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The Senate met at 12:30 p.m., on the
expiration of the recess, and was called
to order by the President pro tempore
[Mr. THURMOND].

PRAYER
The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer:
Let us pray:

As we begin this day we grieve the
death of our fellow worker and friend,
Gerald Hackett, who served as execu-
tive clerk for 29 of his 33 years with the
Senate. We pray for a special measure
of God’s comfort for his wife, Mary
Ellen, and his family.

Dear God, our Creator, sustainer, and
strength, You have given us the gift of
life, blessed us with this new week, and
given us work to do for Your glory.
May three words—admit, submit, and
commit—be the equation of excellence
in our work today.

Father, we admit our need of Your
insight and inspiration. You never in-
tended that we should depend only on
our own intellect and understanding.
We humbly place our total dependence
on Your power to maximize the use of
the talents You have entrusted to us.

Sovereign of our lives, we submit to
You the specific challenges and oppor-
tunities before us. We accept Your ab-
solute reign and rule in our minds.
Guide us Lord. Thank You for the
peace of mind we have when we submit
our needs to You.

Source of our courage, we unre-
servedly commit to You our lives and
the decisions to be made today. We re-
linquish our control and intentionally
ask You to take charge. Think and
speak through us.

Thank You Lord, our eternal King;

these bold petitions we bring.

Your grace and mercy are such,

we never can ask too much.

Amen.

Senate

(Legislative day of Monday, July 10, 1995)

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
THOMAS). The majority leader is recog-
nized.

SCHEDULE

Mr. DOLE. | thank the President pro
tempore. Let me explain to my col-
leagues, leaders’ time has been re-
served, and there will be a period for
morning business until 1:30 p.m. At 1:30
p.-m, we will begin consideration of
H.R. 1905, the energy and water appro-
priations bill, for opening statements
until 2 p.m. today.

It may be possible, unless there is an
objection, to proceed on that for a lit-
tle bit beyond 2 p.m, depending on
whether or not we are prepared or
ready to resume consideration of S. 908,
the State Department reorganization
bill.

Cloture was filed on that bill on Fri-
day. A cloture vote will occur tomor-
row. | think perhaps it will be tomor-
row morning sometime prior to the
policy luncheon of both sides of the
aisle.

First-degree amendments must be
filed by 1 p.m. in order to qualify under
the postcloture. There will be no votes
today before 6 p.m. There could be
votes depending on what happens with
S. 908. There will be no votes on any-
thing with reference to H.R. 1905.

NATIONAL GOVERNORS’ ASSOCIA-
TION AND WELFARE REFORM

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, let me
take a minute or two of leader time to
say | have just returned from Bur-
lington, VT, where | was privileged to
attend the National Governors’ Asso-
ciation meeting and talk about welfare
reform.

I outlined what | felt could be an
agreed-upon package on the Republican

side, pointing out there were still some
differences among some Republicans.
We explained our program in detail to
the Republican Governors. There are
now 30 Republican Governors out of 50.
The 30 Republican Governors represent
about 70 percent of the American peo-
ple in the United States; or 70 percent
live in those 30 States.

I wanted to report that of the 30 Re-
publican Governors, 26 were present.
Governor Wilson of California was not
present, Governor James of Alabama
was not present, Governor Racicot of
Montana and the Governor of South
Dakota were not present, and one Gov-
ernor had to depart the meeting early,
Governor Weld of Massachusetts. The
other 25 Governors, Governor Leavitt
of Utah, Governor Engler of Michigan,
Governor Whitman of New Jersey, Gov-
ernor Allen of Virginia, Governor Row-
land of Connecticut, Governor Fordice
of Mississippi, Governor Voinovich of
Ohio, Governor Bush of Texas, Gov-
ernor Geringer of Wyoming, Governor
Keating of Oklahoma, Governor Al-
mond of Rhode Island, Governor
Schafer of North Dakota, Governor
Graves of Kansas, Governor Sundquist
of Tennessee, Governor Thompson of
Wisconsin, Governor Symington of Ari-
zona, Governor Pataki of New York,
Governor Branstad of lowa, Governor
Merrill of New Hampshire, Governor
Edgar of Illinois, Governor Beasley of
South Carolina, Governor Carlson of
Minnesota, Governor Johnson of New
Mexico, Governor Ridge of Pennsylva-
nia, Governor Batt of ldaho, all en-
dorse the Republican alternative.

| just passed around a little sheet of
paper. They all signed it after we had
gone over it. | am certain the other
five Republican Governors will also en-
dorse what we think would be a strong
Republican package. They like it. It re-
turns power to the Governors, power to
the States, and does not contain a lot
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of strings. In their view, whether lib-
eral or conservative strings, they are
still strings.

We know there may be some areas
where we may not be able to accommo-
date the Governors. By and large, they
are looking forward to designing their
own plan when it comes to welfare. We
also have a provision where you can
opt out of the Food Stamp Program.
What the Governors would like, of
course, is more block grants. We are
not able to do that because we do not
have the votes.

| asked the Democratic Governors,
when | spoke to the full session of the
National Governors’ Association at
9:45, to take a look at this proposal. We
believe it can be approached on a non-
partisan, bipartisan basis. It is what
the Governors have been telling us for
years, in both parties, that they want-
ed—more power to the Governors,
power to the States, power to the peo-
ple.

This is all sort of patterned after the
10th amendment to the Constitution,
which is part of the Bill of Rights. It is
only 28 words in length, which says, in
effect, that unless the power is vested
in the Federal Government, it ought to
be with the people and with the States.

Most Governors, regardless of party,
believe that should happen, whether it
is welfare reform, whether it is Medic-
aid, whatever it is. They believe they
can better implement and rate the pro-
grams at less cost, less redtape, less
bureaucracy, and provide better service
to the people who must rely on Medic-
aid, food stamps, welfare, and AFDC—
whatever the welfare program might
be.

I was very encouraged after the
meeting with the Republican Gov-
ernors. They know there are some dif-
ferences on the Republican side. They
will be weighing in very heavily on the
proposal this week. We hope to take it
up either Friday or Saturday of this
week and finish it sometime next week
or the following week. | hope that be-
fore we conclude, we will have broad bi-
partisan support.

PRAISE FOR GIFT BAN

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, on another
matter, | want to again thank my col-
leagues, Senator LOTT and Senator
MCcCoONNELL, as well as Senator LEVIN,
Senator WELLSTONE, Senator
FEINGOLD, and many others on both
sides of the aisle who worked together
on the gift ban proposal.

As | said on the floor on Friday, |
think we made a lot of progress. | read
the editorial in the New York Times
which indicated many fought it to the
bitter end, which was not true. Edi-
torial writers are entitled to their
opinion, but they are not entitled to
lie. If they had followed the debate,
they would have known there was a lot
of work going on all week long, in good
faith, by Democrats and Republicans,
by the leader, by the Democratic lead-
er.
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What we finally did was say, “OK, we
agree on this. We cannot agree on three
things. We will agree on what we agree
on and vote on what we cannot agree
on.” That is precisely what we did.

So, to the editor, whoever wrote that
in the New York Times—I do not nor-
mally read it, but Sunday was a slow
day—I hope that they will try to at
least stick with the facts, maybe once
a year, twice a year. We do not want to
overdo it for the New York Times, but
every little bit would help. They are
entitled to facts, they are entitled to
opinions, but understand what the
facts are. And it is supposed to be the
paper of ‘‘all the news that is fit to
print”’—some say a 10th, but | say all
the news fit to print. We hope for more
responsibility from the editorial board
of the New York Times.

The primary purpose was to thank
my colleagues for all the work they did
and the good-faith effort. I think we
made a giant step forward, and, hope-
fully, we will ease the concerns of
many of our constituents when it
comes to Members of Congress and gift
rules.

Also, lobbying reform was another bi-
partisan effort on the floor. | thank my
colleagues who were engaged in that.

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, | reserve
the remainder of my leader’s time.

MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
KYL). Under the previous order, there
will now be a period for the transaction
of morning business not to extend be-
yond the hour of 1:30 p.m., with Sen-
ators permitted to speak up to 5 min-
utes each.

Under the previous order, the Sen-
ator from Illinois [Mr. SIMON] is recog-
nized to speak for up to 30 minutes.

The Senator from lllinois.

THE EXPLOSIVE GROWTH OF GAM-
BLING IN THE UNITED STATES

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, in Novem-
ber of last year, when | announced I
would retire from the Senate after 1996,
President Clinton suggested that with
the freedom from political restraint |
now have, and with slightly more
credibility because political opportun-
ism would not be the immediate cry of
critics, |1 should, from time to time,
make observations about our Nation,
where we are going, and where we
should go.

One of the marks of our civilization,
virtually unnoticed as we discuss the
Nation’s problems, is our fastest-grow-
ing industry: gambling.

Local governments, Indian tribes,
and States—all desperate for revenue—
increasingly are turning to what ap-
pears to be a quick and easy solution:
legalized gambling. And, temporarily,
it often works. Poverty-stricken Indian
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tribes suddenly have revenue. Cities
like East St. Louis, IL, with every pos-
sible urban malady, find themselves
with enough revenue to at least take
care of minimal services.

There are four basic questions:

First, how rapidly is this phenome-
non growing?

Second, what are its advantages?

Third, what are its disadvantages?

Fourth, is there a role for the Fed-
eral Government to play, and should it
play a role?

Gambling is not a new phenomenon.
The Bible and early historical records
tell of its existence. Gambling surfaced
early in U.S. history, then largely dis-
appeared as a legal form of revenue for
State and local governments. It re-
mained very much alive, however, even
though illegal, in the back rooms of
taverns and in not-so-hidden halls,
often with payoffs to public officials to
“look the other way’’ while it contin-
ued. | particularly remember traveling
overseas and back while in the U.S.
Army. The troop ship became one huge
gambling operation with dice or cards,
activity slowed only by the occasional
walking tour of a conscientious officer
whose coming would be foretold by
someone taking the voluntary watch
for his fellow enlisted men—and they
were then all men—who gambled. After
the watchman’s signal, suddenly that
portion of the ship’s deck or hold could
meet the highest puritanical standards.
Within seconds of the disappearance of
the dreaded officer, the games would
begin again. Participation had no ap-
peal to me, not primarily for moral
reasons, but | have always been too
conservative with my money to enjoy
risking it that way. What | remember
about those shipboard activities was
the enormity of the stakes that could
be built up—enormous for enlisted men
on meager salaries in 1951-1953—and
the ability of some of my friends to
continue their activity with almost no
sleep.

Gambling’s appeal, particularly for
the idle—and a troop ship is loaded
with them—is clear.

Early in our Nation’s history, almost
all States had some form of lottery, my
State of Illinois being no exception.
When Abraham Lincoln served in our
State legislature from 1834 to 1842, lot-
teries were authorized, and there ap-
parently was no moral question raised
about having them. In 1839, for exam-
ple, the Illinois House of Representa-
tives voted unanimously to authorize a
lottery to raise funds ‘“‘for the purpose
of draining the ponds of the American
bottom™ in the vicinity of what is now
East St. Louis, an area that to this day
has a severe drainage problem, and a
city that today has a significant gam-
bling presence.

In Illinois and other States the loose
money quickly led to corruption, and
the States banned all forms of gam-
bling. Illinois leaders felt so strongly
about it, they put the ban into the
State constitution. For many years,
Louisiana had the only lottery, and



July 31, 1995

then in 1893—after a major scandal
there—the Federal Government prohib-
ited all lottery sales. Even the results
of tolerated but illegal lotteries could
not be sent through the mail.

But the lottery crept back in, first in
New Hampshire in 1963, and then in 36
other States. Last year States sold $34
billion in lottery tickets. Forty-two
States now have some form of legalized
gambling. Even States that technically
outlaw gambling frequently manage to
have some form of it. In one of the
more peculiar decisions by Illinois Su-
preme Court justices—dependent for re-
election at that time on campaign con-
tributions—they ruled that betting
money on horses was not gambling, be-
cause the ability of the horse and the
skill of the rider were involved. Gam-
bling is when everything is left to
chance, they argued.

What we know as casino gambling
was legal only in Nevada, then in New
Jersey and now in 23 states. From a
small enterprise in a few States, gam-
bling has matured. In 1974, $17 billion
was legally wagered in the Nation. By
1992, it reached $329 billion, and it is
now over $500 billion. Three-fourths of
the Nation’s citizens now live within
300 miles of a casino. One article re-
ports, ‘“Airlines are exploring the in-
stallation of back-of-seat slot ma-
chines on some flights.” [“A Full
House,” by Rob Day, Hemisphere, Oc-
tober, 1994.] Other nations—particu-
larly poorer ones—are expanding gam-
bling operations. Within our country,
the magazine Gaming and Wagering
Business reports, ‘““Old attitudes have
been shattered. Barriers are crumbling,
and doors have been flung open.”” [Dec.
15, 1991-Jan. 15, 1992.]

At this point, let me digress to ex-
press my gratitude to scholars who
have studied legalized gambling in the
United States, with little attention
and little gratitude from the commu-
nity at large. Particularly helpful, as |
prepared these remarks, was a book
manuscript | had the opportunity to
read by Robert Goodman, a professor
at Hampshire College in Massachu-
setts. In October, the Free Press will
publish his thoughtful and well-crafted
manuscript under the title, ““The Luck
Business.”” The subtitle is ““The Dev-
astating Consequences and False Prom-
ises of America’s Gambling Explosion.”
John Warren Kindt, a professor at the
University of Illinois at Urbana, wrote
an excellent article for the Drake Law
Review last year, “The Economic Im-
pacts of Legalized Gambling Activi-
ties,”” and Henry Lesieur, who heads
the criminal justice division at lIllinois
State University, edits a magazine in
this field, Journal of Gambling Studies.
I am grateful to them and to others
who have pioneered research.

What are the advantages of legalized
gambling?

It brings in new revenue, at least
temporarily and, in some cases, over a
longer period of time.

One of the great weaknesses of Amer-
ican politics today—and one of the rea-
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sons for public cynicism toward those
of us in politics—is our eagerness to
tell people only what they want to
hear. Polling is a huge business, and if
a poll suggests some stand is unpopu-
lar, too many find a convenient way of
changing course, even if the public
good is served by the unpopular action.

An area of high sensitivity is tax-
ation. That problem is compounded by
the fact that at the national level no
other industrial nation—with the ex-
ception of Israel—spends as much of its
taxation on defense and interest as
does the United States. These bring no
direct benefit to people. Citizens of
Germany, France, Great Britain and
other nations pay much higher taxes,
but they see health care and other ben-
efits that we do not have. In addition,
their parliamentary systems make it
easier to make tough decisions than
our system does.

So when someone comes along and
says, ‘I have a simple way to get more
revenue for you, and you do not have to
raise anyone’s taxes,” that has great
appeal to policymakers who must seek
reelection. Those same people say to
the policy makers, ““Not only will 1
provide revenue for you without tax-
ation, | will be very generous to you
when campaign time comes.”” And they
are.

While the promises of what legalized
gambling will do for a community or
State almost always are greatly exag-
gerated, it is also true that many com-
munities who are desperate for revenue
and feel they have no alternative are
helped. | have already mentioned East
St. Louis, IL. Bridgeport, CT, is an-
other example. Small communities like
Metropolis, IL, population 6,734, find
that a riverboat casino brings in sig-
nificant additional municipal revenue.
And while other businesses in these
communities often do not benefit—and
some, like restaurants, are hurt—a poll
by the Better Government Association,
a highly respected Illinois civic group,
shows that in some communities, the
initial reaction to the riverboat casi-
nos is more positive than negative:
Rock Island/Moline, 83 percent posi-
tive, though this has changed; Metrop-
olis, 76 percent positive; East St. Louis,
47 percent positive; and Peoria, 64 per-
cent positive.

Some officials in Chicago, desperate
for revenue, wish to bring in a large ca-
sino operation with a $2 billion price
tag. They say it will bring 10,000 con-
struction jobs. That alone is signifi-
cant. The initial press release said
37,000 construction jobs. And officials
in Chicago, aware there are long-term
dangers to the city from such an oper-
ation, also know that unless they solve
short-term problems—and that takes
revenue—the long-term picture for the
city is not good. The State government
has shown itself largely insensitive to
the needs of the city, dominated as it is
by suburban and rural leaders. Faced
with a choice of lectures from the
State about long-term problems and
what appears to be easy, significant,

S 10913

immediate revenue, it is not difficult
to understand Chicago’s choice. On top
of that, they face editorial prodding.
Under a heading, ‘“‘Casino A Great Bet
For City,” the Chicago Sun-Times
called a casino ‘“‘a cash cow’’ and noted:
““The sooner state law changes to allow
land-based casino gambling, the better.
And the sooner Chicago finally gets in
on the action, the better.” [April 17,
1995.] Almost unnoticed has been the
report of the Chicago Crime Commis-
sion in response to a request by the
Mayor: ‘‘Organized crime will infiltrate
casino operations and unions, and will
be involved in related loan-sharking,
prostitution, drug activities * * * and
public corruption.” [Chicago Crime
Commission, 1990.]

