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The House met at 10 a.m.
The Reverend Colin Kelly III, Trin-

ity-on-the-Hill Episcopal Church, Los
Alamos, NM, offered the following
prayer:

Gracious God, bless these men and
women of the House of Representa-
tives. Endow them with wisdom, cour-
age, and strength to know and to do
Your will. Inspire them to rise above
differences and see common tasks with
Your vision.

We pray for the President of these
United States, and all in authority,
that they may always remember to
look in trust to You as they fulfill
their daily responsibilities.

We pray also for all the people of our
country. We seek justice, freedom, and
peace. Help us always to remember
that freedom comes with responsibility
and peace comes at the price of lives
sacrificed. Give us Your peace.

Purify our hearts, O God, and renew
a right spirit within us. Through Christ
Jesus we pray. Amen.
f

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

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

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to clause 1, rule I, I demand a vote on
agreeing to the Speaker’s approval of
the Journal.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the Chair’s approval of the Journal.

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

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the pro-
visions of clause 5 of rule I, further pro-

ceedings on this question will be post-
poned.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

f

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman
from Oklahoma [Mr. WATTS] come for-
ward and lead the House in the Pledge
of Allegiance.

Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma led the
Pledge of Allegiance as follows:

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

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER

The SPEAKER. The Chair will enter-
tain fifteen 1-minutes on each side.

f

WELCOMING THE REVEREND
COLIN P. KELLY III

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

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, it
gives me great pleasure to formally
welcome and introduce today’s guest
chaplain, the Reverend Colin P. Kelly
III of Trinity-on-the-Hill Episcopal
Church in Los Alamos, NM.

Reverend Kelly has had a long and
distinguished career of service to his
congregants and to this Nation. A West
Point graduate, he served his country
in Germany and at Fort Riley, KS.
After receiving a master of divinity de-
gree from Philadelphia Divinity
School, he returned to active duty
military for extensive pastoral experi-
ence. Among his duties, he served as
assistant chaplain at the Military
Academy and also served as division
chaplain at Fort Carson where he su-

pervised 21 Army chaplains who were
responsible for the spiritual welfare of
over 16,000 soldiers and their families.

After retiring from the Army, he set-
tled in Los Alamos where he assumed
duties as rector of Trinity-on-the-Hill
Episcopal Church. He is married to Sue
Ellen Kelly who just joined him on this
mission to Washington and they have
five children.

While we in New Mexico know and re-
spect Colin P. Kelly III for his pastoral
duties, others around the country
might recognize his name—his father
was a World War II hero. Colin P.
Kelly, Jr., was shot down over the Phil-
ippines in December 1941, shortly after
the attack on Pearl Harbor. He had en-
gaged the enemy in what was the first
strike back by the United States in
World War II.

In recognition of the outstanding
service offered by the Kelly family to
this great Nation, it is only fitting
that Reverend Kelly be given the op-
portunity to offer his prayers before
the House. I urge my colleagues to join
me in welcoming and honoring Rev-
erend Colin P. Kelly III.

f

HEALTH INSURANCE

(Mr. GINGRICH asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, I sim-
ply wanted to rise to note that we are
on the verge of a historic achievement.
We have a bill which will extend guar-
anteed portability of health insurance
to every American in the health insur-
ance system. That is, you will never
again have to worry about changing
jobs. You will never again have job
lock because of a precondition. You
will never again have to worry about a
precondition stopping you from getting
health insurance once you are in the
system. You can change jobs; you can



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH6290 June 13, 1996
move around; you can do what you
need to do.

This is a vital, vital improvement for
the people of America. It is the No. 1
concern of working Americans in
health care.

In addition, this bill includes lower
cost insurance for family farms, for
small businesses, and for the self-em-
ployed; that is, the groups that have
the lowest level of insurance participa-
tion, those who are the least covered
by insurance.

We have developed a medical savings
account plan which allows them to buy
lower cost health insurance to cover
any kind of major illness they might
have. So this is a win/win. It is better
health coverage for families already in
the insurance system because it elimi-
nates preconditions, and it is lower
cost health insurance for the self-em-
ployed family farms and small busi-
nesses.

I simply hope that the liberals in the
Senate who are blocking it will get out
of the way and allow the American peo-
ple to have better health insurance
with better coverage at lower cost.
f

THE IRS
(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was

given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, the
IRS does not tolerate mistakes. The
IRS expects taxpayers to have every
single receipt. But check this out. The
GAO did an audit of the IRS, and guess
what they found; the IRS cannot even
tell the difference between income
taxes and Social Security taxes. Also,
the IRS cannot account for $3 billion of
spending. Also, the IRS says taxpayers
owe $130 billion in overdue taxes, but
the GAO says they could find no proof
of that.

Just think about it. If you could not
account for massive spending, if your
books were in a shambles, what would
the IRS do to you, Mr. Speaker? You
would be guilty, guilty, guilty. They
would take you to court and you would
have to prove yourself innocent.

Beam me up. No wonder the Amer-
ican people are taxed off. I think Con-
gress should take the IRS, handcuff
them to a chain-link fence, and flog
them with their own damn Tax Code.

That is what the Congress should do.
Yield back the balance of the taxes.
f

WHITE HOUSE AND CONFIDENTIAL
FBI FILES

(Mr. CHABOT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, yesterday
we learned that among those former
Reagan and Bush officials whose con-
fidential FBI background files have
been pawed through by the Clinton
White House is a distinguished Cin-
cinnatian, Mr. Joseph W. Hagin.

The search of Mr. Hagin’s file is note-
worthy not only because Joe is a well

respected member of my community
but also because the White House ini-
tially had said that it had only gotten
through files from A through G. Mr.
Hagin’s last name, of course, begins
with the letter ‘‘H’’ and I’m willing to
bet that the FBI is good enough to
have figured that out.

Now Mr. Speaker, President Clinton
has said that the White House never
should condone an enemies list and
that all of this vast intrusion into the
privacy of former public servants is
simply the result of administration in-
competence. I sure hope that’s the
case. But I can understand why some of
the victims are skeptical. After all this
administration had turned the Justice
Department over to a political crony
named Webster Hubble who now stands
convicted of various felonies. And the
administration had done little to quell
suspicion that the FBI was urged to
target and harass Mr. Billy Dale. The
President has apologized to Billy Dale.
He also should apologize to Mr. Hagin.

