
here of the line item veto concept. You
can debate and argue as to which par-
ticular approach is best, whether to
have a pure veto by the President on a
line item within one bill or whether, as
the other body has proposed, to sepa-
rate the bills into many different bills
with separate enrollments, and have
the President veto each separate bill,
or whether, rather than vetoing the
bill, to enhance the President’s rescis-
sion authority so that he can strike
out items, send them back here for us
to vote on, whether we want to include
or exclude that particular line item
from the spending package.
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While we can argue the constitu-
tionality, while we can argue which is
the best approach, | believe that it is
critical that we give the President the
opportunity to speak out, to include in
the process his authority of line
iteming each particular area that he
feels ought to be cut.

I have proposed amendments on each
of the last five appropriation bills to do
that. They are not in order without a
waiver. | acknowledge that. | commend
the Committee on Rules for the open-
ness of the bill which they have put
forward.

I do wish, however, that we could
waive the point of order to allow the
provisions of line item veto to be
placed on this one bill rather than
amending and changing the process for
every bill coming forward. If we could
apply it to this one bill, have a test
case, | believe it is important. | would
urge this body to act.

We have yet to even appoint con-
ferees on line item veto. It is impor-
tant that we move forward.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, we urge
adoption of the rule, and | yield back
the balance of my time.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, | just simply would like
to say that the gentleman from Utah
[Mr. ORTON] has made a very important
point about our concern about the line
item veto, and | would like to have in-
cluded, among the extraneous material
that we are putting in the RECORD
today, a statement from the Speaker of
the House to the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Rules which says, from the
Speaker, that he is committed to mov-
ing forward on line item veto and to
that end he has promised to schedule a
motion to go to conference on the line
item veto and to appoint conferees
press on the first day of House business
in September. So we have achieved get-
ting his attention and commitment to
getting forward with that, and | will
put that in the RECORD at this point.

We have a fair and open rule that al-
lows Members to offer cutting amend-
ments on an appropriations bill, and it
is an honor to bring this appropriations
bill to the floor with this good a rule
on this important subject.

The letter referred to is as follows:

OFFICE OF THE SPEAKER,
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, July 27, 1995
Hon. GERALD B.H. SOLOMON,
Chairman, Committee on Rules,
Washington, DC.

DEAR JERRY: | want to thank you for your
valuable contributions and ongoing efforts to
move the Line-Item Veto Act to conference
at the earliest practicable date.

The line-item veto is one of the most im-
portant commitments we made as a party in
our Contract with America. | have every
confidence that with your help and leader-
ship we can resolve the vast differences that
exist between the House and Senate passed
bills over how best to fashion and implement
the line-item veto authority for the Presi-
dent.

Although some have suggested we should
delay the process of working out the dif-
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ferences with the Senate, | want you to know
I am committed to moving forward on this
bill. To that end, you have my promise to
schedule the motion to go to conference on
the line-item veto and to appoint conferees
on the first day of House business in Septem-
ber. You can be assured that | share your
dedication to enacting this central compo-
nent of our Contract with America.
Sincerely,
NEWT GINGRICH.

Mr. Speaker, | have no further re-
quests for time, | yield back the bal-
ance of my time, and I move the pre-
vious question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington.) The question
is on the resolution.

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

Mr. LARGENT. Mr. Speaker, | object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

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

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 409, nays 1,
not voting 24, as follows:

Evi-

[Roll No. 601]
YEAS—409

Abercrombie Cardin Edwards
Ackerman Castle Ehlers
Allard Chabot Ehrlich
Andrews Chambliss Emerson
Archer Chapman Engel
Armey Chenoweth English
Bachus Christensen Ensign
Baesler Chrysler Eshoo
Baker (CA) Clay Evans
Baker (LA) Clayton Everett
Baldacci Clement Ewing
Ballenger Clinger Farr
Barcia Clyburn Fattah
Barr Coble Fawell
Barrett (NE) Coleman Fazio
Barrett (WI) Collins (GA) Fields (LA)
Bartlett Collins (IL) Fields (TX)
Barton Collins (MI) Filner
Bass Combest Flanagan
Bateman Condit Foglietta
Beilenson Conyers Foley
Bentsen Cooley Forbes
Bereuter Costello Fowler
Berman Cox Fox
Bevill Coyne Frank (MA)
Bilbray Cramer Franks (NJ)
Bilirakis Crane Frelinghuysen
Bishop Crapo Frisa
Bliley Cremeans Frost
Blute Cubin Funderburk
Boehlert Cunningham Furse
Boehner Danner Gallegly
Bonilla Davis Ganske
Bonior de la Garza Gejdenson
Bono Deal Gekas
Borski DeFazio Gephardt
Boucher DelLauro Geren
Brewster DelLay Gibbons
Browder Dellums Gilchrest
Brown (CA) Deutsch Gillmor
Brown (FL) Diaz-Balart Gilman
Brown (OH) Dickey Gonzalez
Brownback Dicks Goodlatte
Bryant (TN) Dingell Goodling
Bryant (TX) Dixon Gordon
Bunn Doggett Goss
Bunning Dooley Graham
Burr Doolittle Greenwood
Burton Dornan Gunderson
Buyer Doyle Gutierrez
Callahan Dreier Gutknecht
Calvert Duncan Hall (TX)
Camp Dunn Hamilton
Canady Durbin Hancock
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Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde

Inglis
Istook
Jackson-Lee
Jacobs
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnston
Jones
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee

Kim

King
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink

Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaFalce
LaHood
Lantos
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Leach
Levin

Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Lincoln
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Longley
Lucas
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Martini
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McDermott

Becerra
Coburn
Flake
Ford (TN)
Green
Hall (OH)
Hoke
Hoyer

McHale
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mclintosh
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Metcalf
Mfume
Mica
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Mineta
Minge
Mink
Molinari
Montgomery
Moorhead
Moran
Morella
Murtha
Myers
Myrick
Nadler
Neal
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Olver
Ortiz
Orton
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Parker
Pastor
Paxon
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickett
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Reed
Regula
Richardson
Riggs
Rivers
Roberts
Roemer
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose

Roth
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush

Sabo
Salmon
Sanders
Sanford
Sawyer

NAYS—1
Franks (CT)
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Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Shuster
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stearns
Stenholm
Stokes
Studds
Stump
Stupak
Talent
Tanner
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Tejeda
Thomas
Thompson
Thornberry
Thornton
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Traficant
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Vucanovich
Waldholtz
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Ward
Waters
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Williams
Wilson
Wise

Wolf
Woolsey
Wyden
Wynn
Yates
Young (FL)
Zeliff
Zimmer

NOT VOTING—24

Jefferson
Johnson, Sam
Lazio

Lowey
Meyers
Moakley
Mollohan
Obey

Pelosi
Reynolds
Stark
Stockman
Thurman
Tucker
Volkmer
Young (AK)
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Mr. ZELIFF and Mr. OWENS changed
their vote from ‘““‘nay”” to ‘“‘yea.”

So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

DEPARTMENTS OF VETERANS AF-
FAIRS AND HOUSING AND URBAN
DEVELOPMENT, AND INDEPEND-
ENT AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 1996

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington). Pursuant to
House Resolution 201 and rule XXIII,
the Chair declares the House in the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the further con-
sideration of the bill, H.R. 2099.
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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 fur-
ther consideration of the bill (H.R.
2099) making appropriations for the the
Departments of Veterans Affairs and
Housing and Urban Development, and
for sundry independent agencies,
boards, commissions, corporations, and
offices for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1996, and for other purposes,
with Mr. COMBEST in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit-
tee of the Whole rose earlier today,
title V was open for amendment at any
point.

Are there further amendments to
title VV?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DORNAN

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Chairman, | offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. DORNAN:

Amendment No. 71: Page 88, after line 3,
add ““Sec. 519. None of the funds under this
Act shall be used for the Senior Environ-
mental Employment Program.”’

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Chairman, | have
a parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Chairman, it is
my understanding we were going to
vote on the two previous amendments,
the Durbin-Dingell and one other, and
then go to amendments on VA-HUD.
Could the membership be informed as
to what the plan is? | understand there
needs to be some time to count votes
and things; that is fine. But just what
is the specific plan?

The CHAIRMAN. The plan is, as the
Chair announced, to consider amend-
ments to title V that were earlier not
offered because Members were not
present, and at the point that those
amendments have been voted upon,
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then consider all of the remaining
amendments to the bill.

Mr. SCHUMER. So, just to continue
my parliamentary inquiry, does this
mean all votes, including the Durbin-
Wilson-Dingell and Ensign amend-
ments, and votes on additional amend-
ments, will be rolled until the end of
the bill?

The CHAIRMAN. That may happen.
The Chair cannot totally restrict the
offering of amendments after that
block of votes in that title V of the bill
would still be open for amendment
until the Committee rises. The Chair
could not restrict Members from hav-
ing the authority to offer those amend-
ments.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Chairman, I am
not asking if Members will be re-
stricted in offering amendments. | am
simply asking when we can expect the
next block of votes.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair was sim-
ply trying to state that following the
amendments that would be offered
now, they will be taken in order, the
three the gentleman from New York
[Mr. SCHUMER] mentioned plus others
that may be offered on which votes are
called.

Mr. SCHUMER. Just extending my
inquiry, Mr. Chairman, does that
mean, if, say, there is a vote on the
amendment being offered by the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. DORNAN]
which will be debated very soon, will
we vote on that immediately after the
debate on that amendment, or will that
be pushed to the back like these
amendments, the Durbin-Wilson-Din-
gell and Ensign amendments?

The CHAIRMAN. If requested, a roll-
call vote on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from California [Mr.
DORNAN] would come at the end of the
three which have already been post-
poned, and the further amendments
would then come in order as well.