State governments are no more load-
ed with courageous leaders than is the
Federal Government. They need reve-
nue to solve their problems. In Illinois,
for example, state support for public
higher education has dropped from 70
percent of the costs in 1980, to 37 per-
cent today, almost a 50-percent cut.
[Here, | digress to observe that States
have been partially bailed out by Fed-
eral aid to students. We hear a great
deal from States about unfunded man-
dates. We hear much less from States
about sizable grants from the Federal
Government.] Faced with needs in edu-
cation at all levels, with growing
health care costs that afflict both Fed-
eral and State governments, and with
decaying cities and decaying infra-
structure, the States have two options:
Tell people the truth and ask for the
taxes to pay for these needs, or com-
bine the growing practice of issuing
bonds, states don’t call them deficits
and find some ‘“‘easy’ source of reve-
nue, like legalized gambling. The cou-
rageous path is too infrequently taken.

Revenue from lotteries, race horse
gambling, and riverboat casinos brings
Ilinois government approximately $820
million a year. That is State govern-
ment revenue alone. | have made no at-
tempt to calculate what revenue is lost
because of money not being spent in
other enterprises in the State. Most of
those who wager in Illinois are from II-
linois. When they spend on gambling,
that is money that would otherwise go
to clothing stores, groceries, and other
businesses. That means less revenue to
the State from those businesses. Also
not calculated in the $820 million State
revenue is the loss caused by the in-
creased problem of gambling addiction.

Early promises to use lllinois lottery
money for education have been tech-
nically complied with, but State sup-
port for education has declined sub-
stantially as a percentage of income
for local schools since the lottery be-
came a reality.

Wisconsin, not a big gambling State,
has 17 native American casinos. A
study completed in April concluded:
“Overall, the state gains $326 million in
net revenue from the presence of the
casinos.”” They added this caution:
““However, this figure is reduced sub-
stantially—to $166.25 million—when
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even the lowest estimated social costs
of compulsive gambling are included in
the calculations. With mid-range esti-
mated social costs, the overall impact
becomes negligible, while with higher
social-cost estimates, the impact be-
comes clearly negative.” [The Eco-

nomic Impact of Native American
Gaming in Wisconsin, by William
Thompson, Ricardo Gazel and Dan

Rickman, published by the Wisconsin
Policy Research Institute.]

Indian reservations have misery as
their constant companion. Unemploy-
ment rates, alcoholism rates, suicide
rates, and poverty indexes all combine
to paint a grim picture that should be
a matter of shame for our Nation. Not
only has the Federal Government been
weak in its response to these needs, but
State governments, sometimes domi-
nated by prejudice against native
Americans, often have been even worse.
Listen to this Department of Health
and Human Services report, given to a
Senate committee this year: “In 15 of
the 24 states with the largest native
American populations, eligible Tribes
received nothing in 1993 from the more
than $3 billion in Federal funds [Title
XX and Title IV-E child welfare serv-
ices and protection programs] the
States received. In the other nine
States, Indians received less than three
percent.”” [George Grob, Deputy Inspec-
tor General, HHS, April 5, 1995, Senate
Committee on Indian Affairs.]

It should not surprise anyone that
tribal leaders who want to produce for
their people seize what some view as a
legal loophole that our courts and laws
have created to get revenue for their
citizens; 115 tribes now have some form
of casino gambling. The gross revenue
for the 17 tribes in Wisconsin is $655
million. And about one-fifth of that
revenue comes from people who live
outside of Wisconsin, higher than in
most States, much lower than Nevada
or Atlantic City. Connecticut is the
prime example of a small tribe gaining
big money. A casino operated by the
Manshantucket Pequot Tribe in
Ledyard, CT, brings in approximately
$800 million in gross revenue annually.
Native American leaders who see long-
term harm to their tribes from the
gambling enterprises are hard-pressed
by those who see immediate benefits,
and not too much hope for sizable reve-
nue outside of gambling.

What are the disadvantages of legal-
ized gambling?

The distinguished Nobel Prize-win-
ning economist, Paul Samuelson, has
warned us: “There is a substantial eco-
nomic case to be made against gam-
bling. It involves simply sterile trans-
fers of money or goods between individ-
uals, creating no new money or goods.
Although it creates no output, gam-
bling does nevertheless absorb time
and resources. When pursued beyond
the limits of recreation * * * gambling
subtracts from the national income.”
[Economics, McGraw-Hill, 1970.]

A high official in Nevada told me, “‘If
we could get rid of gambling in our
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State, it would be the best thing that
could happen to us. | cannot say that
publicly for political reasons. But
major corporations that might locate
their principle offices here or build
plants here don’t do it. They know that
gambling brings with it serious person-
nel problems.”

Personnel problems are but one dis-
advantage, but they are real. People
can become addicted to gambling, as
they can to drugs or alcohol or smok-
ing.

I%Iy mother belongs to a church in
Collinsville, IL, that had a fine sub-
stitute teacher at its Lutheran school.
Unknown to the teacher’s family, she
had been visiting a gambling boat.
Money the family thought had gone to
pay the rent and family bills had, in-
stead, gone into wagers. One day, she
left a message for her family, drove her
car to a shopping center and killed her-
self.

In a relatively affluent Chicago sub-
urb, a 4l-year-old man committed sui-
cide after using more than $11,000 in
credit card advances for gambling. He
shot himself after leaving a gambling
boat. Police found $13 in his pocket.

More typical is the experience of a
friend, a professional man, who at-
tended a statewide meeting of an asso-
ciation with which he is affiliated.
While he went to the meetings, his wife
went to a riverboat casino and ‘‘got
hooked.”” She spent all the money she
had and used all the available money
from her credit cards, close to $20,000.
Her husband knew nothing about it
until he checked out of the hotel and
found his credit cards could not be used
because they had already reached their
maximum. In this family, the situation
has worked out, but that is not true for
many.

A retired Air Force colonel has writ-
ten me about the problem of casino
gambling near Keesler Air Force Base
that offers part-time work to personnel
stationed there, but also 24-hour-a-day
gambling availability and has brought
serious problems of addiction and the
social and criminal problems that go
with it for the men and women sta-
tioned there.

Gambling addiction is a serious prob-
lem. We know that men are more like-
ly to become addicted than women,
that the appeal of gambling is greater
for low-income people than those of
above average income, that there are
approximately 9 million adults and 1.3
million teenagers with some form of
gambling behavior problem and that
the availability of gambling enter-
prises—their closeness to where a per-
son lives—causes a significant increase
in the addiction problem. Nationally,
less than 1 percent 0.77 percent of the
population are compulsive gamblers,
but when enterprises are located near a
population, that number increases two
to seven times.

The greatest growth is among teen-
agers. University of Maryland football
fans were stunned recently to read that
their all-American quarterback had
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been suspended by the NCAA for four
games because of betting on college
games. The spread of gambling among
teenagers has spilled over onto college
campuses, and Maryland’s football
problem is evidencing itself on many
campuses, a highly publicized tip of a
much more serious iceberg.

Costs to society of the problem gam-
bler vary from the most conservative
estimate of $13,200 to $30,000 per year. |
have no idea which figure may be cor-
rect, but we know there are costs. Ar-
nold Wexler and his wife, Sheila
Wexler, did a study for Rutgers Univer-
sity and noted:

Compulsive gamblers will bet until noth-
ing is left: savings, family assets, personal
belongings—anything of value that may be
pawned, sold or borrowed against. They will
borrow from co-workers, credit union, family
and friends, but will rarely admit it is for
gambling. They may take personal loans,
write bad checks and ultimately reach and
pass the point of bankruptcy. . .. In des-
peration, compulsive gamblers may panic
and often will turn to illegal activities to
support their addiction. (1992)

Prosecuting attorney Jeffrey
Bloomberg of Lawrence County, SD,
testified before a U.S. House commit-
tee on his experiences dealing with
Deadwood, SD, a small community
that became the first place outside of
Atlantic City and Nevada to legalize
casino gambling. He said they were
promised ‘‘economic development, new
jobs and lower taxes.” Instead, casinos
flourished, but other businesses did
not. Businesses that provide ‘‘the ne-
cessities of life such as clothing are no
longer available * * * and customers of
the town’s only remaining grocery
store walk a gauntlet of slot-machines
as they exit with their purchases. For
the most part, the jobs which were cre-
ated earn minimum wage or slightly
better and are without benefits. As for
the claim that gambling brings tax re-
lief, this simply has not proven true.
Real property taxes for both residen-
tial and commercial properties have
risen each and every year since gam-
bling was legalized. Crimes of theft,
embezzlement, bad checks and other
forms of larceny have increased. Our
office has also seen an increase in the
number of child abuse and neglect
cases as a result of gambling. These
run the spectrum from the children left
in their cars all night while their par-
ents gamble, to the children left at
home alone while their parents gamble,
to the children left at home alone
while single mothers work the casino
late shift, to the household without
utilities or groceries because one or
both parents have blown their pay-
check gambling. Government is hooked
on the money generated by gambling
and in the long term the ramifications
of this governmental addiction will be
just as dire as for the individual who
becomes addicted to gambling.”” (Sept.
21, 1994—House Committee on Small
Business.)

One study conducted for insurance
companies suggests that 40 percent of
white collar crime can be traced to
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gambling. Usually those involved have
no prior criminal record.

The suicide rates for problem gam-
blers is significantly higher than it is
for the general population. One out of
five attempt suicide, a higher rate than
for alcoholism or drug addiction.

Pathological gamblers are much
more likely to be violent with their
spouses and abuse their children. Chil-
dren of these gamblers generally do
worse in school and have a suicide rate
twice that of their classmates.

A survey of compulsive gamblers
found 22 percent divorced because of
gambling, 40 percent had lost or quit a
job due to gambling, 49 percent stole
from work to pay gambling debts, 23
percent alcoholic, 26 percent compul-
sive overeaters, 63 percent had con-
templated suicide and 79 percent said
they wanted to die. (Henry Lesieur and
Christopher Anderson.)

Treatment for gambling compulsion
is rarely covered by health insurance
policies, though physicians often will
simply list depression as the cause for
needed therapy, and that may be cov-
ered. A national conference will be held
in Puerto Rico in September to discuss
the growing problem of gambling ad-
diction.

State lotteries disproportionately re-
ceive money from—and target—the
poor. While it is true that the pur-
chases are voluntary and provide some
entertainment, as a society we should
be providing more substantial exits
from poverty than the rare lottery vic-
tory. A bill before the lllinois legisla-
ture sponsored by Representative Jack
Kubik to prohibit cashing welfare
checks at race tracks, off-track betting
parlors, and riverboat casinos died a
quiet death.

Compounding all of this, State and
local governments who receive revenue
from legalized gambling often are its
promoters, both to bring gambling in
and to sustain it. Governments get
hooked. While States receive revenue
from alcohol and tobacco sales, no gov-
ernmental unit—to my knowledge—
promotes alcohol and tobacco. Gen-

erally governments appeal to our
strengths, not our weaknesses. But
gambling is different. Billboards are

erected in poor areas to promote the Il-
linois Lottery. ““This could be your
ticket out,”” one proclaimed. If the
State of lllinois had billboards promot-
ing whiskey, beer or cigarettes, there
would be a public outcry. The Penn-
sylvania lottery unashamedly adver-
tises: ““Don’t forget to play every day.”
And of course the poor are the ones
who succumb to that lure.

Industries that want to bring in casi-
nos are generous with their promises.
The poverty of Atlantic City would be
virtually eliminated, the scenario read,
but it did not happen. Poverty has not
diminished, and problems with gam-
bling addiction are up. Since the ad-
vent of the casinos, 40 percent of the
restaurants not associated with the
gambling enterprises have closed, and
one-third of the city’s retail business
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has closed. Unemployment in Atlantic
City is now the State’s highest. Crime
is up significantly—almost tripled—
and the population has dropped by one-
fourth. Industrial consultant Nelson
Rose told U.S. News and World Report:
“Atlantic City used to be a slum by the
sea. Now it’s a slum by the sea with ca-
sinos.”” (March 14, 1994.)

But not only Atlantic City has been
affected. A study of crime patterns
along non-toll roads between Atlantic
City and New York City and Atlantic
City and Philadelphia found a signifi-
cant increase in crime rates (SIMON
Hakim and Joseph Friedman.)

The Better Government Association
of Illinois survey of 324 businesses in
towns with riverboat casinos found
that 51 percent of the firms said river-
boats had either no effect or a negative
effect on their business. Of the 44 per-
cent who gave a positive response, half
said the lift their businesses got was
minimal. Three percent said their busi-
ness has been ‘‘helped a lot.”” (1994 sur-
vey.) A Chicago Tribune survey found a
similar result. An Aurora, IL riverboat
casino gets all but 1 to 2 percent of its
business from within the State, and the
Tribune reported:

“The casino is killing the small businesses
in this area, and they claimed it would help
us,”” said Mario Marrero, former owner of the
Porto Coeli Cafe and Bakery, a block from
the casino.

As soon as the casino opened a year ago,
Marrero saw his business drop by half, from
about $4,000 a month to $2,000 a month, he
said.

In May, he was forced to close after nearly
five years in business. (June 28, 1994.)

Gambling’s effect on government is
more than income from gamblers and
expenditures for dealing with problem
gamblers and increased crime. Gam-
bling operators are major contributors
to campaigns—in the millions—and
employ expensive lobbyists at both the
State and Federal level. A few gam-
bling enterprises have formed the
American Gaming Association and em-
ployed a former chairman of the Re-
publican National Committee as its
chief executive. Gaming is an influence
to be reckoned with in dozens of State
capitals, and its influence will grow
markedly in Washington. In Illinois,
the lobbyists for gambling include a
former Governor, a former attorney
general, two former U.S. attorneys, a
former director of the State police, a
prominent former judge, a former
mayor of Chicago and at least seven
former State legislators. All of this is
legal.

But gambling in Illinois has also
been associated with the illegal. Back
in 1964, as a State legislator, | co-au-
thored an article for Harper’s magazine
titled, “The Illinois Legislature: A
Study in Corruption.” It did not en-
hance my popularity in that body, but
it did some good, and | am pleased to
report that today the lllinois Legisla-
ture—in ethics, and in quality—is a
much improved body over that period.
But whenever there is easy money
floating around, the temptation for
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corruption is present. We have had two
Governors in our State’s history go to
prison, one because of payoffs from le-
galized gambling. | recall particularly
the deal worked out in which—on the
same day—the sales tax in our State
was increased from 2 cents to 3 cents,
which then included food and medicine,
and the tax on two politically well-con-
nected racetracks was reduced by one-
third. Every State legislator knew
what was going on.

Organized crime has frequently been
a problem with gambling, whether
legal or illegal. Big money attracts
them. And it is big money.

Last year, one riverboat casino in Il-
linois netted—not grossed—$203 mil-
lion. The Chicago Tribune (March 28,
1995) reported that two politically well-
connected Illinois men were offered $20
million if they landed a casino in our
State for a Nevada firm. When con-
tacted by the Tribune, they said they
had other offers that were higher.

The gambling elite are not only gen-
erous employers of lobbyists, they are
multimillion dollar donors to political
campaigns, and the combination makes
them politically potent. The unsavory
and unhealthy influence of lobbyists
and legislators as a protector of this
rapidly growing industry means sen-

sible restraint will not be easily
achieved.
But there is another side to that

story. Public opinion is not with the
gambling gentry. Even after well-fi-
nanced campaigns, when there are
referenda on whether legalized gam-
bling should be expanded in a State or
community, rarely do those initiatives
win. Every referendum on a gambling
casino held last year lost, and in the
big one, Florida, it lost decisively.
Donald Trump may have helped when
he told the Miami Herald a few weeks
before the referendum: ‘‘As someone
who lives in Palm Beach, I’'d prefer not
to see casinos in Florida. But as some-
one in the gambling business, I’'m going
to be the first one to open if Floridians
vote for them.”” Florida Commerce Sec-
retary Charles Dusseau did an eco-
nomic analysis of gambling possibili-
ties in Florida and came to the conclu-
sion it would hurt the State.

Opposition to legalized gambling also
brings together an unlikely coalition.
For example, Ralph Reed, executive of
the Christian Coalition, and the liberal
State Senator Tom Hayden of Califor-
nia, agree on this issue.

To those who wish to go back to an
earlier era in our nation’s history when
legalized gambling was abolished, my
political assessment is that is not pos-
sible. But restraint is possible.

I have introduced legislation, cospon-
sored by Senator LUGAR, to have a
commission, of limited duration and a
small budget, look at this problem.
Congressmen FRANK WOLF and JOHN
LAFALCE have introduced somewhat
similar legislation in the House. My
reason for suggesting the limited
time—18 months—and the small budg-
et, $250,000, is that commissions like
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that often are the most productive.
One of the finest commissions the Na-
tion has had, the Commission on For-
eign Languages and International
Studies, produced its report in a little
more than 1 year on a small budget and
had significant influence.