The whole thing stinks to high
heaven.
f

HEALTH CARE REFORM

(Mr. PALLONE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I heard
what Speaker GINGRICH said about the
health care reform bill. My concern is
that what he mentioned really is very
far from the truth. The fact of the mat-
ter is the Democrats and Republicans
want to see a bill passed that would in-
crease portability and eliminate
preeexisting conditions as a factor. But
the Republican leadership has insisted
on the poison pill of MSA’s medical
savings accounts.

The effect of including medical sav-
ings accounts in this legislation is ba-
sically to drive up the cost of insurance
for the average person. Instead of ex-
panding the opportunities of health
care coverage and eliminating the
ranks of the uninsured, by including
medical savings accounts only the
healthy and the wealthy will be able to
take advantage of that. The cost for
the average person of health insurance
will go up. Instead of having more peo-
ple covered by health insurance, the ef-
fect is that there will be less and less
people covered by health insurance be-
cause they will not be able to afford
the higher premiums.

The poison pill in MSA’s is still
there. The suggestion by the Speaker
that somehow this legislation, if it in-
cludes the MSA’s is going to solve the
health care problem, is not true.
f

BUREAUCRATIC SNAFUS

(Mr. HEFLEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, the Clin-
ton administration is quickly becom-
ing a litany of bureaucratic snafus and
mistakes. Clinton responds to all of

these mishaps the same way—‘‘I was
not aware of any wrongdoing.’’ Notice
that Clinton never says that the
charges are completely false, they are
just someone else’s fault not his.

When Bill Clinton campaigned it was
‘‘I didn’t inhale.’’

When Whitewater developed, it was
‘‘I am not aware of any wrongdoing.’’

Finally, as the X-files scandal has de-
veloped, Clinton’s response: ‘‘It appears
to have been a completely honest bu-
reaucratic snafu.’’

Mr. Speaker, I believe it was a com-
pletely bureaucratic snafu. But this ad-
ministration has had far too many sna-
fus to fool the American people into be-
lieving that these are all honest bu-
reaucratic snafus. It is time for this ad-
ministration to start taking a small
measure of responsibility for its uneth-
ical actions. The people want honesty
and integrity from the President.
f

EXTREME, EXTREMER, AND
EXTREMIST

(Mr. SCHUMER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, the
election in the Senate yesterday gives
the American people some idea of
where the Republican Party is going.
The three top leaders in the Senate
now, like the three top leaders in the
House, are far over on the far right ex-
treme, far away from the mainstream
American. Not a single moderate Re-
publican is in the House leadership or
the Senate leadership. That relates to
what the Speaker came to talk about
today.

Americans want portability. They
want portability in health care. They
do not know about any newfangled pro-
posal on MSA’s that have come up be-
cause some big insurance magnet is
pushing it with big contributions.
Move portability without any of these
other ideological bells and whistles,
and you will help the American people.
I say, in conclusion, we now have three
leaders in the House and Senate: ex-
treme, extremer, extremist. Do not let
that vitiate the kind of mainstream
health care policy that the American
people want.
f

ABUSIVE CLINTON
ADMINISTRATION

(Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute.)

Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma. Mr. Speak-
er, I was born in Eufaula, OK, on No-
vember 18, 1957. I graduated from Okla-
homa University in May 1981. I was
married on May 7, 1977, to Frankie
Jean Jones.

I had three fights when I was in the
third grade, and I was 3 and 0 for the
year. My high school football coach
was Paul Bell. My high school basket-
ball coach was Perry Anderson, and my
college football coach was Barry
Switzer.
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Mr. Speaker, in order to prevent tax-
payers’ hard-earned dollars from being
wasted on this type of information
from my FBI background check, I
thought I would voluntarily hand this
over to the White House. By giving this
to the White House, they would be able
to save time and money on helping us
to save to balance the budget.

I would like to point out to this
Chamber that valuable taxpayer money
has been wasted time and time again
by this White House on politically mo-
tivated shenanigans such as these FBI
files, their travel office and helicopter
follies to golf courses by White House
personnel.

Mr. Speaker, these problems will
continue to happen. I urge my col-
leagues and the American people to re-
alize that this abuse of our Govern-
ment by this administration and their
liberal buddies is not the first, nor will
it be the last.
f

REPUBLICANS MORE INTERESTED
IN REDUCING TAXES FOR THE
WEALTHY THAN REDUCING THE
DEFICIT

(Mr. VOLKMER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Speaker, Mem-
bers of the House, the cat is out of the
bag. The radical Republican extremists
are not in favor of reducing the defi-
cits. They do want a tax cut, a massive
tax cut, for the wealthy. We saw it last
night.

Mr. Speaker, if my colleagues lis-
tened to the chairman of the Commit-
tee on the Budget, the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. KASICH], he never once in
this closing argument for that budget,
never once, mentioned the word ‘‘defi-
cit.’’ In fact, under their budget, the
reason he did not, under their budget
next year the deficit goes up; the fol-
lowing year, the deficit goes up. It does
not go down. They need to do that in
order to give tax cuts for the wealthy.

The spending cut for Medicare; where
is that going to go? The spending cuts
for food stamps; where is that going to
go? Tax cuts for the wealthy, not to re-
duce the deficit, because the deficit is
going to go up.

Mr. Speaker, they are more inter-
ested in reducing taxes for wealthy
than they are in reducing the deficits.
I say let us reduce the deficits before
we give any tax cuts for anybody. That
is my position. Let us get a balanced
budget first. Then we reduce the defi-
cits.
f

BROKEN ARMS AND BROKEN
PROMISES

(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, late last
night the House passed the 1997 budget,

after an intense battle. The Republican
leadership spent an entire day twisting
arms to get the votes they needed. The
result: A House Chamber filled with
broken arms and, most important, bro-
ken promises.