Mr. SCHUMER. So in other words,
Mr. Chairman, it would be fair to say
that we are going to roll all votes until
we finish debating all the amendments?

The CHAIRMAN. It would be fair to
state that that is correct.

The Chair would make this excep-
tion:

If after the series of votes taken on
all amendments on which votes have
been requested, if there were amend-
ments which were in order that were
offered, then the Chair would obviously
recognize those.

So the Chair is only stating there
could possibly be amendments offered
after the votes.

Mr. SCHUMER.
Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from California
[Mr. DORNAN].

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Chairman, this is
a cost-saving measure that would be on
page 88 at the very end of the bill. It
would simply say that in creating a
new section 509 that none of the funds
under this act shall be used for the
Senior Environmental Employment

Understood, Mr.
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Program. This is a program that is not
offered, that will be removed in the au-
thorization process. Again, we have the
appropriating process without author-
ization. It is $55 million, and, when I
became aware of it, it was breath-
taking to see that six groups of senior
citizens, and only six, selected in a
very partisan way. It is a disguised
form of patronage, that six senior citi-
zen groups, and only six, would get
grants, dozens of grants, totaling up to
over $54 million, to be hired with tax-
payers’ money as so-called volunteers,
all at the call of the Environmental
Protection Agency to put them wher-
ever they want and to spend these
grants in any way they want without
any oversight.

So | think it is time, in a reduction
of taxpayers’ spending in our Govern-
ment, that we take out these $55 mil-
lion of funds now by just merely deny-
ing that any of these funds shall be
spent under the act to fund the Senior
Environmental Employment Program.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, my colleagues, | rise in opposi-
tion to this amendment, but | do so
with some serious reservations.

As the Members know, as we re-
viewed this bill, because it was a brand
new ball game in which money was
flowing through to several accounts
following this recent election year.
There were areas of the bill that justi-
fied consideration for adjustment, or
perhaps even termination. Because of
that we sought out those people who
were working on the policy side of the
House, the authorizing committees,
working very closely to try to deter-
mine which programs might very well
be reduced, changed, or otherwise.
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Mr. Chairman, this was a program
that 1 personally looked at rather
closely. We did not come to an agree-
ment with the authorizing committee
regarding this amount. Because of
that, I am only resisting my col-
league’s position because it does not
have the approval of the authorizing
committee, and therefore probably
should not be a part of this bill. That is
the basis of my resistance.

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?
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Mr. LEWIS of California. | yield to
the gentleman from California.

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Chairman, if the
authorizing committee, and it would
start with the subcommittee, chaired
by our colleague, the gentleman from
California [Mr. ROHRABACHER], termi-
nated this Senior Environmental Em-
ployment Program, would the gen-
tleman support that, as a Member, at
the authorizing level?

Mr. LEWIS of California. | would
want to evaluate it at a lot more depth
than | have before. | certainly would be
inclined in that direction. If the gen-
tleman would decide to withdraw his
amendment, | would be happy to work
with him.

Mr. DORNAN. If the gentleman
would further yield, Mr. Chairman, he
has done such an outstanding job man-
aging this bill, and has put so much ef-
fort into it and burned the midnight oil
so much, that | will gladly accept that
offer to work together on this, and
withdraw the amendment.

Mr. LEWIS of California. 1 would
very much appreciate my colleague’s
cooperation in that connection, Mr.
Chairman. It would certainly help the
House.

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Chairman, the Senior En-
vironmental Employment [SEE] Program at the
EPA is the most egregious example of what's
wrong with how things work in Washington.
The SEE Program is little more than a relic of
the Tammany Hall era.

Every year six and only six liberal special in-
terest groups catering to senior citizens pay
salaries to hundreds of their members to work
at EPA facilities all over the country. The em-
ployee’s salary, fringe benefits, travel ex-
penses, registration fees, and medical mon-
itoring are all covered by the liberal special in-
terest group. The groups provide the jobs and
their members are grateful.

The only problem with this cozy scenario is
that none of the money used by the special in-
terest groups to pay their members is their
own money. All the money used in the SEE
Program comes from taxpayers.

This means that lobbying groups such as
AARP and the National Council of Senior Citi-
zens [NCSC] receive millions of tax dollars
each year to give patronage jobs to their
members. And on top of it all, these groups
get to keep up to 45 percent of these tax dol-
lars for administrative and related costs.

In 1994 alone, the AARP received nearly
$25 million from taxpayers to hire their mem-
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bership for positions at EPA facilities all
around the Nation. Of this $25 million AARP
kept $10 million for itself. NCSC kept $3 mil-
lion out of $9 million for its operations.

This is a patronage jobs program and noth-
ing less.

The Dornan amendment to H.R. 2099, the
VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies appro-
priations bill would strike $55 million for the
express purpose of defunding the SEE Pro-
gram at EPA.

Mr. Chairman, just a moment to explain how
the program works. The EPA awards coopera-
tive agreements to the six and only six, spe-
cial interest groups throughout the United
States to recruit older workers for temporary
and part-time positions. The older Ameri-
cans—55 years or older—who are selected to
join the program are called SEE enrollees and
they receive compensation from the grantee
organization. They are not Federal employees.
The grantee organization works with the re-
questing EPA office to develop appropriate
part-time or temporary assignments as support
staff in designated EPA offices. The grantee
recipient of our taxpayers money is respon-
sible for recruiting, screening and compensat-
ing the SEE enrollees. Once enrollees are
placed, an EPA employee monitors their ac-
tivities.

The only requirements for participation in
the program are that the applicant be at least
55 years of age and the applicant must oper-
ate through one of the six grantee organiza-
tions. SEE enrollees receive hourly compensa-
tion and are entitled to the fringe benefits of-
fered by the grantee organization.

By law, only certain private, nonprofit orga-
nizations designated by the Secretary of Labor
under title V of the Older Americans Act of
1965 are eligible. These eligible grantees are
limited to just six: First, American Association
of Retired Persons [AARP] Senator SIMPSON
to the rescue, please; second, National Coun-
cil of Senior Citizens [NCSC]; third, National
Council on Aging [NCA]; fourth, National Cau-
cus and Center on Black Aged [NCCBA]; fifth,
National Association for Hispanic Elderly
[NAHE]; and sixth, National Pacific/Asian Re-
source Center on Aging [NPARCA].

No other seniors organizations are eligible
as grantees. All older Americans wanting to
participate in the SEE Program must work
through one of these six grantees. Listen as |
read the numbers of grants awarded along
with the tax dollars given just in 1994 to these
special interests.

Group

AARP

NCSC NCA NCCBA NAHE NPARCA

No. of grants

Total dollars

128
24,882,366

53 11 66 23 26
9,035,147 1,030,506 7,380,675 4,688,178 3,544,841

The SEE Program issued 307 grants total-
ing over $50 million in 1994. SEE grants to
AARP and NCSC amounted to 67 percent of
all SEE grants issued comprising 59 percent
of all SEE funding. AARP and NCSC are the
only two grantees with registered House lob-
byists, 52 and 9 respectively.

Mr. Chairman, grantees are allowed to keep
a certain percentage of SEE funds allocated
for related costs of providing employment for
each enrollee. These add-ons include: fringe
benefits, travel, training and registration fees,
medical monitoring, and administrative costs.

Each grantee is allowed up to 15 percent for
administrative costs.

What this means, Mr. Chairman, is that on
top of the 15 percent for administrative costs
that each of these six grantees can charge
taxpayers, they also are able to charge tax-
payers for all sorts of benefits for their enroll-
ees.

As a result, AARP skims 40 percent off of
each grant. NCSC takes 33 percent. NCA
grabs 30 percent. NCCBA snatches 17 off the
top. NAHE squeezes 35 percent from tax-
payers. And NPARCA siphons off a monu-
mental 45 percent.

In 1994, those indirect costs amounted to
$10 million for AARP, $3 million for NCSC,
$300,000 for NCA, $2 million for NCCBA, $1.6
million for NAHE, and another $1.6 million for
NPARCA.

Mr. Chairman, if we want to come up with
a workfare jobs program for seniors, certainly
we could do a much better job than the SEE
Program at EPA. Older Americans involved in
the SEE Program would actually be much bet-
ter off if the Federal Government just gave
them the money directly rather than funneling
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the money through six Great Society lobby
groups.

Why not take the $50 million paid to the
SEE Program in 1994 and just disperse it out
evenly to all American seniors, rather than
route the money through select liberal special-
interest groups to a few select patrons? The
AARP and the National Council of Senior Citi-
zens alone skimmed $13 million off the top of
the $50 million issued by the program in 1994.
Thirty-seven percent of all the SEE money in
1994 went to cover the overhead of just six
special interest lobbies who hold an iron grip
monopoly on the program.

Why aren't my few opponents to this
amendment looking for private sector ways to
meet the legitimate needs of senior citizens?
The United Seniors Association and 60Plus
are two seniors groups which support my
amendment. But, or course, they don't have
any vested interest in the success of the SEE
Program. It is not coincidental that the only
voices you'll hear in opposition to my amend-
ment are voices protecting wallets being lined
with tax dollars from this program.

Mr. Chairman, | urge my colleagues to put
an end to patronage jobs at EPA, and vote
“yes” on the Dornan amendment.

My amendment has the full support of: Unit-
ed Seniors Association; the 60Plus Associa-
tion; Citizens Against Government Waste; the
National Tax Limitation Committee; Americans
for Tax Reform; National Legal and Policy
Center; the National Right to Work Committee;
and the American Conservative Union.

Mr. Chairman, | ask unanimous con-
sent to withdraw my amendment.