Let a commission look at where we
are and where we should go. My in-
stinct is that sensible limits can be es-
tablished.

For example, what if any new gam-
bling enterprise established after a spe-
cific date had to pay a tax of 5 percent
on its gross revenue. Those who are al-
ready in the field who are not too
greedy should support it because it pre-
vents the saturation of the market. Fi-
nancial wizard Bernard Baruch said of
those who invest in the stock market,
““The bears win and the bulls win, but
the hogs lose.” Gambling enterprises
that are willing to limit their expan-
sion are more likely to be long-term
winners. And those who know the prob-
lems that gambling causes should sup-
port this idea because of the limita-
tions.

Or suppose we were to move to some
form of supplement to local and State
revenue again. States, Indian tribes,
and local governments that do not
have any form of legalized gambling
would be eligible for per capita reve-
nue-sharing assistance. It would re-
quire creating a source of revenue for
such funding, but would bring some re-
lief to non-Federal governments who
do not want gambling but are des-
perate for additional revenue. There is
no way—Ilet me underscore this—of re-
ducing the gambling problem without
facing the local revenue problem.

Congressman JiMm McCRERY, a Repub-
lican from Louisiana, has proposed
that lotteries—now exempt from Fed-
eral Trade Commission truth-in-adver-
tising standards—should be covered.
Why should the New York lottery be
able to advertise: ‘““We won’t stop until
everyone’s a millionaire.”

These are just three possible ideas.
The commission could explore others.
The commission can look at how we
deal with gambling opportunities that
will surface later this year on an exper-
imental basis on cable television and
the Internet. How significant could
this become? None of us knows.

We do know that two-thirds of prob-
lem gamblers come from a home where
at least one parent had a problem with
alcoholism. Should we be dealing more
seriously with alcoholism, in part to
deal with the gambling phenomenon?

These and other questions could be
studied by a commission.

What should not be ignored by Con-
gress and the American people is that
we have a problem on our hands. We
need to find sensible and sensitive an-
swers.

| yield the floor, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, do |
have time reserved under a previous
order?
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 15 minutes.

GAMBLING

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, as al-
ways, the Senator from Illinois raises
for this Senate the right questions and
in a very sensitive way. | have said pre-
viously on this floor in discussing some
other items that one of the growth in-
dustries in America, regrettably now,
is gambling. There is more spent, at
least for the more recent year | have
seen, there is more spent for gambling
in America than is spent on America’s
national defense. In a recent year, it
was $400 billion-plus just on legal gam-
bling. We spend less than $300 billion
on America’s defense. | think all of the
questions that relate to this issue of
gambling need to be asked and need to
be studied.

It was interesting to me one evening
when | had the television set on,
though |1 was not really watching it
much—and on one of the local stations
in the Washington, DC, area they were
doing their live drawing for their lot-
tery. They do that live with these little
ping-pong balls with nhumbers on them.
It was on the screen. | never partici-
pated in those things. This was on the
screen, and then across the bottom of
the screen scrolled an urgent news bul-
letin. It was not so urgent that they
would take the lottery selection off,
because they were doing that live, they
did not want to interrupt that.

So they kept on picking the lottery
balls out and announcing the numbers.
The news scrolled across the bottom of
the television screen that Gorbachev
had just resigned in the Soviet Union.
| was thinking to myself, this is incred-
ibly bizarre. Here is something that
will affect the lives of virtually every-
one in the world. The leaders of one of
the major powers in the world resigns,
but instead of cutting in with a news
report, they cannot interrupt the lot-
tery, so they scroll it across the bot-
tom of the screen.

That is what we have come to, with
respect to this issue of gambling in
America today.

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President if my col-
league will yield for an observation. |
thank him. As usual, Senator DORGAN
is right on target on this issue.

Today, | regret to say, we have
topped $500 billion now in total gross
income. It is a fast-growing industry in
the United States.

Mr. DORGAN. That is probably legal
wagers. There is substantial illegal wa-
gering in America.

Mr. SIMON. That does not count
what happens illegally. The second
thing, the Senator mentioned in pass-
ing—as you saw them take these balls
for the lottery—that you do not spend
any money on it. Most people of our in-
come level do not. It is the poor that
they try to appeal to. And it is very
clear, both from studies and from the
advertising, that this is an attempt to
extract money from the poor. We ought
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to be able to get revenue in a better
way for our Government.

Mr. DORGAN. | do not come to the
floor suggesting that gambling is al-
ways wrong or ought to be made ille-
gal. | think it is very useful to study,
and | think that the commission ap-
proach makes a lot of sense. We ought
to be evaluating what does all of this
mean for our country? Who is affected
by it, and how? That is what | think
the Senator from Illinois was saying. |
think it is timely and important. |
have indicated that to Congressman
WoLF and others, as well.

Mr. SIMON. | thank my colleague.

LINE-ITEM VETO: WHERE ARE THE
HOUSE CONFEREES?

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, | came
to the floor to visit about two other
items. One is the line-item veto. As the
Presiding Officer knows, we passed a
line-item veto here in the Senate in
March. | voted for it, as | have on a
dozen or 2 dozen occasions previously,
because | think we ought to have a
line-item veto. | voted for the line-item
veto when President Reagan and Presi-
dent Bush were Presidents because I, as
a Democrat, think that Presidents,
whether Republican or Democrat,
ought to have a line-item veto.

The House passed a line-item veto
bill on February 6 of this year, and the
Senate passed a line-item veto bill in
March of this year. Now, there has
been no progress since then because
there has been no conference between
the House and Senate. Why has there
not been a conference? Because the
Speaker of the House, who always told
us he wants a line-item veto, decided
he is not going to appoint conferees. So
there will be no line-item veto until
the Speaker decides he wants to ap-
point some conferees, and there is a
conference and agreement, and then it
comes back to both the House and the
Senate.

Now, some will probably say that
this is because the new majority and
the Speaker may want to put their own
spending projects in these bills and not
have a Democratic President veto
them.

This is a newspaper published on Cap-
itol Hill. It says, ‘““Gingrich Gets $200
Million in New Pork,” describing what
was written, apparently, in appropria-
tions bills that will benefit the Speak-
er. He may not want the President to
target that $200 million that was writ-
ten into a bill that the Pentagon does
not ask to be spent. Maybe the Presi-
dent would use a line-item veto to say
this is $200 million that the taxpayers
should not have to spend on things the
Pentagon did not want.

I noticed this morning in the Wash-
ington Post, “Extra Pentagon Funds
Benefits Senators’ States.”” It describes
in some detail the extra funds put in
for projects that the Pentagon has not
asked for. These are things that will be
built that the Pentagon says we do not
want built. But money is added to
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those bills to benefit some. The ques-
tion is, Why would the President not
have the line-item veto if all of us
agree that he should?

Congressman BoOB LIVINGSTON, chair-
man of the House Appropriations Com-
mittee, said, ‘“We may not want to give
it to this President’’—speaking of the
line-item veto—‘‘right at the outset,
but let’s give it to him eventually.”
Those are his words. We may not want
to give the line-item veto to this Presi-
dent at the outset.

Speaker GINGRICH, on February 6, be-
fore the House passed the line-item
veto, said this:

We have a bipartisan majority that is
going to vote for the line-item veto. For
those who think this city has to always
break down into partisanship, you have a Re-
publican majority giving this to a Demo-
cratic President this year without any gim-
micks, an increased power over spending
which we think is an important step for
America, and therefore it is an important
step on a bipartisan basis to do it for the
President of the United States, without re-
gard to party or ideology.

More recently, he said, ‘““My sense is
we won’t get to it this year.”

There was a fervent debate by those
who wanted the line-item veto. Some-
how that ardor has cooled. Somehow
the line-item veto is less important
now.

The Speaker has been on a book tour.
There is plenty of time to do that all
across America and, apparently, to
write two books this year, and to earn
a bunch of money. But, apparently,
there is not enough time to get to the
line-item veto—appoint conferees and
get to a line-item veto.

Well, Mr. President, there is an old
saying, ‘“You can put your boots in the
oven, but that doesn’t make them bis-
cuits.”

The Speaker can talk about the Con-
tract With America and the line-item
veto, but if he is not prepared to ap-
point conferees so that we can pass a
line-item veto, then he continues to
stall. | suppose the reason for that is
he wants his own spending to be writ-
ten into these bills, or so you would
think from this kind of report—*‘Ging-
rich Gets $200 Million in New Pork.”’

Well, | hope that we can come to a bi-
partisan consensus that the House
ought to appoint conferees, that the
Senate and House should have a con-
ference this week, and that the con-
ference should report back the con-
ference report at the end of this week.
That way we can pass the line-item
veto.

Tomorrow, | intend to offer a sense-
of-the-Senate resolution on the line-
item veto to the State Department au-
thorization bill. My amendment would
say: It is the sense of the Senate that
the Speaker of the House should move
to appoint conferees on S. 4 imme-
diately, so that the House and Senate
may resolve their differences and we
can pass a conference report.

I do not understand what this is all
about if it is not dragging your feet to
protect more Federal spending that
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you want for your district in this bill.
I thought we had decided on a biparti-
san basis that a line-item veto was
good for this country. We voted for it,
believed in it, and wanted to give it to
this President. | voted for it with Re-
publican Presidents in office and |
voted for it again. | would like this
President to have it. So | intend to-
morrow to offer a sense-of-the-Senate
resolution and ask Senators to vote to
send a message to the Speaker that if
you have plenty of time to run around
the country on a book tour, you have
time, in my judgment, to appoint con-
ferees.

How do you do it? Simple. Think of
the names of a few of your friends and
then pick some. That is not rocket
science; that is just appointing con-
ferees, which we do every day in the
House and Senate.

There will be a bill coming to the
floor in a few days that authorizes De-
fense spending. That bill includes a
type of spending that is especially, in
my judgment, appropriate for a line-
item veto. We have something called
star wars in this country. It has a bet-
ter name now; it is not star wars, or
ABM, antiballistic missile defenses;
now it is BMD, ballistic missile defense
system. That is a new acronym for the
same old boondoggle. It is something
that costs $30 or $40 billion, and it will
protect against an adversary that no
longer exists. But each one of these
missile defense programs has a con-
stituency that somehow seems unable
to shut the program down. The Soviet
Union is gone. That was the antagonist
for which the ABM system was de-
signed. The Soviet Union does not exist
anymore. But the people who want to
build a star wars program continue to
plug away.

They added in the Senate Armed
Services Committee $300 million extra
for national ballistic missile defense,
and then they said let us essentially
change the ABM treaty, abrogate the
treaty, No. 1 and, No. 2, let us go for
accelerated interim deployment in the
year 1999 and final deployment by 2002.
Well, this $300 million is a perfect ex-
ample of what the President ought to
use a line-item veto on.

I intend to offer an amendment on
the floor of the Senate to strip this $300
million out of the Defense authoriza-
tion bill. It does not make any sense to
spend $300 million we do not have on a
project we do not need. This is exactly
why this President ought to have a
line-item veto. The notion that we do
not have enough money for an entitle-
ment for a poor Kid to have a hot lunch
in school, but we have enough money
to stick $300 million extra in a bill for
star wars—I do not know what people
are thinking about around here.

So | want to alert my colleagues that
I am going to offer an amendment to
cut this national missile defense fund-
ing. But more generally, this provision
is exactly why we need a line-item
veto.
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MERGERS AND TAKEOVERS

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, | no-
ticed this morning that there is a news
report out that Disney Corp. is intend-
ing, for some $19 billion, according to
the news reports, to purchase Capital
Cities/ABC. Now, it would be the sec-
ond largest takeover in U.S. history if
the Disney Corp. purchases Capital
CitiessABC. | am concerned when |
hear, day after day and week after
week, new proposals—friendly or hos-
tile proposals—to merge America’s
largest businesses into larger and larg-
er enterprises. We have seen merger
mania in this country before, a wave
that came and went, but it now seems
to be coming again.

You only have to pick up a news-
paper these days to see who is buying
whom, some with leveraged buyouts,
some in hostile takeover proposals, and
others simply friendly mergers. But it
is inevitably true in this country that
when two corporations become one

larger corporation, especially in
multibillion-dollar deals, it impedes
competition.

You have less competition in this

country as you have more concentra-
tion. Nobody seems to care very much
about it. We have a thousand attorneys
working in the Federal Government on
antitrust issues. Under the leadership
of Anne Bingaman down at Justice,
they are more active now, and | salute
them for that.

We need to get more and more active
to make sure that these mergers are in
the public interest. We need to ensure
that a decision by two corporations to
combine to make a larger corporation,
and grab a larger market share, does
not impede the competition that drives
the free market system.

I have a list of the large proposals for

mergers just in the last week and
months, large financial institutions,
large manufacturing institutions.

Frankly, | think we in the Congress
ought to take a close look at this prac-
tice. | intend to ask the committees of
jurisdiction to do that.

If a person goes downtown and buys a
shirt or a blouse at a department store,
you will be required to pay a sales tax,
a tax for the transaction. I, personally,
think we ought to have a fee that is
supplied to those who want to buy cor-
porations.

We had a $25 billion acquisition sev-
eral years ago in which KKR purchased
Philip Morris. | think they should have
paid a fee. That fee ought to be used as
a resource bank of funds for invest-
ment capital for small businesses.
When big businesses combine and pro-
vide less competition and more con-
centration, we ought to get a fee from
that that is used as seed money and
seed capital for small businesses, which
represent the development of more
competition.

| hope that in the coming weeks we
will be able to discuss this in relevant
committees. | do not have any notion
about what the proposed merger be-
tween Disney and Capital Cities/ABC is
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all about. | do not know whether it is
good or bad. I say when we see, day
after day, week after week, more and
more megamerger proposals in this
country for large corporations to com-
bine to become larger, inevitably it
cuts away at this country’s free enter-
prise system, because this system
works based on competition. Con-
centration means less competition. It
is something we ought to be concerned
about and ought to care about.

ACTION NEEDED ON LINE-ITEM
VETO

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, finally,
I hope this week we can get the Speak-
er of the House to appoint conferees,
have a conference and get a conference
report, and get a line-item veto in the
hands of this President. Again, if we
have time for book tours and writing
books and doing a lot of other things,
we ought to have time, it seems to me,
to be able to pick a few friends to be on
a conference committee and be serious
about the things many Members of
Congress campaigned on.

If they believe in a line-item veto, let
us decide to give that to this President
right now and see if we cannot cut
some of the pork in the appropriations
bills moving through the House and
Senate, including all kinds of lard now
stuck to these bills for the districts of
folks who have been bellowing the
loudest about the problems of Federal
spending. The problems of Federal
spending seem to stop when this is
their district and their appropriations
bill, and it also seems to stop when it
comes to getting serious about sending
to this President a line-item veto that
would be put in the hands of this Presi-
dent. | yield the floor.

ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOP-
MENT APPROPRIATIONS, 1996

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
proceed to consideration of H.R. 1905,
which the clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A bill (H.R. 1905) making appropriations
for energy and water development for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 1996, and for
other purposes.

The Senate proceeded to consider-
ation of the bill, with amendments; as
follows:

(The parts of the bill intended to be
stricken are shown in boldface brack-
ets and the parts of the bill to be in-
serted are shown in italic.)

H.R. 1905

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, That the following sums
are appropriated, out of any money in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1996, for en-
ergy and water development, and for other
purposes, namely:
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TITLE |
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—CIVIL
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
CORPS OF ENGINEERS—CIVIL

The following appropriations shall be ex-
pended under the direction of the Secretary
of the Army and the supervision of the Chief
of Engineers for authorized civil functions of
the Department of the Army pertaining to
rivers and harbors, flood control, beach ero-
sion, and related purposes.

GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS

For expenses necessary for the collection
and study of basic information pertaining to
river and harbor, flood control, shore protec-
tion, and related projects, restudy of author-
ized projects, miscellaneous investigations,
and, when authorized by laws, surveys and
detailed studies and plans and specifications
of projects prior to construction,
[$129,906,000] $126,323,000, to remain available
until expended, of which funds are provided
for the following projects in the amounts
specified:

[Norco Bluffs, California, $375,000;

[Indianapolis Central Waterfront, Indiana,
$2,000,000;

[Ohio River Greenway, Indiana, $1,000,000;
and

[Mussers Dam, Middle Creek, Snyder
County, Pennsylvania, $300,000]

Norco Bluffs, California, $375,000;

Indianapolis Central Waterfront, Indiana,
$1,000,000;
Kentucky Lock and Dam, Kentucky,

$2,500,000; and

West Virginia Port Development, West Vir-
ginia, $300,000.

CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL

For the prosecution of river and harbor,
flood control, shore protection, and related
projects authorized by laws; and detailed
studies, and plans and specifications, of
projects (including those for development
with participation or under consideration for
participation by States, local governments,
or private groups) authorized or made eligi-
ble for selection by law (but such studies
shall not constitute a commitment of the
Government to construction), [$807,846,000]1
$778,456,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, of which such sums as are necessary
pursuant to Public Law 99-662 shall be de-
rived from the Inland Waterways Trust
Fund, for one-half of the costs of construc-
tion and rehabilitation of inland waterways
projects, including rehabilitation costs for
the Lock and Dam 25, Mississippi River, Illi-
nois and Missouri, Lock and Dam 14, Mis-
sissippi River, lowa, Lock and Dam 24, Mis-
sissippi River, Illinois and Missouri, and
GIWW-Brazos River Floodgates, Texas,
projects, and of which funds are provided for
the following projects in the amounts speci-
fied:

[Red River Emergency Bank Protection,
Arkansas and Louisiana, $6,600,000;

[Sacramento River Flood Control Project
(Glenn-Colusa Irrigation District), Califor-
nia, $300,000;

[San Timoteo Creek (Santa Ana River
Mainstem), California, $5,000,000;

[Indiana Shoreline Erosion,
$1,500,000;

[Harlan (Levisa and Tug Forks of the Big
Sandy River and Upper Cumberland River),
Kentucky, $12,000,000;

[Williamsburg (Levisa and Tug Forks of
the Big Sandy River and Upper Cumberland
River), Kentucky, $4,100,000;

[Middlesboro (Levisa and Tug Forks of the
Big Sandy River and Upper Cumberland
River), Kentucky, $1,600,000;

[Salyersville, Kentucky, $500,000;

[Lake Pontchartrain and Vicinity (Hurri-
cane Protection), Louisiana, $11,848,000;

Indiana,
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[Red River below Denison Dam Levee and
Bank Stabilization, Louisiana, Arkansas,
and Texas, $3,800,000;

[Broad Top Region,
$4,100,000;

[Glen Foerd, Pennsylvania, $200,000; and

[Wallisville Lake, Texas, $5,000,0001

Homer Spit, Alaska, repair and extend project,
$3,800,000;

McClellan-Kerr Arkansas River Navigation
System, Arkansas, $6,000,000: Provided, That
$4,900,000 of such amount shall be used for ac-
tivities relating to Montgomery Point Lock and
Dam, Arkansas;

Red River Emergency Bank Protection, Ar-
kansas and Louisiana, $6,600,000;

Sacramento River Flood Control Project
(Glenn-Colusa Irrigation District), California,
$300,000;

Winfield, Kansas, $670,000;

Harlan (Levisa and Tug Forks of the Big
Sandy River and Upper Cumberland River),
Kentucky, $12,000,000;

Williamsburg (Levisa and Tug Forks of the
Big Sandy River and Upper Cumberland River),
Kentucky, $4,100,000;

Middlesboro (Lesiva and Tug Forks of the Big
Sandy River and Upper Cumberland River),
Kentucky, $1,600,000;

Salyersville, Kentucky, $500,000;

Lake Pontchartrain and Vicinity (Hurricane
Protection), Louisiana, $11,838,000;

Ouachita River Levees, Louisiana, $2,300,000;

Red River below Denison Dam Levee and
Bank Stabilization, Louisiana, Arkansas, and
Texas, $2,000,000;

Roughans Point, Massachusetts, $710,000;

Ste. Genevieve, Missouri, $1,000,000;

Broad Top Region, Pennsylvania, $2,000,000;

Glen Foerd, Pennsylvania, $200,000;

Wallisville Lake, Texas, $5,000,000;

Hatfield Bottom (Levisa and Tug Forks of the
Big Sandy River and Upper Cumberland River),
West Virginia, $200,000; and

Upper Mingo (Levisa and Tug Forks of the
Big Sandy River and Upper Cumberland River,
West Virginia, $2,000,000: Provided, That the
Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief
of Engineers, shall transfer $1,120,000 of the
Construction, General funds appropriated in
this Act to the Secretary of the Interior and the
Secretary of the Interior shall accept and ex-
pend such funds for performing operation and
maintenance activities at the Columbia River
Fishing Access Sites to be constructed by the
Department of the Army at Cascade Locks, Or-
egon; Lone Pine, Oregon; Underwood, Washing-
ton; and the Bonneville Treaty Fishing Access
Site, Washington.

FLOOD CONTROL, MISSISSIPPI RIVER AND TRIB-
UTARIES, ARKANSAS, ILLINOIS, KENTUCKY,
LOUISIANA, MISSISSIPPI, MISSOURI, AND TEN-
NESSEE

For expenses necessary for prosecuting
work of flood control, and rescue work, re-
pair, restoration, or maintenance of flood
control projects threatened or destroyed by
flood, as authorized by law (33 U.S.C. 702a,
702g-1), $307,885,000, to remain available until
expended.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL

For expenses necessary for the preserva-
tion, operation, maintenance, and care of ex-
isting river and harbor, flood control, and re-
lated works, including such sums as may be
necessary for the maintenance of harbor
channels provided by a State, municipality
or other public agency, outside of harbor
lines, and serving essential needs of general

Pennsylvania,

commerce and navigation; surveys and
charting of northern and northwestern lakes
and connecting waters; clearing and

straightening channels; and removal of ob-
structions to navigation, [$1,712,123,000]
$1,696,998,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, of which such sums as become avail-
able in the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund,
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pursuant to Public Law 99-662, may be de-
rived from that fund, and of which such sums
as become available from the special account
established by the Land and Water Conserva-
tion Act of 1965, as amended (16 U.S.C. 460I),
may be derived from that fund for construc-
tion, operation, and maintenance of outdoor
recreation facilities: Provided, That not to
exceed $5,000,000 shall be available for obliga-
tion for national emergency preparedness
programs: Provided further, That [$5,926,000]
$3,426,000 of the funds appropriated herein
are provided for the Raystown Lake, Penn-
sylvania, project: Provided further, That the
Secretary of the Army is directed during fiscal
year 1996 to maintain a minimum conservation
pool level of 475.5 at Wister Lake in Oklahoma.

REGULATORY PROGRAM

For expenses necessary for administration
of laws pertaining to regulation of navigable
waters and wetlands, $101,000,000, to remain
available until expended.

FLOOD CONTROL AND COASTAL EMERGENCIES

For expenses necessary for emergency
flood control, hurricane, and shore protec-
tion activities, as authorized by section 5 of
the Flood Control Act approved August 18,
1941, as amended, $10,000,000, to remain avail-
able until expended.

OIL SPILL RESEARCH

For expenses necessary to carry out the
purposes of the Oil Spill Liability Trust
Fund, pursuant to Title VII of the Oil Pollu-
tion Act of 1990, $850,000, to be derived from
the Fund and to remain available until ex-
pended.

GENERAL EXPENSES

For expenses necessary for general admin-
istration and related functions in the Office
of the Chief of Engineers and offices of the
Division Engineers; activities of the Coastal
Engineering Research Board, the Humphreys
Engineer Center Support Activity, the Engi-
neering Strategic Studies Center, and the
Water Resources Support Center,
[$150,000,000] $153,000,000, to remain available
until expended: Provided, [That not to exceed
$60,000,000 of the funds provided in this Act
shall be available for general administration
and related functions in the Office of the
Chief of Engineers: Provided further,] That no
part of any other appropriation provided in
title | of this Act shall be available to fund
the activities of the Office of the Chief of En-
gineers or the executive direction and man-
agement activities of the Division Offices:
Provided further, That with funds provided
herein and notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, the Secretary of the Army shall
develop and submit to the Congress within 60
days of enactment of this Act, a plan which
reduces the number of division offices within
the United States Army Corps of Engineers
to no less than 6 and no more than 8, with
each division responsible for at least 4 dis-
trict offices, but does not close or change the
function of any district office: Provided fur-
ther, That notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, the Secretary of the Army is di-
rected to begin implementing the division of-
fice plan on August 15, 1996, and such plan
shall be implemented prior to October 1, 1997.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

Appropriations in this title shall be avail-
able for official reception and representation
expenses (not to exceed $5,000); and during
the current fiscal year the revolving fund,
Corps of Engineers, shall be available for
purchase (not to exceed 100 for replacement
only) and hire of passenger motor vehicles.

GENERAL PROVISION
CORPS OF ENGINEERS—CIVIL

[SEC. 101. (a) In fiscal year 1996, the Sec-
retary of the Army shall advertise for com-
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petitive bid at least 7,500,000 cubic yards of
the hopper dredge volume accomplished with
government-owned dredges in fiscal year
1992.

[(b) Notwithstanding the provisions of this
section, the Secretary is authorized to use
the dredge fleet of the Corps of Engineers to
undertake projects when industry does not
perform as required by the contract speci-
fications or when the bids are more than 25
percent in excess of what the Secretary de-
termines to be a fair and reasonable esti-
mated cost of a well equipped contractor
doing the work or to respond to emergency
requirements.

[(c) None of the funds appropriated herein
or otherwise made available to the Army
Corps of Engineers, including amounts con-
tained in the Revolving Fund of the Army
Corps of Engineers, may be used to study, de-
sign or undertake improvement or major re-
pair of the Federal vessel, MCFARLAND.1

SEC. 101. (a) In fiscal year 1996, the Secretary
of the Army shall advertise for competitive bid
at least 7,500,000 cubic yards of the hopper
dredge volume accomplished with government
owned dredges in fiscal year 1992.

(b) Notwithstanding the provisions of this sec-
tion, the Secretary is authorized to use the
dredge fleet of the Corps of Engineers to under-
take projects when industry does not perform as
required by the contract specifications or when
the bids are more than 25 percent in excess of
what the Secretary determines to be a fair and
reasonable estimated cost of a well equipped
contractor doing the work or to respond to emer-
gency requirements.

(c) None of the funds appropriated herein or
otherwise made available to the Army Corps of
Engineers, including amounts contained in the
Revolving Fund of the Army Corps of Engineers,
may be used to study, design or undertake im-
provements or major repair of the Federal vessel,
McFARLAND, except for normal maintenance
and repair necessary to maintain the vessel
McFARLAND'’s current operational condition.

(d) If any of the four Corps of Engineers hop-
per dredges is removed from normal service for
repair or rehabilitation and such repair prevents
the dredge from accomplishing its volume of
work regularly carried out in each of the past
three years, the Corps of Engineers shall reduce
the 7,500,000 cubic yards of hopper dredge vol-
ume contained in subsection (a) of this section
by the proportional amount of work which had
been allocated to such dredge over the past
three fiscal years in calculating the reduction in
Corps dredging work required to implement sub-
section (a).

[SEC. 102. (a) SAND AND STONE CAP IN NAVI-
GATION PROJECT AT MANISTIQUE HARBOR,
MICHIGAN.—The project for navigation,
Manistique Harbor, Schoolcraft County,
Michigan, authorized by the first section of
the Act entitled ‘““An Act making appropria-
tions for the construction, repair, and pres-
ervation of certain public works on rivers
and harbors, and for other purposes’, ap-
proved March 3, 1905 (33 Stat. 1136), is modi-
fied to permit installation of a sand and
stone cap over sediments affected by poly-
chlorinated biphenyls in accordance with an
administrative order of the Environmental
Protection Agency.

[(b) PROJECT DEPTH.—

[(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
paragraph (2), the project described in sub-
section (a) is modified to provide for an au-
thorized depth of 18 feet.

[(2) EXCEPTION.—The authorized depth
shall be 12.5 feet in the areas where the sand
and stone cap described in subsection (a) will
be placed within the following coordinates:
4220N-2800E to 4220N-3110E to 3980N-3260E to
3190N-3040E to 2960N-2560E to 3150N-2300E to
3680N-2510E to 3820N-2690E and back to
4220N-2800E.

[(c) HARBOR OF REFUGE.—The project de-
scribed in subsection (a), including the
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breakwalls, pier, and authorized depth of the
project (as modified by subsection (b)), shall
continue to be maintained as a harbor of ref-
uge.l
SEC. 103. None of the funds appropriated here-
in or otherwise available to the Army Corps of
Engineers, may be used to assist, guide, coordi-
nate, administer; prepare for occupancy of; or
acquire furnishings for or in preparation of a
movement to the Southeast Federal Center.
TITLE 11
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
CENTRAL UTAH PROJECT
CENTRAL UTAH PROJECT COMPLETION ACCOUNT

For the purpose of carrying out provisions
of the Central Utah Project Completion Act,
Public Law 102-575 (106 Stat. 4605), and for
feasibility studies of alternatives to the
Uintah and Upalco Units, $42,893,000, to re-
main available until expended, of which
$23,503,000 shall be deposited into the Utah
Reclamation Mitigation and Conservation
Account: Provided, That of the amounts de-
posited into the Account, $5,000,000 shall be
considered the Federal Contribution author-
ized by paragraph 402(b)(2) of the Act and
$18,503,000 shall be available to the Utah Rec-
lamation Mitigation and Conservation Com-
mission to carry out activities authorized
under the Act.

In addition, for necessary expenses in-
curred in carrying out responsibilities of the
Secretary of the Interior under the Act,
$1,246,000, to remain available until ex-
pended.

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION

For carrying out the functions of the Bu-
reau of Reclamation as provided in the Fed-
eral reclamation laws (Act of June 17, 1902,
32 Stat. 388, and Acts amendatory thereof or
supplementary thereto) and other Acts appli-
cable to that Bureau as follows:

GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS

For engineering and economic investiga-
tions of proposed Federal reclamation
projects and studies of water conservation
and development plans and activities pre-
liminary to the reconstruction, rehabilita-
tion and betterment, financial adjustment,
or extension of existing projects, to remain
available until expended, [$13,114,0001
$11,234,000: Provided, That, of the total appro-
priated, the amount for program activities
which can be financed by the reclamation
fund shall be derived from that fund: Pro-
vided further, That funds contributed by non-
Federal entities for purposes similar to this
appropriation shall be available for expendi-
ture for the purposes for which contributed
as though specifically appropriated for said
purposes, and such amounts shall remain
available until expended.

CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For construction and rehabilitation of
projects and parts thereof (including power
transmission facilities for Bureau of Rec-
lamation use) and for other related activities
as authorized by law, to remain available
until expended, [$417,301,0001 $390,461,000, of
which $27,049,000 shall be available for trans-
fer to the Upper Colorado River Basin Fund
authorized by section 5 of the Act of April 11,
1956 (43 U.S.C. 620d), and [$94,225,000]
$92,725,000 shall be available for transfer to
the Lower Colorado River Basin Develop-
ment Fund authorized by section 403 of the
Act of September 30, 1968 (43 U.S.C. 1543), and
such amounts as may be necessary shall be
considered as though advanced to the Colo-
rado River Dam Fund for the Boulder Can-
yon Project as authorized by the Act of De-
cember 21, 1928, as amended: Provided, That
of the total appropriated, the amount for
program activities which can be financed by
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the reclamation fund shall be derived from
that fund: Provided further, That transfers to
the Upper Colorado River Basin Fund and
Lower Colorado River Basin Development
Fund may be increased or decreased by
transfers within the overall appropriation
under this heading: Provided further, That
funds contributed by non-Federal entities for
purposes similar to this appropriation shall
be available for expenditure for the purposes
for which contributed as though specifically
appropriated for said purposes, and such
funds shall remain available until expended:
Provided further, That all costs of the safety
of dams modification work at Coolidge Dam,
San Carlos Irrigation Project, Arizona, per-
formed under the authority of the Reclama-
tion Safety of Dams Act of 1978 (43 U.S.C.
506), as amended, are in addition to the
amount authorized in section 5 of said Act.
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE

For operation and maintenance of rec-
lamation projects or parts thereof and other
facilities, as authorized by law; and for a soil
and moisture conservation program on lands
under the jurisdiction of the Bureau of Rec-
lamation, pursuant to law, to remain avail-
able until expended, [$278,759,000]
$267,393,000: Provided, That of the total appro-
priated, the amount for program activities
which can be financed by the reclamation
fund shall be derived from that fund, and the
amount for program activities which can be
derived from the special fee account estab-
lished pursuant to the Act of December 22,
1987 (16 U.S.C. 460l-6a, as amended), may be
derived from that fund: Provided further,
That funds advanced by water users for oper-
ation and maintenance of reclamation
projects or parts thereof shall be deposited
to the credit of this appropriation and may
be expended for the same purpose and in the
same manner as sums appropriated herein
may be expended, and such advances shall re-
main available until expended: Provided fur-
ther, That revenues in the Upper Colorado
River Basin Fund shall be available for per-
forming examination of existing structures
on participating projects of the Colorado
River Storage Project.

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION LOAN PROGRAM
ACCOUNT

For the cost of direct loans and/or grants,
$11,243,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, as authorized by the Small Reclama-
tion Projects Act of August 6, 1956, as
amended (43 U.S.C. 422a-422l): Provided, That
such costs, including the cost of modifying
such loans, shall be as defined in section 502
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974: Pro-
vided further, That these funds are available
to subsidize gross obligations for the prin-
cipal amount of direct loans not to exceed
$37,000,000.