Some freshman Republicans who
came to Washington to balance the
budget ended up voting to actually in-
crease the deficit. Two in particular,
Representatives COOLEY and CUBIN, ac-
tually voted ‘‘no’’ on passing the budg-
et and then switched their votes. They
were joined by two other switchers,
Representatives ALLARD and METCALF.
Clearly there was a lot of pressure in
this Chamber yesterday.

Pressure to approve a budget that in-
creases the deficit, cuts the Medicare
Program by $168 billion over a 6-year
period to pay for tax breaks for the
wealthy, limits student loans, taxes
working families, and closes rural hos-
pitals.

Now the drama of the budget battle
is over and the Republican leadership
has made one thing explicitly clear:
Promises can be made and promises
can be broken.
f

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRIES

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, par-
liamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington). The gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania will state
his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, is it
within the rules of the House for Mem-
bers to ascribe motivation to other
Members and identify them by name?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Political
motivations can be suggested, but not
personal motivations.

Mr. WALKER. And the use of names
is an appropriate kind of behavior on
the House floor?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. There is
nothing per se a violation by using an-
other Member’s name in describing a
political action or motive. However,
tradition has been to refer to Members
by the State of origin rather than by
personal names.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, par-
liamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Montana will state his
parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, is it
within the rules of the House for Mem-
bers during 1-minutes to question the
motivation of the President?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Again,
in debate it would be allowable to ques-
tion political motivation. What the
gentleman raised as a parliamentary
inquiry was on personal motivation.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, is it
within the rules for a Member of the
House during 1-minutes, or at any
other time, to question whether or not
a President is acting within the law in
his own or her own personal activities?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will not make a judgment on
what the charges may be or the moti-

vations behind that, but the Members
should refrain from personalities in de-
bate.

Mr. WILLIAMS. I would encourage
that as well.
f

WHAT IF A REPUBLICAN PRESI-
DENT WERE ACCUSED OF RAID-
ING FBI FILES?

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

Mrs. SEASTRAND. Mr. Speaker, the
other day in the Washington Post,
Mary McGrory brought up a point
about the Filegate controversy that I
thought was very relevant. What if this
had been a Republican administration?
Think about it, Mr. Speaker; every
member of the liberal media would be
at their wits end. CNN would have spe-
cial Filegate music and would break in
every 10 minutes with a special report.
Dan Rather and Peter Jennings would
be breathless in their zeal to find out
the truth about what was going on in
the White House.

‘‘60 Minutes’’ and ‘‘20/20’’ would do
special interviews with the people
whose FBI files were investigated.
They would ask sensitive questions
like, ‘‘How does it feel to have your
FBI file looked into by the White
House?’’

But this is not what is happening,
Mr. Speaker. Of course, there is media
coverage of Filegate, I do not deny
that. But there is a different standard
applied to liberal Democrats by the
media. If a Republican President were
accused of raiding FBI files of Demo-
crats, the liberal media would be in ab-
solutely apoplexy.
f

AFRICAN-AMERICAN CHURCHES
UNDER SIEGE IN AMERICA

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, in the 1960’s, as the civil
rights journey, bloody though it might
have been, unfolded in this Nation the
eyes of most of America were riveted
on those who were seeking simply free-
dom. Today we are under siege as the
most recent church burned in Enid,
OK. African-American churches across
this Nation are under siege through the
tragedy of church burnings. Some of
my colleagues have disdained to call
this political. I cry out in outrage.

As a cosponsor of the Church Arson
Prevention Act, I asked the Speaker of
the House in posthaste to bring this to
the floor. In joining the gentlewoman
from North Carolina who sponsored a
resolution for this Nation to denounce
this tragedy, I asked for its immediate
attention in this House, and I ask
America not to sleep at night while
these tragedies are occurring, for I ask
whether or not our colleagues are will-
ing to entertain the possible loss of
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life. I ask America to have a day of
prayer this coming Sunday to join for
peace and freedom and the end of racial
hostilities and this tragedy and blight
on the Constitution of the United
States of America.
f

BART SIMPSON AND THE WHITE
HOUSE: ‘‘I DIDN’T DO IT’’

(Mr. TIAHRT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Speaker, Bart
Simpson said, ‘‘I didn’t do it, nobody
saw me, you can’t prove anything.’’

Mr. Speaker, that is what we are
hearing out of the White House when it
comes to the files that were requested
from the FBI: I did not do it. Bernard
Nussbaum says, and he was White
House counsel, he says he did not re-
quest these FBI files; yet 341 of them
were sent to the White House on a let-
ter with his name on it: Nobody saw
me. The President says he did not read
the files.

But that is kind of what the gen-
tleman from Texas, DICK ARMEY, said:
‘‘That is like the President saying he
did not inhale.’’

You can’t prove anything. That is be-
cause the White House is withholding
2,000 pages of information related to
Travelgate documents, which is what
spurred the request for the FBI files to
begin with.

Mr. Speaker, it is time for the White
House to come clean about Travelgate
and about Filegate because the Amer-
ican people deserve to know the truth
about what is going on within those
walls.
f

TIME FOR THE WHITE HOUSE TO
COME CLEAN ON THE FBI FILE
SEARCH

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

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, it is
interesting that the gentlewoman from
Colorado [Mrs. SCHROEDER] talks about
the Nixon White House, because as far
as the latest White House blunder the
President’s silence has been almost
deafening. The unanswered questions
keep piling up, and the President still
has not taken responsibility. What was
the White House doing with over 340
private citizens’ FBI files? How did
these files just happen to be of mem-
bers of the former Bush and Reagan ad-
ministration? And why is the President
not taking responsibility for these ac-
tions?

Mr. Speaker, once again we have a
case of feigned innocence by higher-ups
at the White House, but this is one
time too many that lower level staffers
have had to take the blame for major
mixups. The excuses are running thin,
the coverup game has gone on a little
too long. It is time for the White House
and the President to come clean about

the FBI search. The American people
demand no less.
f

CONCERN ABOUT REPUBLICAN
BUDGET PRIORITIES

(Mr. WARD asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. WARD. I yield to the gentle-
woman from Colorado.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I
just wanted to state that the President
of the United States did apologize yes-
terday, and I think it is very important
to have that on the record.