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

There was no objection.

AMENDMENT NO. 70 OFFERED BY MR. WELDON OF
FLORIDA

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, | offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. WELDON of
Florida: At the end of the bill, add the fol-
lowing new title:

TITLE VI—ADDITIONAL PROVISIONS
DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS
DEPARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATION
CONSTRUCTION, MAJOR PROJECT
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For construction of a medical facility in
Brevard County, Florida, to be derived by
transfer from the amount provided in title
111 of this Act under the heading ‘‘Federal
Emergency Management Agency—Disaster
Relief”’, $154,700,000.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, | reserve a point of order on the
amendment.

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, | ask unanimous consent that I
be given 6 minutes to explain my
amendment, 3 minutes of which | will
yield to the gentlewoman from Florida
[Ms. BROWN].

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

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Florida [Mr. WELDON] will be rec-
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ognized for 3 minutes, and the gentle-
woman from Florida [Ms. BRowN], will
be recognized for 3 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. WELDON].

Mr. WELDON. Mr. Chairman, | rise
today, with my colleague from Florida,
to urge you to join me in providing a
hospital for east-central Florida’s vet-
erans. This project has been on the
books at the VA for over a decade.

My amendment transfers $154.7 mil-
lion from the Federal Emergency Man-
agement Administration [FEMA] to
the Veterans’ Administration’s major
construction account.

As a veteran and a doctor who has
served many of these veterans, | under-
stand their need firsthand.

While the veteran population in most
of the country has declined, Florida
has seen a 25-percent increase over the
last 10 years. Yet, the availability of
veterans medical facilities has not
kept pace with the influx.

This will restore funding for the east-
central Florida hospital at the Presi-
dent’s 1996 budget request. This fund-
ing will complete a project that re-
ceived $17.2 million in design money
last year.

There is money available in FEMA’s
budget. In addition to the $235 million
appropriated for FEMA disaster assist-
ance in the bill before us, the Commit-
tee report states that:

There is a significant unobligated balance
of disaster relief funds made available in
prior years as well as a fiscal year 1995 sup-
plemental appropriation of $6.55 billion for
past and anticipated disaster relief.

Today 100 veterans will move from
New York, Wisconsin, Michigan, Ohio,
Pennsylvania, Illinois, New Jersey, and
other States to Florida. Tomorrow an-
other 100 will come.

The influx of veterans hasn’t stopped,
but the VA’s ability to provide these
veterans with medical care has. Flor-
ida’s medical facilities also serve thou-
sands of veterans who come to Florida
for the winter. To my colleagues, |
would say that many of these veterans
are your constituents and this hospital
will serve their needs.

Florida ranks 2d in the Nation in vet-
erans population, but 46th in medical
care expenditure by the Veterans’ Ad-
ministration.

Florida has virtually no long-term
psychiatric beds and the fewest total
psychiatric beds per 1,000 veterans. The
proposed veterans hospital is designed
to serve this need. Veterans in my dis-
trict needing long-term psychiatric
care must go to northern Georgia some
500 miles away.

This amendment is about fairness.
It’s about guaranteeing our Nation’s
veterans, who happen to live in Flor-
ida, access to the same type of medical
care that is available to veterans in
other parts of the Nation.

Please vote for this amendment and
help us serve all of our Nation’s veter-
ans.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, | rise today on behalf of veterans
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throughout this Nation and especially
in Florida. The Weldon-Brown amend-
ment will restore $154,700,000 for a VA
Medical Center in Brevard County, FL.
This authorized project, included in
President Clinton’s budget for fiscal
year 1996, has been planned for over 10
years.

Right now we have a disaster in Flor-
ida because Congress has not lived up
to its commitment to veterans. The
funds for this project will come from
the Federal Emergency Agency Disas-
ter Relief which has more than $7 bil-
lion and currently has $700,000 in dis-
cretionary funds.

Perhaps it was an oversight that the
House Appropriations subcommittee
decided to cut this funding. The 470 bed
VA hospital will provide 240 acute care
beds and 230 beds for Florida’s men-
tally ill veterans.

Here are some of the shocking facts
about Florida veterans:

First, one in every two veterans who
moved last year, moved to Florida.

Second, Florida ranks second in the
Nation in veterans population, but 46th
in medical care funding by the VA.

Third, Florida has more than twice
the national average of veterans per
hospital.

Fourth, Florida VA facilities do not
have long term beds for the mentally
ill.

The Brevard VA Medical Center will
greatly assist in caring for veterans,
especially mentally ill veterans—many
of whom are fragile and aging World
War Il and Korean conflict veterans.
These, and all, veterans should expect
and receive good care. If we cannot pro-
tect veterans in their time of need, how
can we ask them to stand in harms way
to protect us?

We all know that American men and
women—in the prime of their lives—
willingly go to remote parts of the
world to defend this country. Some-
times they do not return. Sometimes
they return wounded. Sometimes they
return with wounds that do not surface
until years later. War is never without
human cost.

There can be no backing down on this
matter. A vote to keep this veterans’
project is a vote to keep a promise to
our veterans. This project is critically
necessary to Florida veterans. We must
fund this project. We owe this to our
veterans.

I have in my hand a copy of a letter
from the Secretary of Veterans Affairs,
Mr. Jesse Brown, to Chairman JERRY
LEwIS. The letter is dated May 10, 1995.
A part of the letter reads:

The need for additional VA hospital beds in
Florida has been documented since Decem-
ber 1982, when VA completed the congres-
sionally mandated ‘““Thirty-Year Study of
the Needs of Veterans in Florida.”” This and
subsequent analyses support the need for the
Brevard facility and identify a significant
population of veterans with inadequate ac-
cess to care. The nearest inpatient facilities
are approximately 120 miles from the
Brevard County population center. The
Brevard hospital will provide primary and
secondary medical and surgical services and
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help fill a great need as a statewide referral
center for chronically mentally ill veterans.
The administration included in our fiscal
year 1966 budget $154.7 million, which rep-
resents full funding to complete construction
of the Brevard County VA Medical Center,
because of the unique need for a new hospital
in this area and our desire to avoid the need
for repeated, partial requests in the future.
We have been moving forward with the ad-
vance planning for the project | believe we
have demonstrated the value and need for
this project. It is the right thing to do, and
it is particularly appropriate that this
project be allowed to move forward at a time
when a grateful Nation is commemorating
the 50th Anniversary of the end of World War
1.

I have a letter from Major General
Earl Peck, Executive Director, Depart-
ment of Florida Veterans’ Affairs,
dated July 27, 1995, which reads in part:
“The veterans of Florida deeply appre-
ciate the extraordinary efforts you and
DAVE WELDON are making to save the
Brevard VA Medical Center. It would
be patently unfair for the Congress to
terminate all VA construction and,
thus, freeze Florida veterans in a per-
manently disadvantaged status.”

Mr. Chairman, | submit for the
RECORD the letter from the Secretary
of Veterans Affairs, as well as the let-
ter from General Earl Peck, Executive
Director, Department of Florida Veter-
ans Affairs, dated July 27, 1995, and the
Department of Veterans Affairs fiscal
year 1995 budget submission, ‘‘Con-
struction Appropriations and Author-
ization,” pages 2-6, 2-7, 2-8, 2-9, the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs fiscal
year 1996 Budget Submission, ‘‘Con-
struction Appropriation and Authoriza-
tion”’, page 2-11, 2-12, 2-13, and the Pub-
lic Law referred to previously.

The material referred to is as follows:

THE SECRETARY OF VETERANS AFFAIRS,
Washington, May 10, 1995.

Hon. JERRY LEWIS,

Chairman, Subcommittee on VA, HUD, and
Independent Agencies, Committee on Appro-
priations, House of Representatives, Wash-
ington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN LEwIs: I am following up
on my March 13, 1995, letter requesting ap-
proval of our proposal to reprogram $10 mil-
lion from the Major Construction Working
Reserve to the Advance Planning Fund. Of
the $10 million proposed for reprogramming,
a total of $5.5 million is needed to continue
with our planning for the new Medical Cen-
ter in Brevard County, Florida. | have not
yet received an answer from you approving
our proposal. Rather, we have been advised
by Subcommittee staff that the
reprogramming is not being approved for the
Brevard project. As a result, as of May 1, the
funding source for the Design Development
of the Brevard County VAMC was exhausted,
and we were forced to shut down this effort.
We strongly urge your approval of the
reprogramming so that further delay and
disruption can be avoided on this extremely
important project.

The need for additional VA hospital beds in
Florida has been documented since Decem-
ber 1982, when VA completed the Congres-
sionally mandated ‘““Thirty-Year Study of
the Needs of Veterans in Florida” (Public
Law 97-101). This and subsequent analyses
support the need for the Brevard facility and
identify a significant population of veterans
with inadequate access to care. The ratio of
VA hospital beds to veterans is only 1.4/1000
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for Florida, while it is 2.02/1000 nationally.
When the Brevard VAMC is completed the
ratio for Florida will still be only 1.69/1000.
The nearest inpatient facilities to Brevard
are Tampa and West Palm Beach, both ap-
proximately 120 miles from the Brevard
County population center. The nearest out-
patient facility is in Orlando, approximately
50 miles distant.

The Brevard hospital will provide primary
and secondary medical and surgical services
and help fill a great need as a statewide re-
ferral center for chronically mentally ill vet-
erans. Florida VA hospitals have a much
smaller percentage of psychiatry beds than
VA hospitals nationwide and no psychiatry
beds for the chronically mentally ill. Private
providers and insurance coverage simply do
not offer the range of treatment and services
necessary for veterans with chronic psy-
chiatric disorders. Even if these services
were available from the private sector, reim-
bursement costs would be significantly high-
er than care through a VA facility. In 1989,
the average cost of veteran admissions to
non-VA hospitals in East Central Florida
was 35.6 percent higher than care in VA hos-
pitals. A similar study in Palm Beach Coun-
ty, using 1990 data, showed private sector
costs were 35 percent to 113 percent higher
than similar care in VA hospitals. Hos-
pitalization in a VA medical center is cost-
effective treatment.