In addition, for administrative expenses
necessary to carry out the program for di-
rect loans and/or grants, $425,000: Provided,
That of the total sums appropriated, the
amount of program activities which can be
financed by the reclamation fund shall be de-
rived from the fund.

CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT RESTORATION FUND

For carrying out the programs, projects,
plans, and habitat restoration, improvement,
and acquisition provisions of the Central
Valley Project Improvement Act, to remain
available until expended, such sums as may
be collected in the Central Valley Project
Restoration Fund pursuant to sections
3407(d), 3404(c)(3), 3405(f) and 3406(c)(1) of Pub-
lic Law 102-575: Provided, That the Bureau of
Reclamation is directed to levy additional
mitigation and restoration payments total-
ing $30,000,000 (October 1992 price levels) on a
three-year rolling average basis, as author-
ized by section 3407(d) of Public Law 102-575.
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GENERAL ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of general adminis-
tration and related functions in the office of
the Commissioner, the Denver office, and of-
fices in the five regions of the Bureau of Rec-
lamation, $48,150,000, of which $1,400,000 shall
remain available until expended, the total
amount to be derived from the reclamation
fund and to be nonreimbursable pursuant to
the Act of April 19, 1945 (43 U.S.C. 377): Pro-
vided, That no part of any other appropria-
tion in this Act shall be available for activi-
ties or functions budgeted for the current fis-
cal year as general administrative expenses.

SPECIAL FUNDS
(TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

Sums herein referred to as being derived
from the reclamation fund or special fee ac-
count are appropriated from the special
funds in the Treasury created by the Act of
June 17, 1902 (43 U.S.C. 391) or the Act of De-
cember 22, 1987 (16 U.S.C. 460l-6a, as amend-
ed), respectively. Such sums shall be trans-
ferred, upon request of the Secretary, to be
merged with and expended under the heads
herein specified; and the unexpended bal-
ances of sums transferred for expenditure
under the head ‘““General Administrative Ex-
penses’ shall revert and be credited to the
reclamation fund.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISION

Appropriations for the Bureau of Reclama-
tion shall be available for purchase of not to
exceed 9 passenger motor vehicles for re-
placement only.

TITLE 11
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

ENERGY SUPPLY, RESEARCH AND
DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES

For expenses of the Department of Energy
activities including the purchase, construc-
tion and acquisition of plant and capital
equipment and other expenses incidental
thereto necessary for energy supply, re-
search and development activities, and other
activities in carrying out the purposes of the
Department of Energy Organization Act (42
U.S.C. 7101, et seq.), including the acquisi-
tion or condemnation of any real property or
any facility or for plant or facility acquisi-
tion, construction, or expansion; purchase of
passenger motor vehicles (not to exceed 25,
of which 19 are for replacement only),
[$2,576,700,000 (less $1,000,000)] $2,798,324,000,
to remain available until expended[: Pro-
vided, That, of such amount, $44,772,000 shall
be available to implement the provisions of
section 1211 of the Energy Policy Act of 1992
(42 U.S.C. 13316)].
URANIUM SUPPLY AND ENRICHMENT ACTIVITIES

For expenses of the Department of Energy
in connection with operating expenses; the
purchase, construction, and acquisition of
plant and capital equipment and other ex-
penses incidental thereto necessary for ura-
nium supply and enrichment activities in
carrying out the purposes of the Department
of Energy Organization Act (42 U.S.C. 7101, et
seq.) and the Energy Policy Act (Public Law
102-486, section 901), including the acquisi-
tion or condemnation of any real property or
any facility or for plant or facility acquisi-
tion, construction, or expansion; purchase of
electricity as necessary; $64,197,000, to re-
main available until expended: Provided,
That revenues received by the Department
for uranium programs and estimated to total
$34,903,000 in fiscal year 1996 shall be retained
and used for the specific purpose of offsetting
costs incurred by the Department for such
activities notwithstanding the provisions of
31 U.S.C. 3302(b) and 42 U.S.C. 2296(b)(2): Pro-
vided further, That the sum herein appro-
priated shall be reduced as revenues are re-
ceived during fiscal year 1996 so as to result
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in a final fiscal year 1996 appropriation esti-

mated at not more than $29,294,000.

URANIUM ENRICHMENT DECONTAMINATION AND
DECOMMISSIONING FUND

For necessary expenses in carrying out
uranium enrichment facility decontamina-
tion and decommissioning, remedial actions
and other activities of title 11 of the Atomic
Energy Act of 1954 and title X, subtitle A of
the Energy Policy Act of 1992, $278,807,000, to
be derived from the fund, to remain available
until expended: Provided, That at least
$42,000,000 of amounts derived from the fund
for such expenses shall be expended in ac-
cordance with title X, subtitle A, of the En-
ergy Policy Act of 1992.

GENERAL SCIENCE AND RESEARCH ACTIVITIES

For expenses of the Department of Energy
activities including the purchase, construc-
tion and acquisition of plant and capital
equipment and other expenses incidental
thereto necessary for general science and re-
search activities in carrying out the pur-
poses of the Department of Energy Organiza-
tion Act (42 U.S.C. 7101, et seq.), including
the acquisition or condemnation of any real
property or facility or for plant or facility
acquisition, construction, or expansion; pur-
chase of passenger motor vehicles (not to ex-
ceed 12 for replacement only), [$991,000,000]
$971,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended.

NUCLEAR WASTE DISPOSAL FUND

[For nuclear waste disposal activities to
carry out the purposes of Public Law 97-425,
as amended, including the acquisition of real
property or facility construction or expan-
sion, $226,600,000, to remain available until
expended, to be derived from the Nuclear
Waste Fund.]

For the nuclear waste disposal activities to
carry out the purposes of Public Law 97-425, as
amended, including the acquisition of real prop-
erty or facility construction or expansion,
$151,600,000 to remain available until expended,
to be derived from the Nuclear Waste Fund: Pro-
vided, That of the amount herein appropriated
together with the amount provided in the De-
fense Nuclear Waste Disposal Appropriation
contained in this title, within available funds,
no more than $250,000,000 shall be available to
continue, at a reduced level, the technical site
characterization effort and to retain deferred li-
censing capability at the Yucca Mountain site:
Provided further, That the facility for the initial
storage of no more than 40,000 metric tons of
uranium at a site to be determined by the Presi-
dent shall be licensed by the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission for an unspecified period, in ac-
cordance with its regulations governing the li-
censing of independent spent fuel storage instal-
lations, without regard to sections 148(a) and
148(d) of Public Law 97-425: Provided further,
That the facility shall be expandable for the
subsequent transportation and interim storage
of up to 100,000 metric tons of uranium and
shall be operational in the 1998 timeframe, con-
sistent with sections 135(a)(1)(B), 135(a)(4),
137(a), 141(a), 148(a), 148(b), and 148(c) of Public
Law 97-425, but without regard to sections
131(a)(3), 131(b)(2), 135(a)(1), 135(a)(2), 135(d),
135(e), 141(g), 145, 146, 148(d)(1), 148(d)(3), and
148(d)(4) of Public Law 97-425: Provided further,
That the director shall review the program’s in-
stitutional activities, including all cooperative
agreements, international commitments, and
university assistance, and shall make available
to these entities amounts commensurate with the
revised program for nuclear waste disposal ac-
tivities: Provided further, That any funds pro-
vided to the State of Nevada are for the sole
purpose of conduct of its scientific oversight re-
sponsibilities pursuant to Public Law 97-425, as
amended: Provided further, That none of the
funds herein appropriated may be used directly
or indirectly to influence legislative action on
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any matter pending before Congress or a State
legislature or for any lobbying activity as pro-
vided in section 1913 of title 18, United States
Code: Provided further, That the Secretary shall
submit to the Congress within 90 days a revised
program plan and schedule, including a new
five-year budget, that addresses the construc-
tion and operation of the interim storage capa-
bility, the revised site characterization program
at the Yucca Mountain site, and the results of
the Director’s review of the program’s institu-
tional activities.
ATOMIC ENERGY DEFENSE ACTIVITIES
WEAPONS ACTIVITIES

For Department of Energy expenses, in-
cluding the purchase, construction and ac-
quisition of plant and capital equipment and
other incidental expenses necessary for
atomic energy defense weapons activities in
carrying out the purposes of the Department
of Energy Organization Act (42 U.S.C. 7101, et
seq.), including the acquisition or condemna-
tion of any real property or any facility or
for plant or facility acquisition, construc-
tion, or expansion; and the purchase of pas-
senger motor vehicles (not to exceed 79, of
which 76 are for replacement only, including
one police-type vehicle), [$3,273,014,000]
$3,751,719,000, to remain available until ex-
pended.

DEFENSE ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION AND

WASTE MANAGEMENT

For Department of Energy expenses, in-
cluding the purchase, construction and ac-
quisition of plant and capital equipment and
other incidental expenses necessary for
atomic energy defense environmental res-
toration and waste management activities in
carrying out the purposes of the Department
of Energy Organization Act (42 U.S.C. 7101, et
seq.), including the acquisition or condemna-
tion of any real property or any facility or
for plant or facility acquisition, construc-
tion, or expansion; and the purchase of pas-
senger motor vehicles (not to exceed 7 for re-
placement only), [$5,265,478,0001 $5,989,750,000,
to remain available until expended.

OTHER DEFENSE ACTIVITIES

For Department of Energy expenses, in-
cluding the purchase, construction and ac-
quisition of plant and capital equipment and
other incidental expenses necessary for
atomic energy defense, other defense activi-
ties in carrying out the purposes of the De-
partment of Energy Organization Act (42
U.S.C. 7101, et seq.), including the acquisi-
tion or condemnation of any real property or
any facility or for plant or facility acquisi-
tion, construction, or expansion
[$1,323,841,000] $1,439,112,000, to remain avail-
able until expended.

DEFENSE NUCLEAR WASTE DISPOSAL

For nuclear waste disposal activities to
carry out the purposes of Public Law 97-425,
as amended, including the acquisition of real
property or facility construction or expan-
sion, [$198,400,000] $248,400,000, to remain
available until expended, all of which shall be
used in accordance with the terms and condi-
tions of the Nuclear Waste Fund appropriation
of the Department of Energy contained in this
title.

DEPARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATION

For salaries and expenses of the Depart-
ment of Energy necessary for Departmental
Administration and other activities in carry-
ing out the purposes of the Department of
Energy Organization Act (42 U.S.C. 7101, et
seq.), including the hire of passenger motor
vehicles and official reception and represen-
tation expenses (not to exceed $35,000),
[$362,250,000] $377,126,000, to remain available
until expended, plus such additional amounts
as necessary to cover increases in the esti-
mated amount of cost of work for others not-
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withstanding the provisions of the Anti-Defi-
ciency Act (31 U.S.C. 1511, et seq.): Provided,
That such increases in cost of work are off-
set by revenue increases of the same or
greater amount, to remain available until
expended: Provided further, That moneys re-
ceived by the Department for miscellaneous
revenues estimated to total [$122,306,000]
$137,306,000 in fiscal year 1996 may be re-
tained and used for operating expenses with-
in this account, and may remain available
until expended, as authorized by section 201
of Public Law 95-238, notwithstanding the
provisions of section 3302 of title 31, United
States Code: Provided further, That the sum
herein appropriated shall be reduced by the
amount of miscellaneous revenues received
during fiscal year 1996 so as to result in a
final fiscal year 1996 appropriation estimated
at not more than [$239,944,000] $239,820,000.
OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL

For necessary expenses of the Office of the
Inspector General in carrying out the provi-
sions of the Inspector General Act of 1978, as
amended, [$26,000,000] $25,000,000, to remain
available until expended.

POWER MARKETING ADMINISTRATIONS
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ALASKA POWER
ADMINISTRATION

For necessary expenses of operation and
maintenance of projects in Alaska and of

marketing electric power and energy,
$4,260,000, to remain available until ex-
pended.

BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION FUND

Expenditures from the Bonneville Power
Administration Fund, established pursuant
to Public Law 93-454, are approved for offi-
cial reception and representation expenses in
an amount not to exceed $3,000.

During fiscal year 1996, no new direct loan
obligations may be made.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, SOUTHEASTERN
POWER ADMINISTRATION

For necessary expenses of operation and
maintenance of power transmission facilities
and of marketing electric power and energy
pursuant to the provisions of section 5 of the
Flood Control Act of 1944 (16 U.S.C. 825s), as
applied to the southeastern power area,
$19,843,000, to remain available until ex-
pended.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE,
SOUTHWESTERN POWER ADMINISTRATION

For necessary expenses of operation and
maintenance of power transmission facilities
and of marketing electric power and energy,
and for construction and acquisition of
transmission lines, substations and appur-
tenant facilities, and for administrative ex-
penses, including official reception and rep-
resentation expenses in an amount not to ex-
ceed $1,500 connected therewith, in carrying
out the provisions of section 5 of the Flood
Control Act of 1944 (16 U.S.C. 825s), as applied
to the southwestern power area, $29,778,000,
to remain available until expended; in addi-
tion, notwithstanding the provisions of 31
U.S.C. 3302, not to exceed $4,272,000 in reim-

bursements, to remain available until ex-
pended.
CONSTRUCTION, REHABILITATION, OPERATION

AND MAINTENANCE, WESTERN AREA POWER
ADMINISTRATION

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For carrying out the functions authorized
by title 111, section 302(a)(1)(E) of the Act of
August 4, 1977 (42 U.S.C. 7101, et seq.), and
other related activities including conserva-
tion and renewable resources programs as
authorized, including official reception and
representation expenses in an amount not to
exceed $1,500, $257,652,000, to remain available
until expended, of which $245,151,000 shall be
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derived from the Department of the Interior
Reclamation fund: Provided, That of the
amount herein appropriated, $5,283,000 is for
deposit into the Utah Reclamation Mitiga-
tion and Conservation Account pursuant to
title IV of the Reclamation Projects Author-
ization and Adjustment Act of 1992: Provided
further, That the Secretary of the Treasury
is authorized to transfer from the Colorado
River Dam Fund to the Western Area Power
Administration $4,556,000 to carry out the
power marketing and transmission activities
of the Boulder Canyon project as provided in
section 104(a)(4) of the Hoover Power Plant
Act of 1984, to remain available until ex-
pended.
FALCON AND AMISTAD OPERATING AND
MAINTENANCE FUND
For operation, maintenance, and emer-
gency costs for the hydroelectric facilities at
the Falcon and Amistad Dams, $1,000,000, to
remain available until expended and to be
derived from the Falcon and Amistad Oper-
ating and Maintenance Fund of the Western
Area Power Administration, as provided in
section 423 of the Foreign Relations Author-
ization Act, fiscal years 1994 and 1995.
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION
SALARIES AND EXPENSES
For necessary expenses of the Federal En-
ergy Regulatory Commission to carry out
the provisions of the Department of Energy
Organization Act (42 U.S.C. 7101, et seq.), in-
cluding services as authorized by 5 U.S.C.
3109, including the hire of passenger motor
vehicles; official reception and representa-
tion expenses (not to exceed $3,000);
[$132,290,000] $131,290,000, to remain available
until expended: Provided, That notwithstand-
ing any other provision of law, not to exceed
[$132,290,000] $131,290,000 of revenues from
fees and annual charges, and other services
and collections in fiscal year 1996, shall be
retained and used for necessary expenses in
this account, and shall remain available
until expended: Provided further, That the
sum herein appropriated shall be reduced as
revenues are received during fiscal year 1996
so as to result in a final fiscal year 1996 ap-
propriation estimated at not more than $0.
TITLE IV
INDEPENDENT AGENCIES
APPALACHIAN REGIONAL COMMISSION
For expenses necessary to carry out the
programs authorized by the Appalachian Re-
gional Development Act of 1965, as amended,
notwithstanding section 405 of said Act, and
for necessary expenses for the Federal Co-
Chairman and the alternate on the Appa-
lachian Regional Commission and for pay-
ment of the Federal share of the administra-
tive expenses of the Commission, including
services as authorized by section 3109 of title
5, United States Code, and hire of passenger
motor vehicles, to remain available until ex-
pended, [$142,000,000] $182,000,000.
DEFENSE NUCLEAR FACILITIES SAFETY
BOARD
SALARIES AND EXPENSES
For necessary expenses of the Defense Nu-
clear Facilities Safety Board in carrying out
activities authorized by the Atomic Energy
Act of 1954, as amended by Public Law 100-
456, section 1441, $17,000,000, to remain avail-
able until expended.
DELAWARE RIVER BASIN COMMISSION
SALARIES AND EXPENSES
For expenses necessary to carry out the func-
tions of the United States member of the Dela-
ware River Basin Commission, as authorized by
law (75 Stat. 716), $343,000.
CONTRIBUTION TO DELAWARE RIVER BASIN
COMMISSION
For payment of the United States share of the
current expenses of the Delaware River Basin
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Commission, as authorized by law (75 Stat. 706,
707), $478,000.
INTERSTATE COMMISSION ON THE
POTOMAC RIVER BASIN

CONTRIBUTION TO INTERSTATE COMMISSION ON
THE POTOMAC RIVER BASIN

To enable the Secretary of the Treasury to
pay in advance to the Interstate Commission on
the Potomac River Basin the Federal contribu-
tion toward the expenses of the Commission dur-
ing the current fiscal year in the administration
of its business in the conservancy district estab-
lished pursuant to the Act of July 11, 1940 (54
Stat. 748), as amended by the Act of September
25, 1970 (Public Law 91-407), $511,000.