Mr. WARD. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to express my concern over the major-
ity’s priorities. Last night the budget
resolution was passed by a slim mar-
gin, changing Medicare in ways that
will hurt our working families, raising
tax on our working families and limit-
ing direct student loans.

b 1030
Today I hear that Medicaid is on the

chopping block in the Committee on
Commerce. I have one question to ask
my colleague on the other side of the
aisle: How far will you go, attacking
the elderly, the poor, our children, and
the disabled?

Completely repealing the Medicaid
Program will mean that 18 million
children will lose their health coverage
if we turn what is now a responsibility
and commitment on the part of the
Federal Government into a State
block-granted program. Four million
seniors and disabled will lose their
guaranteed coverage needed for doctor
and hospital care. I ask, when will this
stop?
f

AN APOLOGY BY THE PRESIDENT
IS NOT ENOUGH

(Mr. WALKER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tlewoman from Colorado suggested an
apology from the President of the Unit-
ed States is enough; enough, when 340
people have had their lives stripped
bare for purely political reasons, their
FBI files open for purely political rea-
sons, and an apology is enough.

Mr. Speaker, that is not enough, par-
ticularly when we have an FBI official
today who tells us about the situation
as it may relate to the Nixon adminis-
tration. He says, ‘‘Some Presidents
have made good use of FBI background
investigations and some, to their re-
gret, have not. But never before has
any administration used background
investigations of another President’s
political staff. FBI employees knew it
would be wrong to give raw FBI files on
political opponents to the other party.
In fact, they knew it would be illegal,
each disclosure a violation of the Fed-
eral Privacy Act.’’

We are talking about a very serious
matter, Mr. Speaker. It deserves full
investigation. I am shocked to hear
Democrats who came to this floor,
time and time again, telling us how
Reagan administration officials should
be investigated, Bush administration
officials should be investigated, how
telling us that an apology by the Presi-
dent is enough.
f

STUPID IS AS STUPID DOES
(Ms. MCKINNEY asked and was given

permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Ms. MCKINNEY. Mr. Speaker, in 1981,
President Reagan convinced Congress
to increase military spending and cut
taxes for the wealthy, claiming this
would balanced the budget by 1983.
Well, 1983 came along and our deficit
exploded to $207 billion in just the first
2 years of the Reagan administration.

Yesterday, Mr. Speaker, Republican
leaders did the exact same thing. The
Republican budget resolution passed
last night actually increases the deficit
by $40 billion over the next 2 years,
just to pay for—you guessed it—tax
breaks and star wars.

In summary, Mr. Speaker, Repub-
lican leaders shut down the Govern-
ment twice just so they could increase
the deficit by $40 billion, leaving real
deficit reduction to future congresses.

As Forrest Gump said, Mr. Speaker,
‘‘stupid is, as stupid does.’’
f

THE LIBERAL DEMOCRATS IN THIS
HOUSE WERE RESPONSIBLE FOR
OUR HUGE DEFICITS, NOT THE
REAGAN ADMINISTRATION
(Mr. WELDON of Florida asked and

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

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, I want to address the comments of
the gentlewoman who just spoke. The
Reagan administration was not respon-
sible for those huge deficits. It was this
House, the liberal Democrats in this
House, who repeatedly served up to
that President increasing levels of
spending, the creation of new programs
and new departments, which President
Reagan repeatedly vetoed those appro-
priations bills, and it resulted in the
Government being closed down. Yes;
the Government was closed down 17
times during the Reagan and Bush ad-
ministrations. Why? Because the lib-
eral Democrats in the House wanted to
spend more money.

Mr. Speaker, for the first time, we
have a House of Representatives that
wants to spend less and a liberal Demo-
crat President in the White House who
is closing down the Government with
his vetoes because he wants to spend
more money. We need to set the record
straight for the American people.
Those deficits that were created in the
1980’s were created while Federal reve-
nues to the Treasury increased $600 bil-
lion. It is because this House of Rep-
resentatives spent $800 billion more
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over that time period, creating the
hugest deficits this Nation has ever
known.
f

WE MUST INVEST IN EDUCATION,
NOT STEAL FROM IT

(Ms. ESHOO asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker, I rise this
morning to comment on more than one
thing. First, Mr. Speaker, make no
mistake about it, I say to the Amer-
ican people, the deficit was increased
last night with the vote that was
taken.

Something extraordinary happened
in the 14th Congressional District, just
as something extraordinary happened
last night in this Chamber, but it is far
more positive. It happened a week ago
this last Tuesday, June 2, where the
voters of the 14th Congressional Dis-
trict, in community after community,
voted and passed four school bond
measures.

Mr. Speaker, this is extraordinary,
not only for what I said, but in Califor-
nia there is a requirement that there
be a two-thirds vote, a two-thirds vote
in order to make that happen. So the
people of my congressional district,
Mr. Speaker, understand that we will
end up with many deficits in this coun-
try if we do not, in fact, invest in edu-
cation.

On Sunday, Tomorrow’s Leaders
Today, in Sunnyvale, CA, graduated 36
young people by investing in their edu-
cation. Mr. Speaker, take notice from
the people of the 14th Congressional
District: Education, education, edu-
cation. Invest in it, do not steal from
it.
f

IT IS TIME TO FIX THE PROBLEMS
WITH MEDICAID AND MEDICARE

(Mr. HASTERT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Speaker, it is in-
teresting to hear our friends on the
other side of the aisle talk about an in-
crease in the deficit, where we all know
the deficits have been increased, driven
by entitlements, Medicaid and Medi-
care.

Mr. Speaker, sometimes we can stick
our heads in the sand or put our hands
over our eyes and not see the problems,
but I think it also pairs up with a phi-
losophy on this other side of the aisle
that big government does better, big
government knows more; that we
should not let people at home in our
States, our elected representatives, our
Governors, happen to fashion those
Medicare plans or Medicaid plans that
fit best in their own States.