Plans for Brevard include a 120-bed nursing
home on the grounds. Florida has the high-
est percentage of veterans 65 years and older
in the nation. They currently represent 30
percent of the state’s veteran population and
the numbers are increasing. Based upon the
1990 census, approximately 1,100 VA-operated
nursing home care beds will be needed in
Florida by FY 2005. VA currently operates
840.

In keeping with the fundamental changes
which are taking place in modern health
care, VA is moving vigorously toward out-
patient treatment in lieu of hospitalization
wherever medicine allows it. We are working
to expand the number of cost-effective ambu-
latory care centers which provide primary
and urgent care to veterans. However, both
ambulatory care centers and nursing homes
must be supported by modern inpatient serv-
ices or they fail to offer the continuum of
care necessary for the effective care of our
veterans.

The Administration included in our FY
1996 budget $154.7 million, which represents
full funding to complete construction of the
Brevard County VAMC, because of the
unique need for a new hospital in this area
and our desire to avoid the need for repeated,
partial requests in the future. We have been
moving forward with the advance planning
for the project; and, at this time, our archi-
tects have developed and evaluated several
schemes for the new medical center. We have
selected the architectural proposal which
will best meet the needs of our veterans, in
the most cost-effective manner. The land, as
you may know, has already been donated to
the Federal Government, thus further reduc-
ing the cost of the project.

In FY 1995, the Congress provided $17.2 mil-
lion for preparation of Construction Docu-
ments; but, before they can be started, we
must finish the earlier design stages which
are paid for from the Advance Planning
Fund. VA has already obligated about $1.945
million out of the Advance Planning Fund
for Schematic Design and site surveys. We
now need to move into Design Development,
and the reprogramming is necessary in order
to fund this part of the work. Any further
delay in the reprogramming will threaten
the continuity of planning and design and
thereby may compromise the quality of the
product produced by the architectural office,
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since they will soon be forced to disband the
design team to other projects. It will also
delay the schedule, forcing our veterans to
wait longer for accessible medical care, and
will increase the project cost through infla-
tion.

I believe we have demonstrated the value
and need for this project. Therefore, | urge
you to act promptly to authorize us to con-
tinue our mission to our Nation’s veterans
by addressing recognized needs of Florida’s
veterans. It is the right thing to do, and it is
particularly appropriate that this project be
allowed to move forward at a time when a
grateful Nation is commemorating the 50th
Anniversary of the end of World War I1.

Sincerely,
JESSE BROWN.
STATE OF FLORIDA, DEPARTMENT OF
VETERANS’ AFFAIRS, OFFICE OF
THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
St. Petersburg, FL, July 27, 1995.
Hon. CORRINE BROWN,
House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR CONGRESSWOMAN BROWN: The veter-
ans of Florida deeply appreciate the extraor-
dinary efforts you and Dave Weldon are mak-
ing to save the Brevard VAMC. It would be
patently unfair for the Congress to termi-
nate all VA construction and, thus, freeze
Florida veterans in a permanently disadvan-
taged status. Until we enjoy something ap-
proaching equitable access to VA health
care, selected construction projects and re-
source reallocation must be fostered.

Thank you for the proposed amendment to
HR2099 and your continuing support for Flor-
ida veterans.

Sincerely,
E.G. PECK, MGen USAF (Ret),
Executive Director.
DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS FISCAL
YEAR 1996 BUDGET SUBMISSION
BREVARD COUNTY, FL, NEW MEDICAL CENTER
AND NURSING HOME

Proposal is to construct a new medical
center with ambulatory care facilities and a
nursing home.

I. Budget authority.—

Total estimated cost
Available through 1995
1996 request ...............
1997 or future ....

I1. Priority score.—9.08.

I11. Description of Project.—A new 470-bed
medical center and 120-bed nursing home
care unit will be constructed. The new hos-
pital will provide 135 internal medicine, 60
intermediate care, 45 surgical and 230 psy-
chiatric beds and an ambulatory care clinic
to serve the veteran population in this newly
defined distributed population planning base
(DPPB) area. All associated site work, in-
cluding surface parking spaces, is included in
this project. An environmental impact state-
ment has been accomplished in compliance
with the National Environment Policy Act.

IV. Priorities/deficiencies addressed.—Pro-
vision of comprehensive primary care serv-
ices will ensure equity of access to America’s
veterans irrespective of residence. The East
Central Florida area has been identified for
over ten years as a critically underserved
area with a growing population of retired,
limited income veterans. The project will
provide capacity for comprehensive basic
services. Service delivery will be organized
around the managed care concept with pri-
mary and preventive care as a foundation.

V. Alternatives to construction consid-
ered.—In 1988, VA sent letters to hospitals
located in the counties where construction of
this new medical center was being consid-
ered. The purpose was to investigate poten-
tial opportunities to acquire by lease or pur-
chase existing hospitals as an alternative to

$171,900,000
17,200,000
154,700,000
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VA construction.
were received.

VI. Mission/background.—The proposed
new medical center in Brevard County, Flor-
ida will be part of the Florida/Puerto Rico
network. This network currently consists of
five existing medical centers in Florida and
one medical center in San Juan. Studies con-
ducted in the early 1980’s and revalidated in
1992, showed that, by the year 2005, VA will
need approximately 1,000 additional hospital
beds in the State of Florida to meet the vet-
eran demand. The new 400-bed medical center
in Palm Beach addresses a portion of the
need for additional beds. The studies showed
that a medical center in the East Central
Florida area would serve a significant num-
ber of veterans that currently have no rea-
sonable access to veterans health services. In
March 1993, the Secretary of Veterans Affairs
announced plans to construct new medical
facilities to serve an expanding veteran pop-
ulation. Consideration was given to patient
utilization and demographics, accessibility
to other VA medical centers and projected
patient lengths of stay. As a result, a site in
Brevard County, near Rockledge, was chosen
for construction of a VA medical center.

The new medical center will consist of 470
hospital beds and provide primary and sec-
ondary general medical and surgical care
and acute psychiatric care. The medical cen-
ter will have full ambulatory care capabil-
ity. In addition, a 120-bed nursing home care
unit will be constructed to address the criti-
cal need for nursing home care beds in the
State of Florida.

VII. Affiliations sharing agreements.—This
facility will not be affiliated with any medi-
cal schools.

VIIl. Demographic data.—

No favorable responses

Current P[gjoeg;e;d
0 470
0 120
0 126,000
Veteran Population Projections
1992 e 282,620
2000 ..ee e 275,258
2005 L. 257,952
IX. Schedule.—
Complete design develop-
ment ... Feb 1996
Complete construction ...... Dec 1999

X. Project cost summary.—
New construction 792,524

gross square feet @
$127.94 ..o, $101,397,000
Alterations ...........ccoceveeieans N/A
Subtotal ..., 101,397,000
Other costs:
Site work, utilities, dem-
olition and surface
parking .........ccocoieiennen. 13,057,000
Allowance for specialized
equipment ...l 507,000
120-bed nursing home
care unit (57,886 gsf) .... 7,293,000
Energy plant (22,945 gsf @
$482.47/gSF) ..ooeeeeian 11,625,000
Total other costs ............... 32,482,000
Total estimated base
construction cost ..... 133,879,000
Construction contingency
(5 percent) ......cooceeieinnnnnn. 6,694,000
Technical services (10 per-
CeNt) ..ooviiiiiieee 14,057,000
Construction management
firm costs ........cocoeeiiiennnes 4,113,000
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Utilities agreements .......... 2,200,000
Total estimated base
(o0 1) TR 160,943,000
Inflation allowance to con-
struction contract award 10,957,000
Total estimated project
COSt oo 171,900,000

XI1. Annual operating staff and equipment
costs.—

Present facil-
ity operating
costs

Project activa-
tion costs

Equipment costs $30,000,000 ®)
One time non-recurring cost .. 14,928,000 ®
Recurring costs:
Additional manpower FTE: 1,329 ... 73,760,000 ®
Other recurring 14,928,000 ®
Total recurring .. 88,688,000 ®)

1Not applicable.

DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS FISCAL
YEAR 1995 BUDGET SUBMISSION
BREVARD COUNTY, FL—NEW MEDICAL CENTER
AND NURSING HOME

Proposal is to construct a new medical
center with ambulatory care facilities and a
nursing home as a joint venture with Pat-
rick Air Force Base Medical Command.

I. Budget authority.—

Total estimated cost
Available through 1994 .
1995 request .... 117,200,000
1996 or future ... 154,700,000
1Funds requested in 1995 are for design only.

I1. Priority score.—12.95.

I11. Description of project.—A new 470-bed
medical center and 120-bed nursing home
care unit will be constructed. The new hos-
pital will provide 135 internal medicine, 60
intermediate care, 45 surgical and 230 psy-
chiatric beds and an ambulatory care clinic
to serve the veteran population in this newly
defined distributed population planning base
(DPPB) area. All associated site work, in-
cluding approximately 1,300 surface parking
spaces, is included in this project. An envi-
ronmental impact statement has been ac-
complished in compliance with the National
Environment Policy Act.