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
SALARIES AND EXPENSES
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses of the Commission
in carrying out the purposes of the Energy
Reorganization Act of 1974, as amended, and
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended,
including the employment of aliens; services
authorized by section 3109 of title 5, United
States Code; publication and dissemination
of atomic information; purchase, repair, and
cleaning of uniforms, official representation
expenses (not to exceed $20,000); reimburse-
ments to the General Services Administra-
tion for security guard services; hire of pas-
senger motor vehicles and aircraft,
[$468,300,000] $474,300,000, to remain available
until expended, of which [$11,000,000]
$17,000,000 shall be derived from the Nuclear
Waste Fund: Provided, That from this appro-
priation, transfer of sums may be made to
other agencies of the Government for the
performance of the work for which this ap-
propriation is made, and in such cases the
sums so transferred may be merged with the
appropriation to which transferred: Provided
further, That moneys received by the Com-
mission for the cooperative nuclear safety
research program, services rendered to for-
eign governments and international organi-
zations, and the material and information
access authorization programs, including
criminal history checks under section 149 of
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended,
may be retained and used for salaries and ex-
penses associated with those activities, not-
withstanding 31 U.S.C. 3302, and shall remain
available until expended: Provided further,
That revenues from licensing fees, inspection
services, and other services and collections
estimated at $457,300,000 in fiscal year 1996
shall be retained and used for necessary sala-
ries and expenses in this account, notwith-
standing 31 U.S.C. 3302, and shall remain
available until expended: Provided further,
That the sum herein appropriated shall be
reduced by the amount of revenues received
during fiscal year 1996 from licensing fees,
inspection services and other services and
collections, excluding those moneys received
for the cooperative nuclear safety research
program, services rendered to foreign gov-
ernments and international organizations,
and the material and information access au-
thorization programs, so as to result in a
final fiscal year 1996 appropriation estimated
at not more than [$11,000,000] $17,000,000.

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

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, including services authorized by
section 3109 of title 5, United States Code,
$5,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended; and in addition, an amount not to
exceed 5 percent of this sum may be trans-
ferred from Salaries and Expenses, Nuclear
Regulatory Commission: Provided, That no-
tice of such transfers shall be given to the
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Committees on Appropriations of the House
and Senate: Provided further, That from this
appropriation, transfers of sums may be
made to other agencies of the Government
for the performance of the work for which
this appropriation is made, and in such cases
the sums so transferred may be merged with
the appropriation to which transferred: Pro-
vided further, That revenues from licensing
fees, inspection services, and other services
and collections shall be retained and used for
necessary salaries and expenses in this ac-
count, notwithstanding 31 U.S.C. 3302, and
shall remain available until expended: Pro-
vided further, That the sum herein appro-
priated shall be reduced by the amount of
revenues received during fiscal year 1996
from licensing fees, inspection services, and
other services and collections, so as to result
in a final fiscal year 1996 appropriation esti-
mated at not more than $0.
NUCLEAR WASTE TECHNICAL REVIEW
BOARD

SALARIES AND EXPENSES
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses of the Nuclear
Waste Technical Review Board, as author-
ized by Public Law 100-203, section 5051,
[$2,531,000] $2,664,000, to be transferred from
the Nuclear Waste Fund and to remain avail-
able until expended.

SUSQUEHANNA RIVER BASIN COMMISSION
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For expenses necessary to carry out the func-
tions of the United States member of the Susque-
hanna River Basin Commission as authorized by
law (84 Stat. 1541), $318,000.

CONTRIBUTION TO SUSQUEHANNA RIVER BASIN

COMMISSION

For payment of the United States share of the
current expenses of the Susquehanna River
Basin Commission, as authorized by law (84
Stat. 1530, 1531), $288,000.

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY
TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY FUND

For the purpose of carrying out the provi-
sions of the Tennessee Valley Authority Act
of 1933, as amended (16 U.S.C. ch. 12A), in-
cluding purchase, hire, maintenance, and op-
eration of aircraft, and purchase and hire of
passenger motor vehicles, [$103,339,000]1
$110,339,000, to remain available until ex-
pended.

TITLEV
GENERAL PROVISIONS

[SEc. 501. Sec. 505 of Public Law 102-377,
the Fiscal Year 1993 Energy and Water De-
velopment Appropriations Act, and section
208 of Public Law 99-349, the Urgent Supple-
mental Appropriations Act, 1986, are re-
pealed.

[SEc. 502. Sec. 510 of Public Law 101-514,
the Fiscal Year 1991 Energy and Water De-
velopment Appropriations Act, is repealed.]

SEC. 503. Without fiscal year limitation
and notwithstanding section 502(b)(5) of the
Nuclear Waste Policy Act, as amended, or
any other provision of law, a member of the
Nuclear Waste Technical Review Board
whose term has expired may continue to
serve as a member of the Board until such
member’s successor has taken office.

[SEc. 504. 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 applicable Federal law relating to risk
assessment, the protection of private prop-
erty rights, or unfunded mandates.]

SEC. 505. (a) PURCHASE OF AMERICAN-MADE
EQUIPMENT AND PRoODUCTS.—It is the sense of
the Congress that, to the greatest extent
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practicable, all equipment and products pur-
chased with funds made available in this Act
should be American-made.

(b) NoTICE 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. 506. None of the funds made available
in this Act may be used to revise the Mis-
souri River Master Water Control Manual
when it is made known to the Federal entity
or official to which the funds are made avail-
able that such revision provides for an in-
crease in the springtime water release pro-
gram during the spring heavy rainfall and
snow melt period in States that have rivers
draining into the Missouri River below the
Gavins Point Dam.

[SEC. 507. The amount otherwise provided
in this Act for the following account is here-
by reduced by the following amount:

[(1) “Nuclear Waste Disposal Fund’’, aggre-
gate amount, $1,000.

[SEC. 508. None of the funds made available
in this Act for the Army Corps of Engineers
Upper Mississippi River-lllinois Waterway
System Navigation Study may be used to
study any portion of the Upper Mississippi
River located above Lock and Dam 14 at Mo-
line, Illinois, and Bettendorf, lowa, except
that the limitation in this section shall not
apply to the conducting of any system-wide
environmental baseline study pursuant to
the National Environmental Policy Act.]

SEC. 509. Without fiscal year limitation, the
amount of fish and wildlife costs that the Bon-
neville Power Administration may incur during
a fiscal year shall not exceed its ability to pay
as a percent of the preceding years gross annual
power revenues exclusive of gross residential ex-
change revenues that the Bonneville Adminis-
trator accrues in that fiscal year. No branch or
agency of the Federal Government shall take
any action pursuant to any law which shall
cause the Bonneville Power Administration to
exceed this expenditure limitation.

““Fish and wildlife costs’” includes—

(1) purchase power costs and lost revenues, as
determined by the Bonneville Administrator
(subject to independent audit), based on the
forecast value of such costs or revenues under
average flow conditions, related to operations of
the Federal Columbia River Power System for
the benefit of fish and wildlife affected by the
development, operation, or management of such
system using operations prior to passage of the
Northwest Power Act as a baseline for calculat-
ing such costs;

(2) expenditures; and

(3) reimbursable costs.

This provision shall be implemented on October
1, 1995 unless there is a valid agreement which
limits Bonneville’s exposure to increases in fish
and wildlife costs consistent with its ability to
pay and the needs for fish and wildlife resources
in the Columbia River Basin.

This Act may be cited as the “Energy and
Water Development Appropriations Act,
1996°.

HOMOSEXUAL RIGHTS NEED
CLEAR AND DIRECT DEBATE

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, an effort
is underway to demand that Congress
enact legislation to grant rights to ho-
mosexuals that other Americans do not
have. |1 cannot believe that such legis-
lation will be approved by either the
Senate or the House, but there’s no
way to be certain that either or both
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bodies won’t cave in to political pres-
sures being exerted.

One thing appears certain: The lib-
eral media will likely get behind such
an effort.

In any event, Mr. President, the
Kinston, NC, Daily Free Press pub-
lished an excellent article on July 16
written by a gentleman who knows
whereof he speaks—Dr. Richard G.
McDonald of Kinston who for more
than 50 years has been working with
homosexuals. Dr. McDonald has a clear
understanding of what is going on even
if the vast majority of U.S. Senators do
not.

In any event, Mr. President, | want
Dr. McDonald’s observations to be
made available to Senators and others
who may have concerns about the obvi-
ous powerplay going on among U.S. ho-
mosexuals. Therefore, | ask unanimous
consent that the published comments
of Dr. McDonald be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the Kinston Free Press, July 16, 1995]
HOMOSEXUAL RIGHTS NEED CLEAR AND DIRECT
DEBATE
(By Dr. Richard G. McDonald)

There has been an ongoing debate about
gay rights, but the parameters of tolerance
have not been addressed. This needs to be
discussed clearly and directly.

There are tolerated limits and moral
bounds to all human activity. There is a
legal maxim that states, ‘“‘Your right to
swing your fist ends where my jaw begins.”
Self-explanatory. This is a line beyond which
you may nhot proceed without dire con-
sequence.

For over 50 years during and since WW 11,
I have been associated with, observed, super-
vised and counseled homosexuals; mostly
male. Civil rights is something to which all
people are entitled, regardless any other fac-
tor, i.e. jobs, housing, credit, etc., as a legal
and moral right.

Most of us live our lives quietly and pri-
vately. Most homosexuals do also and enjoy
successful lives interacting with society, in
general, peaceably. There is a large number
who, recognizing the inherent difficulty of
their state, are involved in a serious effort to
break away from what is unarguably abnor-
mal and unnatural. They work closely with
groups to this end; Exodus, nationally (with
a N.C. unit) and Homosexual Anonymous, as
in Maine (one of the groups with which I
work).

These are troubled people who want to es-
cape the clutches of their condition, knowing
that it is a one-way road to nowhere; a noth-
ingness to a tragic end and a sad death—if
AIDS infected, a death sentence.

The state of their general equanimity,
emotionally and psychologically, is dis-
turbed, disordered, distressed, disabled; re-
grettable but largely correctable. In 1970-71
at two national conventions of the American
Psychiatric Assoc. in San Francisco and
Washington, homosexuality as a mental ill-
ness was removed from the Diagnostic Direc-
tory of Mental Illness under circumstances
of coercion and intimidation that to this day
are shameful and a professional disgrace. If
you wonder why it was removed as a defined
illness, you have only to read of the cir-
cumstances under which it was removed to
realize that it never should have been.

There is, however, a radical and vociferous
element within the homosexual community
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who want it their way in all respects—such
is their disturbed state, sadly. They press
this agenda with an “‘in your face” approach
and with scandalous public displays such as
the parades and gay parties at Clinton’s in-
auguration in D.C. and the gay pride parades
nationally in general. (Pride in what?)

What this disturbed group wants is accept-
ance of their “‘lifestyle’” with federal govern-
ment blessing and protection as a ‘“civil
right”” to promote their actions; to teach in
our public schools that homosexuality is
both natural and normal; to convince our
youth that their lifestyle is merely an “‘al-
ternative choice.” To so convince and cor-
rupt our youth would inevitably lead to a
major breakdown in our social and moral
order. Debauchery undermines the public
moral fiber and the strength of people as a
community and nation. this is precisely
what led to the fall of great nations of the
past; e.g. ancient Greece and Rome.

The moral reason for its rejection we all
know. Causation is unknown to this day, sci-
entifically. Predisposition to homosexuality
is, no matter the cause, and will still be hu-
manly abnormal and unnatural and should
not be advanced to a government protected
right. From time immortal, it has been re-
jected as unacceptable on the wisdom of
thousands of years of human experience from
the knowledge of consequences.

Because of their small numbers, despite
their attempts to claim a large population,
they are on a constant ‘‘recruiting cam-
paign’ to have a replacement base for their
own purposes and to have available partners
for their gratification. This applies to both
genders though lesbians tend to have more
personal, ‘““‘caring and committed” relation-
ship of longer duration.

But for both, their general attitude as it
relates to human relations differs from that
of the heterosexual majority significantly,
in that it is inwardly directed in a self-cen-
tered matrix around gratification and the al-
most hysterical fear of aloneness without
“‘partners.” Sexual gratification is the moti-
vating drive without the interconnectedness
of “‘person,”” with the male. Most of the time,
it is anonymous sex. The ‘“‘bath houses” of
San Francisco in the Castro district are the
national hotbed of deviant gay sexuality and
the center of the highest per capita AIDS in-
fection rate in the nation. This is another
sad consequence of homosexuality which is
leading rapidly to a national epidemic; a fact
that the AMA is ignoring and the Center for
Disease Control does not want to admit; a se-
rious warning to the American public is
overdue.

Homosexual Congressman Steve Gunderson
and his Gay Republican Caucus are solidly
behind passage of the ‘““Gay Bill of Rights”’
(H.R. 382 and Senate S. 25); further, they are
busy lobbying for millions to fight for pas-
sage. To live their lives quietly and privately
is one thing; to have a protected and special
legal status is to give legitimacy to one of
mankind’s scourges. It must not happen for
reasons that are indisputable; now you know
what you must do.

WAS CONGRESS IRRESPONSIBLE?
CONSIDER THE ARITHMETIC

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, it does
not take a rocket scientist to be aware
that the U.S. Constitution forbids that
any President spend even a dime of
Federal tax money that has not first
been authorized and appropriated by
Congress—both the House of Rep-
resentatives and the U.S. Senate.

So when a politician or an editor or
a commentator pops off that ‘“Reagan
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ran up the Federal debt”’ or that ‘“‘Bush
ran it up,” bear in mind that the
Founding Fathers, two centuries before
the Reagan and Bush Presidencies,
made it very clear that it is the con-
stitutional duty of Congress—a duty
Congress cannot escape—to control
Federal spending.

Thus, is it not the fiscal irrespon-
sibility of Congress that has created
the incredible Federal debt which stood
at $4,948,204,552,522.39 as of the close of
business Friday, July 28?

This outrageous debt—which will be
passed on to our children and grand-
children—averages out to $18,783.46 for
every man, woman, and child in Amer-
ica.

THE FEDERAL JUDICIARY

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, in addi-
tion to the Minneapolis Star Tribune
articles regarding the Federal judici-
ary circulated to Senators on Friday,
July 28, | would like to share with my
colleagues the following article, which
was published on the op-ed page of the
Star Tribune on Sunday, March 12,
1995.

| ask unanimous consent that the ar-
ticle be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD as follows:

SERIES WRONGED WEST AND JUDGES
(By Ruth E. Stanoch)

What could explain the character assas-
sination the Star Tribune performed at the
expense of the reputation of several U.S. Su-
preme Court justices, other distinguished
federal jurists and the 6,000 employees of the
West Publishing Co.? This is a question
many people are asking after the Star Trib-
une wasted over eight pages of copy to prove
a faulty premise, and then ran an editorial
condemning allegations that the excruciat-
ingly long articles never substantiated.

Cleverly linking unrelated events, the Star
Tribune pulled quotes out of context and em-
ployed provocative tabloid language in lead
headlines and paragraphs, only to suggest
wrongdoing that its own handpicked panel of
experts could not find.

The Star Tribune suggests as much in its
own editorial. “All this might be just a
minor eyebrow-raiser,” state the editors, “‘if
not for a question of timing.”

Timing indeed. How is it that some 13
years after the creation of the Devitt
Award—and after receiving press releases
from West explaining every detail and iden-
tifying every recipient of this most distin-
guished award—that the Star Tribune finally
woke up and destroyed half a forest in an ef-
fort to trash West and some highly respected
federal judges? As the newspaper would have
found from its own clips, the Devitt Award
was started long before the West cases cited
by the paper came before the U.S. Supreme
Court, and it continues today, long after the
cases have been resolved. If the issue is tim-
ing, it is the Star Tribune’s timing that
ought to be questioned.