Also, Mr. Speaker, somebody putting
their hands over their eyes and saying
there is not really a problem with Med-
icare, it is only going to go broke a
year or two earlier than we thought it

was going to go broke; it is only $100
billion more in debt than we thought it
was going to be last year. That is what
the President’s own board of trustees
said. It is time that somebody fixes it.
We should not have this class warfare
or geriatric warfare that tries to come
from the other side of the aisle.
f

CLASS WARFARE CREATED BY RE-
PUBLICAN PRIORITIES AND LEG-
ISLATION

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

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, class
warfare began when the Republicans
took control of this House, when they
decided it was a higher priority to cut
taxes for the wealthiest 1 percent in
America and leave seniors and children
behind. They want to take seniors and
leave them in a position where Medi-
care will no longer cover their health
bills. They will walk in and the Gov-
ernment may pay half, $10,000 for a hip
replacement, and then the senior will
be billed the remainder of $5,000 or
$10,000. They want kids not to be able
to get a college education unless they
are part of that 1 percent.

Where was the assault on welfare on
the other side when corporate welfare
was on the table, when subsidies to bil-
lionaire corporations and multimillion-
aire farmers were on the floor? The
other side refused to look at their wel-
fare. When it comes to senior citizens
and the health care they paid for and
the health care they have a right to ex-
pect, that is what they want to cut.
They have declared war on the classes
in this society.
f

THE BEGINNING OF FILEGATE,
AND REQUESTING THE HOUSE
OF REPRESENTATIVES TO ACT
TO OBTAIN ADDITIONAL FILES

(Mr. MICA asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I serve on
the Committee on Government Reform
and Oversight. Members have heard
speeches today about filegate. I just
wanted to tell my colleagues how this
started. This started as a result of our
inquiry into travelgate, which was an
examination of misuse of the FBI, and
also of the IRS, by the White House.

As Members will recall, we asked for
the release of documents that we found
out about by accident, and we got 1,000
pages. That is how we found out about
this. We stopped a contempt proceeding
without receiving the other 2,000 pages.
I think it is time that we bring that
contempt citation back before the
House of Representatives and get the
rest of the information about this dis-
aster.

Mr. Speaker, I read this matter and I
thought I was reading about the KGB,
the way this operation took place. I

ask the House to immediately take ac-
tion, and if necessary, enact a con-
tempt citation and obtain this infor-
mation.

f

THE HOUSE-PASSED BUDGET RES-
OLUTION IS INHUMAN TO CHIL-
DREN

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

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, last
night we passed a budget resolution in
this House which is predicated on the
passage of welfare reform. I sat in the
Committee on Ways and Means as we
took away the economic security for
children and women in this country.

I want to use just the example of the
State of Washington. If today every
one of the 100,000 people on welfare
said, ‘‘I am going to quit being shiftless
and not caring, and I am going to go
down and get a job,’’ they would meet
the 173,000 people who are on unem-
ployment in our State. If we count all
those people, it is about 200,000 people
in the State of Washington today that
do not have a job.

Last year we created people 44,000
jobs. Those 44,000 jobs clearly are not
going to take care of the 200,000 people
who would be standing in line asking
for a job. Their children would have no
guarantee of food and no guarantee of
health care. That budget resolution
was inhuman to kids in this country.

f

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

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the following
committees and their subcommittees
be permitted to sit today while the
House is meeting in the Committee of
the Whole House under the 5-minute
rule: The Committee on Agriculture;
the Committee on Commerce; the Com-
mittee on Economic and Educational
Opportunities; the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform and Oversight; the
Committee on International Relations;
the Committee on National Security;
the Committee on Resources; the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

It is my understanding that the mi-
nority has been consulted and there are
no objections to these requests.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington). Is there ob-
jection to the request of the gentleman
from Minnesota?

There was no objection.

f

SHIPBUILDING TRADE
AGREEMENT ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 448 and rule
XXIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
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the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 2754.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 2754) to ap-
prove and implement the OECD Ship-
building Trade Agreement, with Mr.
GUTKNECHT in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the

rule, the bill is considered as having
been read the first time.

The gentleman from Texas [Mr. AR-
CHER], the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
GIBBONS], the gentleman from South
Carolina [Mr. SPENCE], and the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. DELLUMS]
will each be recognized for 15 minutes.

The Chair understands the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means will use all its
time first.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. ARCHER].

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I must take a moment
to commend our colleague, the gen-
tleman from Florida. SAM GIBBONS, for
his hard work, leadership, and exper-
tise, not only on this bill but on all of
the trade bills that we have worked on
together for so many years. SAM, you
have been a rock, a solid free trader,
and over these years, you have been a
real leader in forcing open markets, re-
ducing trade barriers, and thereby cre-
ating greater opportunity for all work-
ing Americans in the next century.
That is what this is all about: eco-
nomic improvement and opportunity
for all American workers.

I realize that this may be the last
time that we will be here on the floor
together working to achieve freer trade
and opportunity for working Ameri-
cans. I, for one, am going to miss your
leadership, your vision, and your exper-
tise, your experience, your unsurpassed
knowledge in these trade issues.

Mr. Chairman, I strongly support
H.R. 2754 to implement the OECD
agreement on shipbuilding negotiated
by the administration. It has taken us
over 6 years from the beginning of the
negotiations to get to this point. We
are presented with a unique oppor-
tunity to allow U.S. shipyards to com-
pete in a global market without losing
out to companies from countries that
are only too willing to provide billions
of dollars in subsidies.

This is a good agreement that accom-
modates the priorities of a broad bipar-
tisan cross-section of the House. It
adds a new trade remedy to our arsenal
for U.S. shipbuilders that are injured
by unfair pricing of ships around the
world. It preserves our national secu-
rity interest, and it preserves the
Jones Act.
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We may continue our Title XI: Loan
Guarantee Program, although under

the international standards set forth in
the agreement. Our trading partners
have to give up far more than we do. In
fact, our trading partners, many of
them have already approved this agree-
ment and others are in the process of
approving it and looking to us and
what we are going to do today.

There is strong bipartisan support for
the agreement. The Committee on
Ways and Means, which has primary
jurisdiction, approved it by a vote of
27–4. The administration is strongly in
support, as well, because it accurately
reflects the negotiated agreement.