1V. Priorities/deficiencies addressed.—Only
availability of comprehensive primary care
services will ensure equity of access to
America’s veterans irresponsible of resi-
dence. The East Central Florida area has
been identified for over ten years as a criti-
cally underserved area with a growing popu-
lation of retired, limited income veterans.
An opportunity has been identified through a
joint venture with Patrick Air Force Base to
correct equity of access issues in a cost-ef-
fective manner. The project will provide ca-
pacity for comprehensive basic services.
Service delivery will be organized around the
managed care concept with primary and pre-
ventive care as a foundation.

V. Alternatives to construction consid-
ered.—In 1988 VA sent letters to hospitals lo-
cated in the counties where construction of
this new medical center was being consid-
ered. The purpose was to investigate poten-
tial opportunities to acquire by lease or pur-
chase existing hospitals as an alternative to
VA construction. No favorable responses
were received. Land has been donated for
this project near Patrick Air Force Base,
which provided an ideal opportunity for cost-
effective sharing arrangements with Patrick
Air Force Base and joint venture construc-
tion.

VI. Mission/background.—The proposed
new medical center in Brevard County, Flor-
ida will be part of the Florida/Puerto Rico
network. This network currently consists of
five existing medical centers in Florida and
one medical center in San Juan. Studies con-

$171,900,000
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ducted in the early 1980’s and revalidated in
1992, showed that, by the year 2005, VA will
meet approximately 1,000 additional hospital
beds in the State of Florida to meet the vet-
eran demand. A new 400-bed medical center
currently under construction in Palm Beach
addresses a portion of the need for additional
beds. The studies showed that a medical cen-
ter in the East Central Florida area would
serve a significant number of veterans that
currently have no reasonable access to veter-
ans health services. In March 1993, the Sec-
retary of Veterans Affairs announced plans
to construct new medical facilities to serve
an expanding veteran population. Consider-
ation was given to patient utilization and de-
mographics, accessibility to other VA medi-
cal centers and projected patient lengths of
stay. As a result, a site in Brevard County,
near Rockledge, was chosen for construction
of a VA medical center. Patrick Air Force
Base is located approximately seven miles to
the southeast, so that this site is conducive
to a VAJ/AIr Force joint venture.

The new medical center will consist of 470
hospital beds and provide primary and sec-
ondary general medical and surgical care
and acute psychiatric care. The medical cen-
ter will have full ambulatory care capabil-
ity. In addition, a 120-bed nursing home care
unit will be constructed to address the criti-
cal need for nursing home care beds in the
State of Florida.

VII. Affiliations/sharing agreements.—This
facility will not be affiliated with any medi-
cal schools. Discussions to share services are
part of the project development efforts in
progress with the Air Force.

VIIl. Demographic data.—

Projected

Current (2005)

Authorized beds:

Hospital 0 470
Nursing home care . 0 120
Outpatient Visits ......... 0 126,000
Veteran Population Projections
1992 282,620
275,258
257,952
IX. Schedule.—

Complete schematics/de-
sign development ............ July 1995
Complete construction Sept. 1999

X. Project cost summary.—

Phase 1 (Nursing Home, energy plant, founda-
tion, substructure, and superstructure for
main building)

New construction (NHC)

49,600 gross square feet @

$135.00 euiiiiiiiiieeeeans $6,696,000
Alterations ........c..ccoeveuenns N/A
Subtotal ..., 6,696,000
Other costs:
Site work, utilities, dem-
olition and surface
parking .........ccccoeeeiennen. 4,172,000
Energy plant (21,400 gsf) . 10,431,000
Main building (founda-
tion, substructure, su-
perstructure) ............... 20,547,000
Pre-design development
allowance (10 percent) . 4,184,000
Total other costs ......... 39,334,000
Total estimated base
construction cost ..... 46,030,000
Construction contingency
(5 percent) .....ccooceeveennnnnn. 2,302,000
Technical services (10 per-
[e1T ) o) RPN 4,833,000
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Construction management

firm costs ........cocoeeiiiennne. 1,367,000
Total estimated base
COST i 54,532,000
Inflation allowance to con-
struction contract award 2,068,000
Total estimated project
COSt ..o 56,600,000

Phase Il (Remainder of main building)

New construction (Hos-
pital) 716,800 gross square

feet @ $100.96 ............cce.e. 72,366,000
Alterations ........c..ccoceveieans N/A
Subtotal .............oceeeee 72,366,000
Other costs:
Site work, utilities, dem-
olition and surface
parking .........ccoeieiennen. 10,029,000
Allowance for specialized
equipment ...l 464,000
Pre-design development
allowance (10 percent) . 8,286,000
Total other costs ......... 18,779,000
Total estimated base
construction cost ..... 91,145,000
Construction contingency
(5 percent) ......co.ceeiiennnnnn. 4,557,000
Technical services (10 per-
cent) .... . 9,570,000
Impact cost allowance ....... 1,600,000
Construction management
firm costs ........cocoeeiiiennnns 2,752,000
Total estimated base
(01011 SO 109,624,000
Inflation allowance to con-
struction contract award 5,676,000
Total estimated project
cost 115,300,000

XI. Annual operating, staff and equipment
costs.—

Present facil-
ity operating
costs

Project acti-
vation costs

Equipment oSt ...........ccoueen. $30,000,000 (O]
One time non-recurring cost 17,937,420 )
Recurring costs:

Staffing FTE: 1,329 78,381,870 $0
Other recurring ....... 17,584,390 0
Total recurring .........c.coeeen. 95,966,260 0

1Not applicable.
This notification is made in accordance

with Public Law 102-389, Title V, Section 516.

LEASE NOTIFICATION—ALL LEASES OVER $300,000

[Dollars in Thousands]

. - Fully serviced

Location Description annual rent

Bay Pines (Fort Myers), FL .. Satellite Outpatient Clinic .. $1,036

Denver, CO ...ocvvvverrvverirneens Distribution Center/Expan- 1,426

sion (GSA).

Hilo, HI Residential Facility 419

New York, NY . ... Footwear Center ................ 662

Rochester, NY Outpatient Clinic/Relocation 667

San Diego, CA ... Outpatient Clinic/VBA Re- 3,750
gional Office.

Title 38, United States Code, Sections

8104(a)(2) (as amended by section 301(a), Pub-
lic Law 102-405) requires statutory authoriza-
tion for all major medical facility construc-
tion projects and major medical facility
leases exceeding $300,000 (including parking
facilities) prior to appropriation of funds. In
accordance with Title 38, United States
Code, Section 8104(h) prospectuses for the
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construction projects are reflected on pages
2-11 through 2-26 and 2-31 through 2-34.
Prospectuses for the VA direct leases are re-
flected on pages 11-4 through 11-7. Authoriza-
tion for construction of the Replacement Bed
Building/Ambulatory Care Facility at Reno,
NV, the VA/AF Joint venture at Travis, CA,
the lease for the Residential Facility at Hilo,
HI, and the lease for the Outpatient Clinic
portion of the San Diego Collocation is not
required under the exemption noted on page
11 (Paragraph 2). The Ambulatory Care Addi-
tion at Boston, MA and the Outpatient Clin-
ic/Relocation lease at Rochester, NY were
authorized in a prior year. VA is not request-
ing authorization for leases acquired through
the General Services Administration (GSA).

FISCAL YEAR 1996 CONSTRUCTION, MAJOR PROJECT
LEASE AUTHORIZATION

[Dollars in thousands]

Authorization

Location Description Request
MAJOR CONSTRUCTION
Replacement and Mod-
ernization:
Brevard County, FL ... New Medical Center/NHCU .. $154,700
Patient Environment:
Lebanon, PA Renovate Nursing Units ...... 9,000
Marion, IL ... Environmental Improve- 11,500
ments.
Marion, IN ....... Replace Psychiatric Beds .... 17,300
Perry Point, MD Renovatre Psychiatic Wards 15,100
Salisbury, NC ... Environmental Enhance- 17,200
ments.
Total-Major .......cccoevervrrernnes 224,800
Leases:
Bay Pines (Ft. Myers),  Satellite Outpatient Clinic .. 1,736
FL.
New York, NY .... National Footwear Clinic ..... 1,054
Total LEASES ..ovvvvve s 2,790

AN ACT To amend title 38, United States
Code, to extend certain expiring veterans’
health care programs, and for other pur-
poses.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.
(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as

the ‘““Veterans Health Programs Extension

Act of 1994"".

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents of this Act is as follows:

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.

Sec. 2. References to title 38, United States

Code.
TITLE I—GENERAL MEDICAL
AUTHORITIES

101. Sexual trauma counseling and serv-

ices.

102. Research relating to women veter-

ans.

103. Extension of expiring authorities.

104. Facilities in Republic of the Phil-

ippines.

105. Savings provision.

TITLE I1—CONSTRUCTION
AUTHORIZATION

201. Authorization of major medical fa-
cility projects and major medi-
cal facility leases.

Sec. 202. Authorization of appropriations.

SEC. 2. REFERENCES TO TITLE 38, UNITED

STATES CODE.

Except as otherwise expressly provided,
whenever in this Act an amendment or re-
peal is expressed in terms of an amendment
to, or repeal of, a section or other provision,
the reference shall be considered to be made
to a section or other provision of title 38,
United States Code.

TITLE I—GENERAL MEDICAL
AUTHORITIES
SEC. 101. SEXUAL TRAUMA COUNSELING AND
SERVICES.

(&) AUTHORITY TO PROVIDE TREATMENT

SERVICES FOR SEXUAL TRAUMA; REPEAL OF

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec.

Sec.
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LIMITATION ON TIME TO SEEK SERVICES.—Sub-
section (a) of section 1720D is amended—

(1) by striking out paragraph (2); and

(2) by inserting after paragraph (1) the fol-
lowing new paragraph (2):

““(2) During the period referred to in para-
graph (1), the Secretary may provide appro-
priate care and services to a veteran

* * * * *

affect women or members of minority
groups, as the case may be, differently than
other persons who are subjects of the re-
search.”.