The answer won’t sell many newspapers,
for there is no murky conspiracy or un-
founded allegation of improper influence. In
fact, the Star Tribune’s effort to out-in-
trigue Oliver Stone is merely the latest ex-
ample of the bare-knuckled tussling that has
become the norm in the fiercely competitive
online information service sector.
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According to a February news release from
the Star Tribune’s partner, AT&T, the Star
Tribune’s parent company, Cowles Media,
has formed Cowles Business Media for the
sole purpose of creating an online news and
information service for business profes-
sionals. Furthermore, in a March 3 letter to
West, the Star Tribune admitted that *“‘if
there is a major court decision we will obvi-
ously report it on the online service, and we
might publish the decision if we had access
to it.”” WESTLAW, West Publishing’s flag-
ship online service, is already the nation’s
leading source of legal and nonlegal business
and professional information. Make no mis-
take. The Star Tribune and Cowles Business
Media will compete directly with
WESTLAW. West welcomes competition. In
fact, since 1992, the number of competing
providers of caselaw has increased from 65 to
more than 190. West’s two largest competi-
tors are multibillion dollar, multinational
conglomerates headquartered in foreign
countries. The Star Tribune lamely states it
has no intention of entering the legal pub-
lishing business, hoping its readers don’t
know and will not find out that West isn’t
just a caselaw publisher, but one of Ameri-
ca’s leading online business and professional
information providers.

The Star Tribune must not forget that
aside from its competitive business ventures
it remains a newspaper. It could have added
a dose of journalistic integrity to the story
by merely mentioning the AT&T venture
somewhere in that enormous story—just as
it did whenever notions of accuracy forced it
to admit, however cryptically, that neither
West nor the judges had done anything
wrong at all.

The Star Tribune also has a duty to pursue
its tasks in good faith. In correspondence
with Star Tribune editors and feature writ-
ers. West was told that the newspaper was
undertaking a broad examination of the en-
tire legal publishing industry. West was
asked to cooperate with work on an article
that involved ‘‘major contractors such as
Mead Data Central, West Publishing Co. and
Lawyers’ Cooperative Publishing.”

West cooperated initially because any
story entitled ““Who Owns the Law’’ ought to
say—and we did—that among major legal
publishing companies, only West is Amer-
ican-owned. West thought that in the wake
of Dutch-owned Reed Elsevier’s $1.5 billion
purchase of West’s primary American com-
petitor, Mead Data Central, the Star Tribune
would do a story on how a relatively small
Minnesota company was holding its own
against massive foreign competitors.

Wrong. While the Star Tribune’s editors
sent West placating letters declaring their
intention to write a balanced story, the writ-
ers relentlessly focused on West. And now,
given the appearance of West’s name in the
sensational headline of the story, and its sin-
gle-minded focus on West and the conduct of
West executives, how can the Star Tribune
state publicly, as it has, that West was not
even a focus in the report? West was purpose-
fully misled.

The Star Tribune story also did an enor-
mous disservice to the honorable people
serving in America’s federal judiciary. The
Devitt Award, according to the Star Tribune,
was intended to be the ““Nobel Prize for the
federal judiciary.” Indeed, as the Star Trib-
une acknowledges, the Devitt Award has be-
come a ‘‘prestigious’ award whose ‘‘recipi-
ents chosen over the years have been worthy
of honor.” Judges who have received the
award ‘““have shown courage in handling civil
rights matters and creativity in improving
the administration of justice.”

So how can the Star Tribune blithely infer
that the same distinguished judges who,
through their integrity and courage, are de-
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serving of such a respected award, would en-
gage in misconduct to benefit West? Clearly
the Star Tribune cynically plays upon the
public’s mistrust of government institutions,
leaving the casual reader with the impres-
sion that another great institution has fallen
victim to misplaced ethics.

Such allegations are doubly outrageous
given the article’s unequivocal statements
that ‘““West broke no laws in making the
gifts,”” and that “‘the award complies with all
laws and ethics codes.”” Is the Star Tribune
the brave new arbiter of illusory judicial
standards? Why, even the Star Tribune’s own
handpicked ethics expert had to admit that
“it is perfectly legitimate for a law book
publisher to sponsor such an award—I’ve
nominated someone myself—and to enlist
the aid of judges in selecting the recipients
and to pay their reasonable expenses in ful-
filling that selection obligation.”

Finally, the Star Tribune established no
link between the Devitt Award and court
cases resolved in West’'s favor because no
such link exists. With regard to the U.S. Su-
preme Court cases cited by the Star Tribune,
the court did not hear the cases. Rather, the
justices declined to review the rulings of
lower courts—something they do with 96 per-
cent of the cases that come their way. In the
face of this overwhelming percentage, what
evidence did the Star Tribune uncover to
support its lurid reference that, but for
West’s influence, any one of those cases were
special enough to warrant review? Abso-
lutely none.

In fact, the petitions involving West were
rejected by the Supreme Court because they
were simply without merit. Yet the Star
Tribune, finding no evidence to suggest oth-
erwise, turns instead to the predictable sour
grapes of losing attorneys for accusations of
misdeeds. The article also quoted out of con-
text an unnamed federal appeals court judge
who asks an attorney challenging West, “Did
West do something to make you mad?”’
Placed in the proper context, the judge was
asking precisely the right question, since the
issue before the court was whether there was
an actual controversy in the first place. The
quoted judge was frustrated over the other
party’s failure to identify a dispute that the
court could resolve. It’s all there in the tran-
scripts and pleadings, but the Star Tribune
chose to ignore it.

In short, the Star Tribune expended enor-
mous resources to concoct a self-serving,
long-winded and repetitive story that
trashed a fine, old Minnesota company,
reached no constructive conclusion, found no
improper behavior and left readers asking,
““So what?”” But most importantly, the story
took several poorly aimed and ill-advised
shots at the pinnacle of the American judici-
ary. It was all unnecessary and unfortunate.
The people of Minnesota and the readers of
the Star Tribune deserve better.

UNITED STATES-UNITED KINGDOM
AVIATION RELATIONS

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, | rise
today to discuss a matter of great im-
portance to U.S. passenger and cargo
carriers. | refer to aviation relations
between the United States and the
United Kingdom. The strategic loca-
tion of the United Kingdom makes it a
key crossroad for international traffic.
It is a gateway to Europe and an im-
portant link in the global aviation
market.

A liberalized, balanced air service
agreement between the United States
and the United Kingdom is in the best
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interest of both countries. Of equal im-
portance, the increased competition re-
sulting from such an agreement would
benefit consumers on both sides of the
Atlantic. Unfortunately, our current
bilateral aviation agreement—the Ber-
muda Il Agreement—is anticompeti-
tive, nowhere near balanced, and harms
consumers.

First, the agreement is terribly re-
strictive. For example, presently only
two U.S. carriers—American Airlines
and United Airlines—can serve London
Heathrow Airport and they can do so
only from specific cities. This is par-
ticularly significant since Heathrow is
the most important international gate-
way airport in the world. Also, the
number of passengers carried to the
United Kingdom by United States air-
lines is severely constrained by the
Bermuda Il Agreement. Without ques-
tion, Bermuda Il is our most restric-
tive bilateral aviation agreement.

Second, the air service agreement is
grossly imbalanced in favor of the Brit-
ish. Currently, United Kingdom air-
lines carry approximately 60 percent of
the transatlantic passengers between
the United States and the United King-
dom. In 1976, U.S. air carriers had
around 60 percent of the transatlantic
passenger market share. The British
found that state of affairs intolerable.
In fact, the United Kingdom relied on
this inequitable balance as the basis
for renouncing the Bermuda | Agree-
ment.

The British were right. A 60 percent-
40 percent imbalance is intolerable. It
must be corrected. U.S. carriers are
highly competitive and, but for Ber-
muda Il, the market would not be
skewed in this manner. I am willing to
put our highly efficient carriers up
against any foreign carriers. Given the
chance, | am confident they will suc-
cessfully compete in any market
worldwide.

Finally, Bermuda Il is undesirable
for consumers because it limits com-
petition. Consumers on both sides of
the Atlantic would benefit greatly
from increased competition in the
United States-United Kingdom trans-
atlantic market. Bermuda Il does not
discriminate, it harms British consum-
ers as well as United States travelers.

Mr. President, earlier this year the
United States began pressing for a lib-
eralized, market oriented aviation
agreement with the United Kingdom.
This is not the first time we have tried
to secure an air service agreement on
this basis. In fact, for more than 50
years the United States has repeatedly
tried to get the United Kingdom to em-
brace an air service agreement based
on free-market principles. Our current
position is not new, nor is it novel.

Unfortunately, for more than 50
years, these attempts have consist-
ently been rebuffed by the British who
are very concerned about the prospect
of unrestrained head-to-head competi-
tion with United States carriers. Many
aspects of our trade relationship with
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the United Kingdom are open and unre-
stricted. Aviation certainly is not one
of them.

The current round of negotiations
that began earlier this year did, how-
ever, start a process which hopefully
will ultimately result in a liberalized
air service agreement. The phase 1 deal
agreed to by the United States and the
United Kingdom last month is a step in
the right direction, but we have a long,
long way to go.

Hopefully, the momentum of the
phase 1 deal will carry over into phase
2 negotiations which began recently in
London. | hope we can secure a phase 2
deal this fall that increases access to
Heathrow and Gatwick Airports, and
liberalizes cargo services, pricing, and
charter flights. Such an agreement
would be another significant step. It
would be a welcome development. How-
ever, even if we reach consensus on a
phase 2 agreement, we must not stop
there. The United States and the Unit-
ed Kingdom must continue working to-
gether to fully liberalize our aviation
relations.

Mr. President, 1 wish to briefly dis-
cuss two important related issues.
First, is the United States’ request for
additional Heathrow access fair and re-
alistic in light of current capacity lim-
itations at that airport? Second, does
the United States have enough lever-
age in negotiations to obtain a liberal-
ized air service agreement?

Several weeks ago | met in London
with key United Kingdom transport of-
ficials and aviation executives to bet-
ter evaluate each of these questions. |
believe the answer to both questions is
‘‘yes.” Let me explain my conclusions.

Heathrow Airport, like four airports
in the United States, is a slot-con-
trolled facility. By this | mean it has a
limited number of takeoff and landing
slots. | was aware Heathrow handles a
substantial amount of passenger and
cargo traffic. However, | was surprised
to discover Heathrow also is an airport
with significant unused capacity.

In the short term, operational
changes at Heathrow could imme-
diately create much-needed additional
runway capacity. For instance, pres-
ently Heathrow’s two runways function
on what is called segregated mode op-
erations. What this means is one run-
way is used exclusively for takeoffs
while the other is used exclusively for
landings. Operating runways in this
manner is quite inefficient.

In the United States, most of our
major airports use mixed-mode runway
operations. This means landing and de-
parting traffic is sequenced and mixed
on the same runway. Mixed-mode oper-
ations are very efficient and very safe.
They enable an airport to maximize
runway capacity.

What would result if Heathrow
switched its runways to mixed-mode
operations? It has been estimated hour-
ly runway capacity would increase by
about 18 percent. This would mean po-
tentially an additional 7 arrivals and 7
departures per hour, and more than 100
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new arrivals and 100 new departures
daily. For an airport which purportedly
has no additional capacity, this is very
significant indeed.

Some adjustments in airspace oper-
ations and ground movement manage-
ment would be needed to capture the
full traffic benefits of this switch in
runway operations. Let me add that |
understand the noise climate around
Heathrow has been improving for many
years and, due to newer and quieter
jets, increased operations should not
pose an environmental problem.

I wish | could take credit for this ex-
cellent idea. The credit, however, goes
to British Government and industry
projects which have studied the
Heathrow capacity problem. It was a
conclusion of the British Civil Aviation
Authority study on runway capacity
that was released in 1993. The source of
the statistics to which | refer is the
August 1994 report of the Heathrow
Airport Runway Capacity Enhance-
ment Study. On June 22, 1995, the
House of Commons Transport Commit-
tee commenced an inquiry into airport
capacity issues in the United Kingdom.
Among the issues it will consider is un-
derutilization of airport capacity and,
in that regard, methods of runway op-
erations.

In the longer term, there is a pro-
posal to add a new terminal at
Heathrow that will significantly in-
crease airport capacity. According to a
report by BAA plc, the dynamic private
company that owns and operates
Heathrow, the proposed new terminal 5
would allow Heathrow to handle 30 mil-
lion more passengers a year.

Time and time again United States
negotiators are told by their very
skilled British counterparts there is no
additional capacity at Heathrow. | un-
derstand the British sang the same
song in negotiations in London earlier
this month. We should confront the
British negotiators with these facts
and supporting studies.

Let me turn to the important ques-
tion of whether we have enough lever-
age to get the British to agree to a
fully liberalized aviation agreement.
The Aviation Subcommittee of the
Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation Committee considered that issue
during a hearing several months ago.
Understandably, a number of Senators
were concerned the United States has
squandered its leverage by giving the
British too many aviation rights in the
past without obtaining equal benefits.
That criticism of negotiations prior to
1995, particularly those which led to
the Bermuda Il Agreement in 1977, is
warranted. We have given, so to speak,
with both hands.

| disagree, however, that the United
States has nothing of value left which
will enable us to obtain a liberalized
aviation agreement with the British.
We still hold the ultimate leverage, the
most important bargaining chip of all.
We control the substantial economic
benefit the United Kingdom presently
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enjoys as a result of United States car-
rier business.

There was a time when geographic
factors and technological limitations
made the United Kingdom the inter-
national gateway of necessity for Unit-
ed States carriers serving Europe and
beyond. The British skillfully played
this bargaining chip for all that it was
worth. In fact, they continue to oper-
ate on this outdated premise.

Times have changed. New generation,
long-range aircraft have made the op-
tion of overflying the United Kingdom
to gateway airports on the European
Continent an option that is viable from
both an operational and economic
standpoint. Moreover, open skies
agreements with European countries
have made clear to the United States
and to U.S. carriers that these nations
want our business. If the United King-
dom does not promptly revise its
thinking, it may well see United States
carriers look beyond the United King-
dom to the European Continent for
international gateway opportunities.

Recent developments in our aviation
relations with countries on the Euro-
pean Continent have quite understand-
ably caused our carriers to seriously
consider opportunities beyond the
United Kingdom. Since the United
States and The Netherlands signed an
open skies accord in 1992, the resulting
growth of international traffic to Am-
sterdam’s Schiphol International Air-
port has been quite significant. Our
very recent open skies agreements with
Austria, Denmark, Finland, Iceland,
Luxembourg, Norway, Sweden, and
Switzerland should also create new
continental opportunities. An open
skies agreement with Belgium that is
expected soon will have the same ef-
fect.

The greatest catalyst for this move-
ment of United States air service busi-
ness to the European Continent, how-
ever, would be an open skies agreement
with Germany. | welcome reports that
aviation negotiations between the
United States and Germany earlier this
month went very well. Also, I am
pleased German Transport Minister
Matthias Wissmann came to Washing-
ton last week to meet with Secretary
Pefa. United States-German aviation
relations are moving in the right direc-
tion.

An open skies agreement with Ger-
many would make the airports in Mu-
nich and Frankfurt very attractive to
United States carriers who are frus-
trated they cannot obtain sufficient ac-
cess to Heathrow and Gatwick. | under-
stand a new airport also is planned in
Berlin. In combination with inter-
national airports in European coun-
tries with which we have open skies
agreements—particularly Amsterdam’s
Schiphol International Airport—Ger-
man airports represent significant
competition to United Kingdom air-
ports.

BAA plc, which owns and operates
Heathrow, makes my point very suc-
cinctly. In a recent publication, BAA
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perceptively observed: ‘“‘Airlines and
passengers are free agents. If extra ca-
pacity is not developed at Heathrow,
the airport will not be able to satisfy
demand and airlines will expand their
business at continental airports.”” BAA
added, “if airlines are denied the op-
portunity to grow at Heathrow, many
will choose Paris, Frankfurt or Am-
sterdam.”” BAA is absolutely right.

Before it is too late, | hope the Unit-
ed Kingdom Department of Transport
recognizes the United Kingdom no
longer has a monopoly as an inter-
national air travel gateway for United
States carriers. The economic stakes
for the United Kingdom are very high.

Mr. President, | remain hopeful the
British will liberalize their air service
agreement with our country. It is in
the best interest of both countries to
do so. As British negotiators again pos-
ture over Heathrow access and other
important elements of the phase 2 deal
such as liberalization of cargo services,
I hope they fully understand the impli-
cations of new opportunities for United
States carriers in continental Europe.
An open skies agreement with Ger-
many would really drive home this
point.

I ask unanimous consent that a re-
cent article appearing in the Financial
Times describing my view of the im-
pact an open skies agreement between
the United States and Germany would
have on United States-United Kingdom
aviation relations be printed in the
RECORD.

| further ask unanimous consent that
a letter | recently sent to Sir George
Young, the new United Kingdom Sec-
retary of State for Transport, which
describes my concern about the current
state of United States-United Kingdom
aviation relations also be printed in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the Financial Times, July 6, 1995]
SENATOR PILES ON HEATHROW PRESSURE
(By Michael Skapinker)

Airlines in the US might look to Germany
to provide a new European gateway airport if
London’s Heathrow is not opened to Amer-
ican carriers, Senator Larry Pressler, chair-
man of the US Senate Commerce and Trans-
portation Committee said yesterday.