I am opposed to the one amendment
that will be offered to this bill because
it is clearly inconsistent with the
agreement. In extending the time pe-
riod in which we can offer title XI loan
guarantees that exceed the terms of
the agreement, the amendment would
put us in direct violation of the inter-
national standards set forth in the
agreement.

This amendment is being presented
as a compromise because it would keep
the current title XI program in effect
for only 30 months, yet would not go so
far as to maintain the current program
indefinitely. But whatever the jus-
tification, it represents a clear and un-
mistakable violation of the agreement.
In fact, our trading partners, in a mat-
ter of hours after the ink was dry on
this amendment, wrote to tell us in no
uncertain terms that they view the
amendment as violating the agree-
ment.

In implementing this agreement we
are hamstrung by the fact that we do
not have fast track procedures in place
that limit amendments once the legis-
lation has been formally introduced.
Nevertheless, we must show our trad-
ing partners that we have the ability
to implement agreements that are ne-
gotiated by representatives of this
country.

If we fail to implement the agree-
ment, or if we adopt the amendment
which is inconsistent with the agree-
ment, we lose twice. First, we will have
lost the considerable opportunity to
enable U.S. shipbuilders to reenter the
worldwide commercial market and to
compete on a level playing field. Sec-
ond, such an outcome will reflect poor-
ly upon the credibility of the United
States.

Ours was the country that initiated
the negotiations on behalf of its indus-
try in the first place and was the driv-
ing force during the 5-year negotiating
process. We must not lose our reputa-
tion as a country that is able to imple-
ment the agreements that it negotiates
and signs. The negotiations must end
at the negotiating table and any con-
gressional concern should be taken up
at that point. We cannot redo our
agreements in the implementation
process.

Accordingly, I believe that it is im-
portant to the future of our trade goals
that we want to accomplish that we
implement the agreement cleanly and
quickly, without amendment. If Mem-

bers vote for H.R. 2754 and against the
amendment, they can be assured they
are voting for faithful implementation
of the agreement that the administra-
tion negotiated.

Mr. Chairman, I yield the balance of
my time for distribution to the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. CRANE].

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
the Chair will recognize the gentleman
from Illinois to control the balance of
the time.

There was no objection.
Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I yield

myself 3 minutes.
First let me thank the gentleman

from Texas [Mr. ARCHER] for his gener-
ous comments about my service.

Let me say that the debate here
today goes far past this agreement.
One of the reasons we have such a dif-
ficult time in international agreements
is because the rest of the world says to
America, ‘‘As soon as we agree with
you on something, you will unravel it
in the ratification process.’’ Let me
make it clear that on this agreement,
every other nation that is involved has
already ratified this agreement and we
face a deadline of tomorrow on ratify-
ing this agreement.

I want to talk about the Bateman
amendment, with no animosity to the
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. BATE-
MAN] or any of the supporters of his
amendment. But the Bateman amend-
ment, if adopted, will kill this agree-
ment. The evidence is in yesterday’s
RECORD if my colleagues want to read
it, all of the signatories of this agree-
ment that said they will back out if we
ratify the Bateman amendment, and
tomorrow is the deadline.

So this is a crucial historic point for
this Congress. Can we enter into an
international agreement without un-
raveling it here on the floor?

The Bateman amendment itself, it
adopted, will be ineffective. The Bate-
man amendment itself hangs on the
slim gossamer thread of a standstill ar-
rangement that is in the basic agree-
ment and tomorrow is the deadline on
the basic agreement. So if we signify
today that we are not going ahead with
this agreement as negotiated, the Bate-
man amendment stands no chance of
having any influence upon shipbuilding
in America.

The standstill agreement is some-
thing that is common to every inter-
national agreement. That is, when we
sign those agreements, all nations
agree to not escalate the practice that
we are outlawing.

At best the Bateman amendment will
be ineffective. At worst it will kill the
agreement. We must vote down the
Bateman amendment.

The people that the gentleman from
Virginia [Mr. BATEMAN] represents
have had some 7 years to adjust to the
changes that are coming about. The po-
sition he attempts to ratify and move
forward is only short-term. On its face
it looks reasonable, but there is more
at stake than just the reasonableness
of the Bateman amendment here. It is
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the credibility of America in negotiat-
ing an international agreement. We
cannot negotiate then with anyone.
People will refuse to negotiate any
agreements with us if we are going to
unravel them here on the floor. That is
the issue that is before us today.

Please vote ‘‘no’’ on the Bateman
amendment and support this agree-
ment when it comes up for final ratifi-
cation.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong support of
H.R. 2754, the OECD Shipbuilding Trade
Agreement Act. This legislation would imple-
ment under U.S. law an international agree-
ment reached after 5 long years of negotia-
tions carried out by both the Bush and Clinton
administrations. The agreement would elimi-
nate the destructive pattern of heavy Govern-
ment subsidies and chronic predatory pricing
that has long characterized the global com-
mercial shipbuilding industry.

H.R. 2754 was favorably reported by the
Ways and Means Committee on March 21 by
a bipartisan vote of 27 to 4. It was also favor-
ably reported as an amendment in the nature
of a substitute by the National Security Com-
mittee by voice vote on May 29. Unfortunately,
several key provisions of the National Security
Committee’s version of the legislation are in-
consistent with the agreement. These provi-
sions will be offered as a National Security
Committee amendment by Mr. BATEMAN. Make
no mistake about it, the Bateman amendment,
if enacted into law, will kill the agreement.

The administration strongly supports this
legislation as does the Shipbuilders Council of
America. The Shipbuilders Council includes 17
companies operating 44 shipyards in 13
States across the country. In addition to SCA
members, a large coalition of leading shippers,
ports, and U.S.-flag operating companies sup-
port the agreement, including the American
Waterways Shipyard Conference, the Amer-
ican Association of Port Authorities, the Amer-
ican Institute of Merchant Shipping, and the
Labor Management Maritime Committee.
THE OECD SHIPBUILDING AGREEMENT ON H.R. 2754—THE

KEY ELEMENTS

To give Members an idea of what is con-
tained in the OECD Shipbuilding Agreement
and H.R. 2754, I would like to briefly outline
the key elements of the agreement and H.R.
2754, which implements that agreement.