(b) HEALTH RESEARCH.—(1) Such section is
further amended by adding after subsection
(c), as added by subsection (a), the following
new subsection:

“(d)(1) The Secretary, in carrying out the
Secretary’s responsibilities under this sec-
tion, shall foster and encourage the initi-
ation and expansion of research relating to
the health of veterans who are women.

““(2) In carrying out this subsection, the
Secretary shall consult with the following to
assist the Secretary in setting research pri-
orities:

““(A) Officials of the Department assigned
responsibility for women’s health programs
and sexual trauma services.

“(B) The members of the Advisory Com-
mittee on Women Veterans.

“(C) Members of appropriate task forces
and working groups within the Department
(including the Women Veterans Working
Group and the Task Force on Treatment of
Women Who Suffer Sexual Abuse).”.

(2) Section 109 of the Veterans Health Care
Act of 1992 (Public Law 102-585; 38 U.S.C. 7303
note) is repealed.

(c) POPULATION STuDY.—Section 110(a) of
the Veterans Health Care Act of 1992 (Public
Law 102-585; 106 Stat. 4948) is amended by
adding at the end of paragraph (3) the follow-
ing: “If it is feasible to do so within the
amounts available for the conduct of the
study, the Secretary shall ensure that the
sample referred to in paragraph (1) con-
stitutes a representative sampling (as deter-
mined by the Secretary) of the ages, the eth-
nic, social and economic backgrounds, the
enlisted and officer grades, and the branches
of service of all veterans who are women.”.
SEC. 103. EXTENSION OF EXPIRING AUTHORI-

TIES.

(@) AUTHORITY To PROVIDE PRIORITY
HEALTH CARE FOR VETERANS EXPOSED TO
TOXIC SUBSTANCES.—Chapter 17 is amended—

(1) in section 1710(e)(3)—

(A) by striking out ““June 30, 1994" and in-
serting in lieu thereof ““June 30, 1995"’; and

(B) by striking out ‘““December 31, 1994’ and
inserting in lieu thereof ‘“December 31, 1995”’;
and

(2) in section 1712(a)(1)(D), by striking out
“December 31, 1994 and inserting in lieu
thereof ““December 31, 1995”".

(b) DRUG AND ALCOHOL ABUSE AND DEPEND-
ENCE.—Section 1720A(e) is amended by strik-
ing out ““December 31, 1994 and inserting in
lieu thereof ‘“December 31, 1995”".

(c) PILOT PROGRAM FOR NONINSTITUTIONAL
ALTERNATIVES TO NURSING HOME CARE.—(1)
Effective as of October 1, 1994, subsection (a)
of section 1720C is amended by striking out
“During the four-year period beginning on
October 1, 1990, and inserting in lieu thereof
“During the period through September 30,
1995,”".

(2) Such subsection is further amended by
striking out ‘‘care and who—"" and inserting
in lieu thereof ‘“‘care. The Secretary shall
give priority for participation in such pro-
gram to veterans who—"".

(d) ENHANCED-USE LEASES OF REAL PRoOP-
ERTY.—Section 8169 is amended by striking
out ““December 31, 1994’ and inserting in lieu
thereof ““December 31, 1995,
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(e) AUTHORITY FOR COMMUNITY-BASED RESI-
DENTIAL CARE FOR HOMELESS CHRONICALLY
MENTALLY ILL VETERANS AND OTHER VETER-
ANS.—Section 115(d) of the Veterans’ Benefits
and Services Act of 1988 (38 U.S.C. 1712 note)
is amended by striking out ‘‘September 30,
1994’ and inserting in lieu thereof ‘“Septem-
ber 30, 1995"".

(f) DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM OF CoOM-
PENSATED WORK THERAPY.—Section 7(a) of
Public Law 102-54 (105 Stat. 269; 38 U.S.C. 1718
note) is amended by striking out “1994’" and
inserting in lieu thereof ““1995”.

(g) REPORT DEADLINES.—Section 201(b) of
the Department of Veterans Affairs Nurse
Pay Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-366; 38 U.S.C.
1720C note) is amended by striking out ‘“‘Feb-
ruary 1, 1994, and inserting in lieu thereof
“February 1, 1995,”.

SEC. 104. FACILITIES IN REPUBLIC OF THE PHIL-
IPPINES.

Notwithstanding section 1724 of the title
38, United States Code, the Secretary of Vet-
erans Affairs may contract with facilities in
the Republic of the Philippines other than
the Veterans Memorial Medical Center to
furnish, during the period from February 28,
1994, through June 1, 1994, hospital care and
medical services to veterans for nonservice-
connected disabilities if such veterans are
unable to defray the expenses of necessary
hospital care. When the Secretary deter-
mines it to be most feasible, the Secretary
may provide medical services under the pre-
ceding sentence to such veterans at the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs Outpatient
Clinic at Manila, Republic of the Philippines.
SEC. 105. RATIFICATION OF ACTIONS DURING PE-

RIOD OF LAPSED AUTHORITY.

Any action of the Secretary of Veterans
Affairs under section 1710(e) of title 38, Unit-
ed States Code, during the period beginning
on July 1, 1994, and ending on the date of the
enactment of this Act is hereby ratified.

TITLE 1I—CONSTRUCTION
AUTHORIZATION
SEC. 201. AUTHORIZATION OF MAJOR MEDICAL
FACILITY PROJECTS AND MAJOR
MEDICAL FACILITY LEASES.

(a) PROJECTS AUTHORIZED.—The Secretary
of Veterans Affairs may carry out the major
medical facility projects for the Department
of Veterans Affairs, and may carry out the
major medical facility leases for that De-
partment, for which funds are requested in
the budget of the President for fiscal year
1995. The authorization in the preceding sen-
tence applies to projects and leases which
have not been authorized, or for which funds
have not been appropriated, in any fiscal
year before fiscal year 1995 and to projects
and leases which have been authorized, or for
which funds were appropriated, in fiscal
years before fiscal year 1995.

* * * * *

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, | move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, | would like to com-
pliment both of my colleagues from
Florida on their tireless efforts to see
that the veterans of Florida, the many
thousands that are moving to Florida
each and every week, are properly
cared for. There is no question but
there is a crying need for these facili-
ties. | would, however, oppose this
amendment very strongly, and particu-
larly tonight, in that the funding
would come out of FEMA.

As we are seated in this Chamber to-
night, a hurricane is bearing down on
south Florida. That hurricane, we do
not know whether it will come in
somewhere in the Florida Keys, or
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whether it will come in somewhere
south of Sebastian, but right now it is
predicted it is going to hit somewhere
in south Florida. This would make a
drastic need for FEMA and the funds
that it carries, and it also, | think,
really amplifies the need not to raid
FEMA.

Several amendments have been of-
fered under this bill that would raid
these funds that will be desperately
needed one day. Hopefully, south Flor-
ida will be spared tomorrow from the
rages of this hurricane, but, nonethe-
less, it should underline to us our de-
pendence in time of disaster upon
FEMA.

I would, therefore, reluctantly, but
very strongly, oppose this amendment.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SHAW. 1 yield to the gentle-
woman from Florida.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, the gentleman is from Florida,
and he knows we already have a disas-
ter in Florida as far as the veterans
and our lack of health care facilities in
Florida. In the FEMA funds there is
over $7 billion and an additional $700
million in discretionary funds.

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, If the gen-
tlewoman has completed her remarks, |
think it is just a question that the tim-
ing is entirely wrong. The funding for
FEMA is too important. | would urge a
““no’ vote.

POINT OF ORDER

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from California [Mr. LEwiIS] insist on
his point of order?

Mr. LEWIS of California. Yes. | do,
Mr. Chairman.

I make a point of order against the
amendment because it proposes to
change existing law and constitutes
legislation in an appropriations bill,
and, therefore, violates clause 2 of rule
XI. The rule states no amendment to a
general appropriations bill shall be in
order if it is changing existing law. |
ask for a ruling of the Chair.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Florida wish to be heard on the
point of order?

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Yes, Mr.
Chairman, | wish to be heard on the
point of order.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, | would like to be heard on the
point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will pro-
tect the gentlewoman'’s right. The gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. WELDON] is
recognized.

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, | believe that this project is an
authorized project. Section 201 of Pub-
lic Law 103-452, signed into law on No-
vember 2, 1994, states:

The Secretary of Veterans Affairs may
carry out the major medical facility projects
for the Department of Veterans Affairs, and
may carry out the major medical facility
leases for that Department, for which funds
are requested in the budget of the president
for fiscal year 1995.

In the President’s fiscal year 1995
congressional submission for VA con-
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struction, major projects, pages 2-7
through 2-9, the budget requests $17.2
million for the design phase and $154.7
million for fiscal year 1996 and beyond
for the complete construction. The
budget submission goes on to describe
the proposed hospital.

It’s clear to this Member that section
201 of the public law specifically au-
thorizes all projects for which any
funds were requested in the President’s
fiscal year 1995 budget request. Under
this reading of the law, the committee,
through Public Law 103-452, clearly
provides an authorization for the full
hospital, not simply the first phase—
the design phase.

Section 201 clearly authorizes the
Secretary to carry out the major medi-
cal facility projects for which funds are
requested. The President’s fiscal year
1995 budget requests funds for the VA
hospital in Brevard.

Additionally, with regard to the
chairman’s statements that section 202
places a limitation on section 201. I
strongly disagree with his interpreta-
tion.