Senator Pressler, who was in London for
talks with UK officials, said: ‘““With longer-
range new generation aircraft, frustrated US
carriers may well look beyond the UK for an-
other international gateway airport. An
open skies agreement with Germany, which
may result from the US-Germany bilateral
air talks later this month, will add much
fuel to this fire.”

Senator Pressler said, however, that he fa-
voured raising the maximum stake that for-
eign airlines can hold in US carriers to 49 per
cent from the current ceiling of 25 per cent.

Sir Colin Marshall, chairman of British
Airways, said this week that if the US want-
ed greater access to Heathrow, it would have
to lift maximum ownership limits in its air-
lines and allow greater co-operation between
UK carriers and their American partners.

Senator Pressler, whose committee is to
hold hearings on US aviation policy next
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week, said he recognized that Heathrow was
congested. He said, however, that there were
several operational changes which could be
made to allow the airport to accommodate
more traffic. These included using the air-
port’s two runways for both landings and
take-offs. Heathrow currently has landings
and take-offs on separate runways.

Senator Pressler said that although he was
a Republican, he supported the way the US
had negotiated with the UK under Mr.
Federico Pena, the US transportation sec-
retary. Mr. Pena has been criticised in Con-
gress for taking too timid an approach to the
UK.

COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE,
AND TRANSPORTATION,
Washington, DC, July 14, 1995.

Rt. Hon. SIR GEORGE YOUNG MP,

Secretary of State for Transport, Department of
Transport, 2 Marsham Street, London SW1P
3EB, United Kingdom.

DEAR SIR GEORGE: Congratulations on your
recent appointment as Secretary of State for
Transport. On July 3rd I met in London with
your predecessor, Dr. Mahwinney, in a very
informative session. | hope that we can con-
tinue the dialogue Dr. Mawhinney and |
started.

As | told Dr. Mahwinney, | am very hopeful
the Phase 1 agreement last month will be the
first step in liberalization of the U.S./U.K. bi-
lateral aviation agreement. U.S. carriers are
understandably very concerned over recent
statistics indicating U.K. carriers now serve
approximately 60 percent of the trans-
atlantic passenger traffic between our coun-
tries. Historically, as you know, both coun-
tries have regarded a 60/40 imbalance to be
unacceptable.

I believe a balanced, liberalized air service
agreement is in the best interest of both
countries. Of equal importance, increased
competition that would result from such an
agreement would be beneficial for consumers
on both sides of the Atlantic. If your travels
bring you to Washington, D.C., | would enjoy
having the opportunity to discuss these is-
sues with you in person.

Sincerely,
LARRY PRESSLER,
Chairman.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, | sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. DOMENICI. What is the pending
business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
pending business is H.R. 1905.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, par-
liamentary inquiry; am | correct that
at 2 p.m. we will leave this energy and
water appropriations bill and then take
up the State Department authorization
bill?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. DOMENICI. What is the status of
that bill? Is there a cloture petition
pending on that?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo-
ture petition was filed on Friday and
will mature tomorrow.

Mr. DOMENICI. Has a time been set
for a vote on that?

The
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Not at
this time.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, par-
liamentary inquiry; in the event that
that State Department/foreign assist-
ance bill is removed from the calendar
postcloture tomorrow, what would the
pending business then be?

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
question would occur on H.R. 1905.

Mr. DOMENICI. | thank the Chair.

Mr. President, | yield myself 10 min-
utes, then there will be 10 minutes for
my friend, the ranking member, Sen-
ator JOHNSTON. | do not believe we will
be able to accomplish much business,
but the energy and water bill is pend-
ing.

I am pleased to bring H.R. 1905, the
energy and water development appro-
priations bill for fiscal year 1996 before
the Senate for its consideration. The
bill was passed by the House on July 12,
less than 3 weeks ago, with a vote of
400 to 27.

The Senate Energy and Water Devel-
opment Subcommittee marked up the
bill on July 25. The full committee re-
ported it out 28 to 0 last Thursday,
July 27. The bill and report have been
available to Senators and their staff
since last Friday, July 28.

Although the Appropriations Com-
mittee has moved quickly to prepare
the bill, the quality of this legislation,
in my opinion, has not suffered. While
we are under extreme budgetary pres-
sures resulting from the budget resolu-
tion’s mandate of erasing the Federal
deficit over the next 7 years, and our
desire to restrain Federal spending, the
bill before the Senate is well balanced
and equitable. The committee has done
the best job possible under very dif-
ficult circumstances.

I first want to thank the former
chairman of the subcommittee, and
now ranking member, Senator JOHN-
sToN, for his assistance in developing
this year’s bill. The distinguished Sen-
ator from Louisiana has been the
chairman or ranking member on this
subcommittee for many years, and is
intimately familiar with every aspect
of the energy and water bill. He has
been helpful at every step of the way,
and his guidance and insight have been
invaluable to me and the other mem-
bers of the subcommittee.

I also thank the chairman of the full
Appropriations Committee, and former
chairman and ranking member of the
Energy and Water Development Sub-
committee, Senator HATFIELD, for his
help in bringing this bill before the
Senate. Senator HATFIELD has exten-
sive knowledge of the programs funded
in this bill, and we relied on his exper-
tise on several occasions during the
past few weeks. As chairman of the full
committee, the distinguished Senator
from Oregon has the tremendous re-
sponsibility of ensuring that all 13 ap-
propriations bills will be enacted prior
to the end of the fiscal year. At the
rate the committee is reporting the
bills to the Senate, it appears that we
will reach that objective. What hap-
pens after we have reported them out

The
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and gone to conference and reported
them out of conference and through
the floors of both bodies, I do not
know.

Mr. President, the Energy and Water
Development Subcommittee funds pro-
grams in both the defense and
nondefense areas. Our total 602(b) allo-
cation is divided between these two
categories, and is consistent with the
budget resolution’s firewalls separating
defense and nondefense spending.

Although we are below our total
602(b) allocation for both budget au-
thority and outlays, we are constrained
by our budget authority allocation for
defense programs, and our outlay allo-
cation for nondefense. There is no room
left in our allocation to fund programs
in either the defense or nondefense
areas.

If we were to fund them, or fund
them differently, we will have to take
away from funding in the bill. | remind
Senators, if they choose to take money
from the defense portion—and obvi-
ously you can ask which portion it is,
but I think it is clearly understandable
within the budget—if they choose to
move defense money to a nondefense
program, it is subject to a point of
order under the Budget Act and clearly
would violate the spirit of the budget
resolution of this year. So it is not
going to be easy for Senators to have
amendments on the nondefense side be-
cause they are going to only look to
that portion of this bill that is
nondefense to try to move money
around. That is just the way it is, and
especially when you put a firewall up,
which we have now imposed for the
next 3 years.

Let me give the Senate and those in-
terested in appropriations a little bit of
an overall picture.

Fifty-seven percent of the funds in
the bill are dedicated to programs in
the atomic energy defense activities
areas, including nuclear waste cleanup
activities. A total of $11,445,981,000 in
budget authority and $10,906,895,000 in
outlays is recommended. This is con-
sistent with the budget resolution
crosswalk of $11,447,000,000 in budget
authority, and $10,944,000,000 in out-
lays, and the crosswalk is identical to
our 602(b) allocation.

The areas where we are recommend-
ing the largest reductions in spending
are the nondefense programs—the
Army Corps of Engineers, the Bureau
of Reclamation, nondefense programs
in the Department of Energy, and the
independent agencies—which comprise
only 43 percent of the bill.

The total amount recommended for
nondefense  domestic  discretionary
spending is $8,716,112,000 in budget au-
thority and $9,271,155,000 in outlays.
This is right up against our nondefense
outlay ceiling, as | have heretofore de-
scribed. The nondefense total for budg-
et authority is $1,458,107,000 below the
current year, $819,108,000 below the
President’s budget request, and
$481,888,000 below the budget resolution
crosswalk.
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Due to this dramatic reduction in
nondefense spending, the Subcommit-
tee’s ability to fund new initiatives is
extremely limited, and many existing
programs are cut significantly below
both the current year and the Presi-
dent’s request. For example, we are
proposing the following major reduc-
tions to current year spending levels:

Army Corps of Engineers—Down
$234.6 million;

Bureau of
$64.7 million;

Solar and renewable energy—Re-
duced by $104.5 million;

Fusion energy—Cut $147.4 million;

Appalachian Regional Commission—
Down $100 million; and

Tennessee Valley Authority—A $32.5
million cut.

We are proposing to terminate the
following programs or new initiatives
within the Department of Energy:

Electric systems reliability research;

Russian replacement power initia-
tive;

Civilian waste research and develop-
ment;

University research instrumentation;

The technology partnership program;
and

The in-house energy management
program.

The subcommittee also had proposed
to agree with the administration’s
budget request to terminate the De-
partment of Energy’s nondefense ad-
vanced reactor program. An amend-
ment during the full committee mark-
up, however, restored $12.5 million for
the Gas Turbine—Modular Helium Re-
actor Program. The subcommittee had
included $7.5 million in its mark for
termination costs associated with the
gas cooled reactor, and an additional $5
million was added to reach the $12.5
million level recommended by the
amendment.

Although we are proposing some sig-
nificant changes in the nondefense ac-
tivities of the Department of Energy,
we have done our best to protect basic
science research. It is true that we are
proposing major reductions to such
worthy programs as solar and renew-
ables and fusion energy, but we have
held the line on biological and environ-
mental research, basic energy sciences,
and high energy and nuclear physics.

These are the fundamental, basic
science missions of the Department of
Energy, and are the core competencies
we feel are most in need of protection.
These programs will have a direct in-
fluence on the ability of the Nation to
keep pace in many technologically de-
manding areas, and will support future
missions in areas such as the human
genome program, one of the world’s
greatest wellness programs. If it suc-
ceeds, we may find cures for thousands
of ailments that beset humanity across
the world. Other medical research ac-

Reclamation—Reduced

tivities, global environmental re-
search, materials and chemical
sciences, the physical sciences, and

others are retained at high levels to
keep us on the cutting edge.
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Although we are recommending sig-
nificant program reductions, we be-
lieve we have drafted a more balanced
bill than the House. We have restored
funds above the House levels for the
following programs:

Defense environmental restoration
and waste management—$724.3 million;

Solar and renewable energy—$17.2
million;

Soviet designed reactor safety—$40
million;

Biological and environmental re-
search—%$48.9 million;
Nondefense laboratory technology

transfer—$25 million; and

University science and education—
$30 million.

Another topic deserving mention is
the subject of authorizing bill lan-
guage. We have received numerous re-
quests to include authorizing language
for the Corps of Engineers and the Bu-
reau of Reclamation. Unfortunately,
due to conflicts with the authorizing
committees, we have not been able to
accommodate these requests. We are
hopeful the authorizing committee will
pass a bill this year, and relieve us of
these pressures.

At this point, Mr. President, 1 would
like to briefly summarize the bill as re-
ported by the committee.

Title I of the bill funds the water re-
source development activities of the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Civil
Works Program. The total new budget
authority recommended is
$3,174,512,000, a reduction of $234.4 mil-
lion from the currently enacted level,
and $132.9 million below the budget re-
quest. The corps’ water resources pro-
gram provides lasting benefits to the
Nation in the areas of flood control,
municipal and industrial water supply,
irrigation, commercial navigation, hy-
droelectric power, recreation, and fish
and wildlife enhancement.

The committee has rejected the ad-
ministration’s proposals to radically
change the civil works mission for the
Corps of Engineers. Were these propos-
als to go into effect in fiscal year 1996,
the corps would be involved in only
those projects and proposals deemed to
be of national scope and significance.
While it may at first seem reasonable
that the Federal Government only be
involved in programs of national sig-
nificance, a closer look makes it appar-
ent that they were ill-conceived and
are counterproductive to the well-
being of the Nation.

And the committee has rejected them
by not affirming them and acting on
some projects in disregard of that new
definition.

The most far-reaching of these pro-
posals involves the Corps of Engineers’
role in protecting our citizens from the
devastating effects of floods. Under the
administration’s proposal, the corps
would only participate in projects that
meet the following three criteria:
First, more than one-half of the dam-
aging flood water must come from out-
side the boundaries of the State where
the damage is occurring; second, the
project must have a benefit-to-cost
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ratio of 2 or greater; and third, the
non-Federal sponsor must be willing
and able to pay 75 percent of the first
cost of the project. The practical effect
of applying those criteria against all
proposed projects would be to termi-
nate the Federal Government’s role in
flood control activities.

The first criterion alone would elimi-
nate the corps’ role in flood control
throughout much of the country, in-
cluding three of our largest States:
California, Texas, and Florida. Termi-
nating the Federal Government’s role
in flood control activities as a way to
save money clearly is not one that this
committee has decided is right nor is it
necessary under moneys we have avail-
able. We can continue with a lesser
program without tying its hands that
much.

The committee also has rejected the
administration’s proposals to termi-
nate the Federal role in shore protec-
tion projects and smaller navigation
projects.

Title Il of the bill funds activities as-
sociated with the Department of the
Interiors’ Bureau of Reclamation and
the central Utah completion project.
Total funding recommended for these
activities is $816,624,000. This is a re-
duction of $64.8 million from the cur-
rent year’s level, and $16.4 million
below the budget request.

Programs and activities of the De-
partment of Energy comprise title 111
of the bill, and a total of $16,235,359,000
in new budget authority is rec-
ommended. Programs funded under
this title relate to: energy supply, re-
search and development activities, ura-
nium supply and enrichment activities,
the uranium enrichment decontamina-
tion and decommissioning fund, gen-
eral science and research activities,
the nuclear waste disposal fund, atomic
energy defense activities, departmental
administration, the Office of the In-
spector General, the Power Marketing
Administrations, and the Federal En-
ergy Regulatory Commission.

For atomic energy defense activities,
the committee recommends a total of
$11.429 billion in new budget authority.
The programs funded in this area in-
clude stockpile stewardship, stockpile
management, defense environmental
restoration and waste management,
verification and control technology,
and others. Well over half of the total
atomic energy defense activities funds,
almost $6 billion, is for the Environ-
mental Restoration and Waste Manage-
ment Program. The committee’s rec-
ommendation is $724 million above the
House for this critical program focused
on cleaning up and managing existing
waste at various atomic weapons pro-
duction sites.

Under the energy supply, research
and development account, the commit-
tee proposes an appropriation of
$2,798,324,000 to fund such programs as
solar and renewable energy, nuclear en-
ergy, biological and environmental re-
search, fusion energy, basic energy
sciences, and other activities.
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One of the most difficult decisions
made by the committee concerns the
Civilian High Level Radioactive Waste
Management Program in the Depart-
ment of Energy. Because the adminis-
tration requested no discretionary ap-
propriations for the program, the com-
mittee has been forced to recommend a
course of action designed to put the
Nation’s civilian nuclear waste pro-
gram back on track.

Accordingly, the committee rec-
ommends a total funding level of $400
million—$151.6 million from the nu-
clear waste fund and $248.4 million
from the defense nuclear waste disposal
account—for nuclear waste activities.
Furthermore, due to the delay in site
characterization activities at Yucca
Mountain, and the need for the Federal
Government to begin accepting com-
mercial spent nuclear fuel from the Na-
tion’s nuclear utilities in 1998, the com-
mittee recommends a provision in the
bill to establish an interim storage fa-
cility at a site yet to be determined.

Finally, Mr. President, the commit-
tee proposes a total of $330,941,000 in
new budget authority for a number of
independent agencies funded under
title IV of the bill. This includes such
agencies as the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, the Appalachian Regional
Commission, and the Tennessee Valley
Authority.

Mr. President, | yield to my friend,
the ranking member, Senator BENNETT
JOHNSTON of Louisiana.

Mr. JOHNSTON addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana.

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, |
thank my colleague for his kind re-
marks about me. And | want to say,
Mr. President, that this is Senator Do-
MENICI’s first appropriations bill but he
is a veteran of great leadership in
many areas in the Senate, and he has
taken to the appropriations process
like a duck in water and has put to-
gether an excellent bill.

The relationship that | have had over
a period of, | think, 18 years with Sen-
ator HATFIELD, the Senator from Or-
egon, who is now the chairman of the
full committee—but for those 18 years
he and | have switched off as chairman
and as ranking minority member of
this committee—that relationship is
being continued, I am pleased to say,
with the Senator from New Mexico
[Mr. DoMENICI]. He is a long-time lead-
er in the Senate and long-time friend,
and it is a pleasure to work with him
on this bill.

This bill is a very, very difficult one,
the 602(b) allocation in domestic pro-
grams having been cut substantially
from what it was last year. And that
means that the needs and certainly the
requests of our colleagues could simply
not be met, Mr. President, because the
resources were so minimal in this bill.
But the Senator from New Mexico, as a
magician, has done an excellent job in
at least dealing with the most impor-
tant priorities in the bill, and | think
putting together an excellent bill.
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Mr. President, 1 am pleased to