Generally speaking, the OECD agreement
contains four major elements—

First, the elimination of virtually all subsidies
granted either directly to shipbuilders or indi-
rectly through ship operators;

Second, an injurious pricing code designed
to prevent dumping in the commercial ship-
building industry;

Third, a comprehensive discipline on Gov-
ernment financing for exports and domestic
ship sales designed to avoid trade-distortive fi-
nancing; and

Fourth, an effective and binding dispute set-
tlement mechanism.

H.R. 2754 would implement the OECD
Shipbuilding Agreement under U.S. law. By
enacting H.R. 2754 into law, Congress would
approve the agreement and make the nec-
essary statutory changes to conform U.S. law
to the agreement.

Title I would establish a new title VIII to the
Tariff Act of 1930, as amended, in order to
create an injurious-pricing mechanism applica-
ble to commercial shipbuilding, analogous to
current U.S. antidumping law.

Title II would eliminate the current 50-per-
cent repair duty for repairs made to U.S.-flag
vessels repaired in a country party to the
agreement. Title II would also amend certain
provisions of the Merchant Marine Act of 1936
to bring U.S. law into conformity with the
agreement. In this regard, title II would amend
the operational differential subsidies, capital
construction fund, capital reserve fund, and
cargo preference programs so that such pro-
grams would be available both to U.S.-built
vessels as well as to vessels built in countries
party to the agreement. Title II would also
amend the title XI loan guarantee program to
bring its terms into conformity with the agree-
ment.

Title III contains a revenue offset provision
in the amount of $36 million over 5 years by
amending the penalty provisions for failure to
file a disclosure of exemption for shipping in-
come of foreign persons.

THE BATEMAN AMENDMENT

The Bateman amendment contains those
provisions of the National Security-reported bill
not included as original text in the version of
H.R. 2754 being considered by the House
today. I strongly oppose the Bateman amend-
ment because it will effectively kill the OECD
agreement. I would like to focus on the two
key provisions of the Bateman amendment
that are inconsistent with the agreement.

The first inconsistent provision would extend
the current title XI loan guarantee program for
an additional 30 months. The current title XI
program, passed in 1994, provides Govern-
ment guarantees to finance the purchase of a
ship for up to 87.5 percent of the ship’s value
over 25 years. The agreement, however, only
allows financing for up to 80 percent of the
ship’s value over 12 years. By passing H.R.
2754 without the Bateman amendment, the
United States will continue to operate title XI
financing on these terms.

Unfortunately, if this provision of the Bate-
man amendment is enacted into law, it will
scuttle the agreement. I have received letters
from the chairman of the OECD negotiating
group and high level officials from the EU,
Japan, and Norway stating that continuation of
the current title XI program is inconsistent with
the agreement and therefore unacceptable.
The administration also objects to this provi-
sion. We have had a temporary advantage
with the current title XI program because
every signatory to the agreement has been
operating since the agreement was signed in
December 1994 under a standstill, pending
ratification of the agreement. If the agreement
is not faithfully implemented, our trading part-
ners will match, or better, our current title XI
program and go back to providing other sub-
sidies as well.

The second inconsistent provision in the
Bateman amendment would be contrary to the
section of the agreement the United States
negotiated to preserve the home build require-
ments of the Jones Act. Under the agreement,
every country, except the United States,
agreed to eliminate their home build require-
ments for ships operating in the coastwise
trades. The United States took a full and per-
manent exception for the Jones Act, which
means that the Jones Act will never be
touched by the agreement. In exchange for
protecting fully the Jones Act, however, the
United States had to agree to a mechanism
that would adjust downward, in certain cir-
cumstances, benefits that U.S. shipyards ben-

efiting from the Jones Act would be entitled to
under the agreement. Conceptually, the notion
is that U.S. shipyards that receive increasing
benefits because of exempted Jones Act con-
tracts would be entitled to correspondingly
fewer benefits under the provisions of the
agreement in order to maintain an overall bal-
ance of advantages under the agreement.
Given that potential Jones Act contracts are
probably less than 1 percent of total worldwide
ship tonnage built every year, U.S. shipyards
benefiting from the Jones Act would potentially
have to give up 1 percent of the international
market. This trade-off seemed reasonable in
order to fully exempt the Jones Act from the
agreement. Unfortunately, the Bateman
amendment would unilaterally negate this sec-
tion of the agreement.

CONCLUSION

Mr. Chairman, the OECD Shipbuilding
Agreement took 5 long, hard years of negotia-
tions. It is our best hope for creating a level
playing field internationally for our commercial
shipbuilders. Without this agreement, we will
be back where we started some 15 years
ago—with massive subsidies and unfair pric-
ing practices by our trading partners. I strongly
urge this House to oppose the Bateman
amendment and to vote in favor of H.R. 2754.
Nothing less will save this agreement.

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

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
H.R. 2754, the Shipbuilding Trade
Agreement Act. This legislation would
implement the OECD Agreement on
Shipbuilding. H.R. 2754, and the agree-
ment it implements, are the culmina-
tion of many years of effort to level the
playing field worldwide for the ship-
building industry. I sponsored H.R.
2754, along with my colleagues, Mr.
GIBBONS and Ms. DUNN, and Ways and
Means favorably reported this legisla-
tion by an overwhelming bipartisan
vote of 27 to 4. I strongly believe that
this agreement will open up trade in
shipbuilding for our industry by elimi-
nating virtually all government sub-
sidies and creating equitable terms of
competition in the international ship-
building market for U.S. shipbuilders.
The agreement represents the best
chance that our industry has to com-
pete on a worldwide basis without hav-
ing to contend with the huge subsidies
offered by other governments to their
shipbuilding industries.

In addition, the agreement and im-
plementing bill would provide a new
remedy to U.S. shipyards that have
been injured by unfair pricing. Unless
this legislation is passed, our shipyards
will not have access to this valuable
remedy, which would force offending
shipyards to pay a charge in the
amount of injurious pricing or face sig-
nificant trade restrictions.