The limitation may apply to the
amounts that can be appropriated for
these accounts in fiscal year 1995, how-
ever, the limitation in no way restricts
the authorization of the project. This
limitation is clearly limited only to
the amount authorized in fiscal year
1995, not 1996 and beyond. The author-
ization for fiscal year 1996 and beyond
remains intact. Section 202 does not af-
fect this.

On this basis, | ask the chair to rule
against the point of order and allow for
consideration of the amendment.

O 1930

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, | also want to go on record as
saying this Brevard County project is
more in order than other back-door
projects that have been allowed by the
chairman and that are not authorized.
| submit these projects for the RECORD.
I know they are all worthwhile. How-
ever, they have not been authorized for
this year. I am submitting those 5
projects.

Further, | quote from the joint state-
ment of the Committee on Veterans’
Affairs which appears in the RECORD on
October 7, 1994, regarding Public Law
103-452 title 11, construction authoriza-
tion: ““The committee notes that some
major medical facility projects in the
VA fiscal year 1995 budget submission
were authorized or partially funded in
a prior year and therefore do not re-
quire authorization under section 8014
(a)(2) of title 38.”

Mr. Chairman, it is a known fact that
the hospital at Brevard County was
partially funded in prior years. There-
fore, based upon these facts, there
should be no further need for author-
ization.

I also submit a letter from General
Earl Peck and a letter from Secretary
Jesse Brown to Chairman LEWIS stress-
ing the need for this project.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. COMBEST). The
Chair is prepared to rule.
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The gentleman from California
makes a point of order that the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Florida violates clause 2 of rule XXI by
providing an unauthorized appropria-
tion.

The amendment proposes to insert a
new paragraph at the end of the bill
that would reduce the amount provided
for Federal Emergency Management
Agency—Disaster Relief and provide
appropriations to the Department of
Veterans Affairs for the construction
of a medical facility in Brevard Coun-
ty, FL.

The gentleman from Florida has not
met his burden of proving that appro-
priations for fiscal year 1996 for the
medical facility in Brevard County are
authorized. Section 8104(a)(2) of title 38
precludes the appropriation of funds for
a major medical facility project unless
funds for that project have been spe-
cifically authorized by law. Section
201(a) of Public Law 103-452 authorizes
any major medical facility project sub-
mitted by the President for fiscal year
1995. As mentioned by the gentleman
from Florida, the Brevard County
project was submitted in the Presi-
dent’s 1995 budget request, as well as in
his 1996 budget request. However, the
authorization carried in section 201(a)
of Public Law 103-452 is constrained by
an accompanying limitation in section
202(b), which states that such projects
may ‘‘only be carried out using funds
appropriated for fiscal year 1995,”” thus
limiting all authorizations for appro-
priations to fiscal year 1995 funds.

The Chair has not been provided with
any documentation indicating that the
medical facility in Brevard County is
exempt from section 202 of Public Law
103-452, which limits authorization of
appropriations for such project to fis-
cal year 1995.

The works-in-progress exception pro-
vided for in clause 2(a) of rule XXI may
not be invoked for this project because
the project is governed by a lapsed au-
thorization and because actual con-
struction has not yet begun.

Accordingly, the Chair sustains the
point of order.

Are there other amendments to title

V?

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Mr.
Chairman, | move to strike the last
word.

Mr. Chairman, | have an amendment
at the desk that the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. KLEczkA] and | had
planned to offer.

Last week | asked the Committee on
Rules to craft the VA-HUD rule in a
manner that would give the Members
of this House the opportunity to vote
up or down on our proposal. Unfortu-
nately my request was denied. Because
Members will not be permitted to vote
on this issue, | would like to just take
a moment to explain why it was pro-
posed.

Last year thousands of workers in
my community got a major slap in the
face when their employer told them
their jobs would be moved to another
part of the country.
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If that was not bad enough, these
loyal employees had salt rubbed in
their wounds a short time later when
they learned that their own Federal
tax dollars would be used to help move
their jobs elsewhere. Nearly a quarter
of a million dollars in Community De-
velopment Block Grant money would
be used to help the company they
worked for expand a plant and move
the jobs to another State.

Earlier this year, we learned that an-
other company would be relocating its
production facility to another State.
At that time, it was announced that
$500,000 in CDBG funds would be used as
part of the incentive package which
lured the company to move these jobs.

These actions are dead wrong. The
CDBG Program is designed to Foster
Community and Economic Develop-
ment, not to help move jobs around the
country. Although we cannot reverse
what has already happened, our amend-
ment would stop this from happening
again.

Our amendment would add an
antipiracy provision to the Community
Development Block Grant Program ad-
ministered by the Department of Hous-
ing and Urban Development. It would
prevent the use of Federal funds from
being used to move jobs from one part
of the country to another.

Congress and the executive branch
have recognized the importance of pre-
venting this type of economic reloca-
tion in the past. Similar antipiracy
provisions are currently in effect for
Economic Development Administra-
tion grants, Small Business Adminis-
tration programs, and grant programs
for dislocated workers.

And, as you may recall, our amend-
ment received solid bipartisan support
and passed the House as part of a bill
reauthorizing HUD programs last year.

More recently, the White House Con-
ference on Small Business
overwhelminingly passed a resolution
in June calling on Congress to ban the
direct or indirect use of Federal funds
of any kind that would lure existing
jobs and businesses from one area to
another. This issue is now one of 60 na-
tional issues endorsed by the Con-
ference.

Mr. Chairman, | believe the Members
of the House should have been given
the opportunity to vote on this impor-
tant initiative. If adopted, Wisconsin
taxpayers and other taxpayers across
our country would no longer be forced
to pick up the tab for transferring jobs
from their State.

Mr. Chairman, | yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. KLECzKA].

Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Chairman, it is
too bad that the amendment before us
is not in order on this bill. Let me just
say a couple of words about the Com-
munity Development Block Grant Pro-
gram.

We are not here to decry the benefits
because in our State and many other
States it has worked so well. But it is
not and it has never been incepted to
be used as raiding jobs from one State
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to another. Last year it happened in
Wisconsin on a couple of occasions.
Maybe if it happens to the State of
California and New York and some
other States, we will get more support
on the House floor to change this. |
would hope the chairman of the com-
mittee, not only the appropriation
committee but also the authorizing
committee, will look at this and deem
it to be an essential part of any reform
of the CDBG Program.

Again, it was never authorized and
never meant to be a means of raiding
jobs from one State to another. Maybe
when it happens to Members from
other States, you might be taking the
floor and helping us out getting this
amendment passed in a more appro-
priate way.

I thank my colleague from Wisconsin
for yielding.

SEQUENTIAL VOTES POSTPONED IN COMMITTEE

OF THE WHOLE

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the House of Thursday, July
27, 1995 and today proceedings will now
resume on those amendments on which
further proceedings were postponed in
the following order: Amendment No. 7
offered by the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. DurBIN]; amendment No. 38 of-
fered by the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. DINGELL]; and an unnumbered
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Nevada [Mr. ENSIGN].

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes
the time for any electronic vote after
the first vote in this series.

AMENDMENT NO. 7 OFFERED BY MR. DURBIN

The CHAIRMAN. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN]
on which further proceedings were
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 7 offered by Mr. DURBIN:
Page 59, line 3, insert before the period the
following:

““: Provided further, That any limitation set
forth under this heading on the use of funds
shall not apply when it is made known to the
Federal official having authority to obligate
or expend such funds that the limitation
would restrict the ability of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency to protect hu-
mans against exposure to arsenic, benzene,
dioxin, led, or any known carcinogen’.

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Chairman, | would like
to take this opportunity to correct the numer-
ous factual errors committed by the gentleman
from Texas last Friday during last weeks de-
bate on the Durbin-Wilson amendment to H.R.
2099.

First, | would like to tell the distinguished
gentleman from Texas that the Continental
Cement plant he referred to is not located in
Hanover, MO. In fact, there is no Hanover,
MO. It is located in my hometown of Hannibal.
However, this error was only the first of many
in his statement about Continental Cement.

The gentleman from Texas stated the EPA
standard for arsenic emission is .4 parts per
million and in 1993 the actual emission of the

redesignate the
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plant was 97 parts per mission. He goes on to
state the EPA standard for lead is 400 parts
per million and the plant’'s actual emission in
1993 was 2,700 parts per million. | would in-
vite the gentleman from Texas to share his
data with me on the 1993 test burn because
the EPA did not even conduct arsenic or lead
emissions tests at Continental Cement in
1993.

The test burn my colleague from Texas is
referring to occurred in May of 1992. This type
of EPA test required thousands of gallons of
waste material containing heavy metals to be
pumped into the kiln. This procedure is known
as “spiking the kiln” and under normal operat-
ing conditions the plant would never burn such
a concentration of heavy metals. During the
test the EPA allowed Continental to emit 241
parts per million of lead and 2,198 parts per
million of arsenic.

The kiln actually emitted 199.36 parts per
million of lead and 33.83 parts per million of
arsenic. Both arsenic and lead levels were
well within the guidelines established by the
EPA for the test burn and show that Continen-
tal Cement in Hannibal is not shirking its re-
sponsibility to the people or the environment.

Mr. GILLMOR. Mr. Chairman, | rise in oppo-
sition to this amendment and in support of the
committee’s provisions dealing with the com-
bustion strategy. Let me briefly outline three
reasons why.

First, the committee’s language reaffirms the
original congressional intent. When Congress
passed the 1990 Clean Air Act which directed
EPA to establish a combustion strategy and
maximum achievable control technology, we
did not intend for EPA to circumvent the legal
and procedural safeguards the law requires.
Currently, EPA is operating under an open
process which allows all parties to comment
on these proposed rules. This is “Big Brother”
government at its worst.

Second, EPA has been zealous at best in
setting standards for hazardous waste com-
bustion that combine the authority of two dis-
similar laws, one dealing with clean air and
the other with recycling. The House Com-
merce Committee is slated to work on both
bills this Congress. The power to draft the ex-
ecutive branch’s enforcement options and pro-
cedures rests, constitutionally, with the Con-
gress, not with the EPA by default.

Finally, this Congress is, if nothing else,
skeptical of further regulation. The Wilson
amendment reinforces EPA’s ability to regu-
late, obfuscate, and eventually strangulate at
will. We should not allow EPA, through the
combustion strategy, to go above and beyond
its regulatory parameters. Congress must do
more than provide a Band-Aid fix to an agency
that requires major surgery.

| urge my colleagues to oppose this amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the House of Thursday, July
27, 1995, the Chair announces that he
will reduce to a minimum of 5 minutes
the period of time within which a vote
by electronic device will be taken on
each amendment on which the Chair
has postponed further proceedings.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 188, noes 228,
not voting 18, as follows:

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Andrews
Baldacci
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Beilenson
Berman
Bevill
Bishop
Blute
Boehlert
Bonior
Borski
Boucher
Browder
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant (TX)
Bunn
Cardin
Castle
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coleman
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Davis
DeFazio
DelLauro
Dellums
Deutsch
Dicks
Dixon
Doggett
Durbin
Engel
Eshoo
Evans

Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Filner
Foglietta
Forbes

Fox
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frost
Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Geren
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gilman

Allard
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bentsen
Bereuter
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Brewster
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert

[Roll No. 602]

AYES—188

Gonzalez
Gordon
Gutierrez
Hamilton
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hefner
Hilliard
Hinchey
Horn
Jacobs
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnston
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kleczka
Klug
LaFalce
Lantos
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lincoln
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Markey
Martinez
Martini
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy
McDermott
McHale
Mclnnis
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Mfume
Miller (CA)
Mineta
Minge
Mink
Moran
Morella
Nadler
Neal
Oberstar
Obey

NOES—228

Camp
Canady
Chabot
Chambliss
Chapman
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clinger
Coble
Coburn
Collins (GA)
Combest
Condit
Cooley

Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner

de la Garza
Deal

DelLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dooley
Doolittle
Dornan
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Olver
Owens
Pallone
Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Pelosi
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Pomeroy
Porter
Poshard
Quinn
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Reed
Richardson
Rivers
Roemer
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Sabo
Sanders
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Shays
Skaggs
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)
Spratt
Stokes
Studds
Stupak
Taylor (MS)
Thompson
Torkildsen
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Ward
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weldon (PA)
Williams
Wilson
Wise

Wolf
Woolsey
Wyden
Wynn
Yates
Zimmer

Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Fields (TX)
Flanagan
Foley
Fowler
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Funderburk
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gillmor
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutknecht
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Hall (TX) McCrery Schaefer
Hancock McDade Schiff
Hansen McHugh Seastrand
Hastert Mcintosh Sensenbrenner
Hastings (WA) McKeon Shadegg
Hayes Metcalf Shaw
Hayworth Mica Shuster
Hefley Miller (FL) Sisisky
Heineman Molinari Skeen
Herger Mollohan Skelton
Hilleary Montgomery Smith (MI)
Hobson Moorhead Smith (TX)
Hoekstra Murtha Smith (WA)
Holden Myers Solomon
Hostettler Myrick Souder
Houghton Nethercutt Spence
Hunter Neumann Stearns
Hutchinson Ney Stenholm
Hyde Norwood Stockman
Inglis Nussle Stump
Istook Ortiz Talent
Jackson-Lee Orton Tanner
Johnson, Sam Oxley Tate
Jones Packard Tauzin
Kasich Parker Taylor (NC)
Kelly Paxon Tejeda
Kim Payne (VA) Thomas
King Petri Thornberry
Kingston Pickett Thornton
Klink Pombo Tiahrt
Knollenberg Portman Traficant
Kolbe Pryce Volkmer
LaHood Quillen Vucanovich
Largent Radanovich Waldholtz
Latham Regula Walker
LaTourette Riggs Walsh
Lewis (CA) Roberts Wamp
Lewis (KY) Rogers Watts (OK)
Lightfoot Rohrabacher Weldon (FL)
Linder Ros-Lehtinen Weller
Livingston Rose White
Longley Roth Whitfield
Lucas Royce Wicker
Manzullo Salmon Young (FL)
McCollum Scarborough Zeliff
NOT VOTING—18
Becerra Hall (OH) Reynolds
Dingell Hoke Rush
Flake Hoyer Stark
Ford Laughlin Thurman
Frank (MA) Meyers Tucker
Green Moakley Young (AK)
0 1957

Mr. EDWARDS changed his vote
from ‘“‘aye’” to ‘‘no.”

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT NO. 38 OFFERED BY MR. DINGELL

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. DINGELL]
on which further proceedings were
postponed and on which the ayes pre-
vailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

redesignate the

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 155, noes 261,
not voting 18, as follows:

[Roll No. 603]
YEAS—155

Ackerman Bishop Chapman
Andrews Bonior Clay
Baesler Borski Clayton
Baldacci Boucher Clement
Barcia Brown (CA) Clyburn
Barrett (WI) Brown (FL) Coleman
Beilenson Brown (OH) Collins (IL)
Bentsen Bryant (TX) Collins (MI)
Berman Cardin Conyers



July 31,

Coyne

de la Garza
DeFazio
DelLauro
Dellums
Deutsch
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Doyle
Durbin
Engel
Eshoo
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Filner
Foglietta
Frank (MA)
Frost
Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gonzalez
Gordon
Gutierrez
Hamilton
Harman
Hefner
Hilliard
Hinchey
Holden
Horn
Jackson-Lee
Jacobs
Jefferson
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E.B.
Johnston

Abercrombie
Allard
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Bevill
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Brewster
Browder
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clinger
Coble
Coburn
Collins (GA)
Combest
Condit
Cooley
Costello
Cox
Cramer
Crane

1995

Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kleczka
Klink
LaFalce
Lantos
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Markey
Mascara
Matsui
McDermott
McHale
McKinney
Meehan
Menendez
Mfume
Miller (CA)
Mineta
Moran
Morella
Murtha
Nadler
Neal
Oberstar
Obey

Olver
Owens
Pallone
Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Pelosi

NAYS—261

Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Davis

Deal

DelLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dooley
Doolittle
Dornan
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Everett
Fawell
Fields (TX)
Flanagan
Foley
Forbes
Fowler

Fox

Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Funderburk
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Geren
Gillmor
Gilman
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hancock
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
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Rahall
Rangel
Reed
Richardson
Rivers
Roemer
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Sabo
Sanders
Sawyer
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Shays
Sisisky
Skaggs
Slaughter
Stokes
Studds
Stupak
Thompson
Thornton
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Traficant
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Ward
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weldon (PA)
Williams
Wilson
Wise
Wyden
Wynn
Zimmer

Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kasich
Kelly

Kim

King
Kingston
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Lincoln
Linder
Livingston
LoBiondo
Longley
Lucas
Manzullo
Martinez
Martini
McCarthy
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mclntosh
McKeon

McNulty
Meek
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Minge
Mink
Molinari
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Myers
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Ortiz

Orton
Oxley
Packard
Parker
Paxon
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickett
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Poshard

Becerra
Edwards
Ewing
Flake
Ford
Green

Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Riggs
Roberts
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose

Roth

Royce
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Shadegg
Shaw
Shuster
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder

Spence
Spratt
Stearns
Stenholm
Stockman
Stump
Talent
Tanner
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Tejeda
Thomas
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Volkmer
Vucanovich
Waldholtz
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wolf
Woolsey
Young (FL)
Zeliff

NOT VOTING—18

Hall (OH)
Hoke
Meyers
Moakley
Reynolds
Rush

0O 2004

Stark
Thurman
Tucker
Weller
Yates
Young (AK)

So the amendment was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ENSIGN

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Nevada [Mr. ENSIGN] on
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the noes prevailed
by voice vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

redesignate the

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The CHAIRMAN. This is a 5-minute
vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were ayes 121, noes 296,
not voting 17, as follows:

[Roll No. 604]

AYES—121
Ackerman Condit Frost
Allard Conyers Furse
Bilbray Costello Gejdenson
Bishop Coyne Gephardt
Bonior Crapo Geren
Brown (FL) Cremeans Gilman
Brown (OH) Danner Goodlatte
Brownback DeFazio Goodling
Bryant (TX) Delauro Gordon
Burr Dickey Gutierrez
Camp Dingell Hall (TX)
Canady Durbin Hamilton
Chabot Edwards Hefner
Chambliss Engel Heineman
Chenoweth Ensign Herger
Christensen Evans Hilleary
Clyburn Fattah Holden
Coble Fields (LA) Hostettler
Coburn Filner Hutchinson
Collins (GA) Foglietta Jacobs
Collins (MI) Fox Johnson (SD)

Jones

Kelly
Kennedy (RI)
Kildee
Kleczka
Latham
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Maloney
Manton
Martinez
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mclntosh
McNulty
Menendez
Mink
Molinari
Montgomery
Myers

Abercrombie
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Beilenson
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berman
Bevill
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Borski
Boucher
Brewster
Browder
Brown (CA)
Bryant (TN)
Bunn
Bunning
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Cardin
Castle
Chapman
Chrysler
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clinger
Coleman
Collins (IL)
Combest
Cooley

Cox
Cramer
Crane
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis

de la Garza
Deal
DelLay
Dellums
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Dornan
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers

Norwood
Obey
Orton
Owens
Pallone
Pastor
Payne (VA)
Peterson (MN)
Pomeroy