Of course, any international agree-
ment must be fair and balanced, and I
personally took care to assure that the
agreement is truly symmetrical and
that no special deals were cut to the
detriment of the U.S. shipping indus-
try. Any subsidies that are grand-
fathered under the agreement are lim-
ited and mainly in the form of worker
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assistance related to reducing capacity
within these countries. Of course, ca-
pacity reduction benefits shipbuilding
industries worldwide.

You will hear debate today that we
should not cut back our title XI loan
guarantee program to conform to the
agreement because it would take away
the one subsidy that our shipyards
have. Do not be misled by this argu-
ment. If we do not implement this
agreement out of fear of having to
scale back on our title XI and other
programs, we will permit our trading
partners to increase the level of sub-
sidies that they provide to their indus-
tries to a level far beyond any U.S. sub-
sidies—and the U.S. industry will not
be able to compete under those cir-
cumstances. The simple fact is that it
is highly unlikely that Congress will
vote to increase subsidies for the U.S.
shipbuilding industry to make it more
competitive with highly subsidized for-
eign shipyards. As a result, the only
way our industry can be competitive is
to force its competitors to give up
their subsidies and their ability to en-
gage in unfair pricing practices. That
is precisely what this agreement does.

You will also hear debate today that
we should simply reject the agreement
we have and return to the negotiating
table in an attempt to cut an even bet-
ter deal for our industry. This argu-
ment is misguided as well. The agree-
ment took 5 years to conclude and was
the product of hard bargaining and
concessions on all sides. Our trading
partners are giving up billions of dol-
lars in subsidies. The biggest change
that we have to make is to change the
terms of our loan guarantee program.
Our trading partners have told us that
if we do not implement this agreement
in a timely manner, support for the
agreement in their countries will erode
and vanish. In fact, I have letters from
the European Community, Japan, Nor-
way, and the OECD itself stating that
renegotiating the agreement is simply
impossible. If we fail, we will return to
the days when the foreign industries
are heavily subsidized but the U.S. in-
dustry is not.

You will also hear that this bill
forces us to eliminate our title XI pro-
gram in order to comply with the
agreement. That is not the case. We
are able to retain title XI, although we
have to scale it back to meet the agree-
ment requirements, just as every other
signatory must do. We can even main-
tain the same funding levels as we cur-
rently have.

Opponents to the agreement are rais-
ing the specter that our national de-
fense is somehow at risk unless we
adopt the amendment. That is simply
untrue. The agreement itself contains
an exception that allows a government
to back away if it believes its national
security interests are at stake. The De-
partment of Defense has also sent us a
letter stating, and I quote, that ‘‘the
agreement will not adversely affect our
national security.’’ Mr. Chairman, if
our own Defense Department can make

such a bold statement, it is powerful
evidence that the agreement does not
threaten our national security.

Mr. Chairman, the shipbuilding
agreement represents a good deal. In
an effort to save our shipbuilding in-
dustry and in the spirit of bipartisan-
ship, I urge my colleagues to vote for
H.R. 2754.

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

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Wash-
ington [Mr. MCDERMOTT].

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

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of H.R. 2754, the Ship-
building Trade Agreement Act, and in
opposition to the Bateman amendment.

I think the chairman and the ranking
member have made the arguments, but
I think it is important to say that this
implements under U.S. law an inter-
national agreement that sets out the
most effective subsidy discipline ever
included as part of a multilateral trade
agreement. It also creates under U.S.
law an unfair pricing remedy similar to
our antidumping laws for ships engaged
in international trade.

Mr. Chairman, this bill is unique. It
has bipartisan support both from the
Bush and the Clinton administrations
and from the Democrats and the Re-
publicans in the House of Representa-
tives. Supporters of this legislation in-
clude a diverse coalition of maritime
interests in this country, including the
Shipbuilders Council whose member-
ship includes 17 companies operating 44
shipyards in 13 States. This agreement
will create the necessary conditions for
our commercial shipyards to begin to
compete once again in the world ship-
building industry. Foreign subsidies
have completely forced U.S. ship-
builders out of the international mar-
ket to the point that today U.S. yards
have less than 1 percent of the world
market. The Bateman amendment is
inconsistent with the agreement and
will kill it and should be rejected. If we
do not pass H.R. 2754, we will be back
to where we were in the 1980’s. Our
trading partners will continue their
subsidizing ways and we will continue
to engage in predatory pricing prac-
tices with impunity.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to reject the Bateman amendment and
pass H.R. 2754.

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

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. RANGEL].

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

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of H.R. 2754, in opposition to
the Bateman amendment, and also to
thank SAM GIBBONS who for so many
years has been active in these very sen-
sitive negotiations which involve not
just shipbuilding today but shipbuild-
ing tomorrow.
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We are all pleased that America now
is going into an era of peace, that we
are moving swiftly from defense into
commercial shipping, and that we now
are going to have to make certain that
we can have a plane, an equal, a flat
playing field as we move forward in
economic competition with other ship-
builders, and that is exactly what this
agreement has done.

It prevents other countries from
manufacturing, making ships, and
dumping them on our markets for less
than the price that they actually paid
for it. It really sets the rules for all of
the countries that have sat down and
realized that there are pluses and
minuses in every agreement. The sub-
sidies that we have now, sure, we can
continue those, which are higher than
other countries, but that does not
mean that other countries cannot
change if there is no agreement and
put in for deeper subsidies.

So what we are talking about is a
war between which country is prepared
to subsidize this industry more than
the other. We know that we have the
expertise, we have the ability to excel,
and all we ask is that other govern-
ments play by the same rules.

It took 5 years for the Bush adminis-
tration, the Clinton administration,
and for other countries to try to figure
out what is in their best interests, and
that is what international treaties are
all about. It means that those who
have an advantage now will not have
that advantage next year.

So I think that after all of these
years, we cannot have America say,
yes, we agree; yes, we spent time at the
table; but here again we find some peo-
ple that believe that they got a little
edge now but are not looking at the
long picture as to where America will
be if we do not restrict other countries
from depending on subsidies and allow
us to depend on our expertise, our expe-
rience, our high-technology, and know
that those people, whether they are in
military vessels or not can succeed in a
fair market.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support of H.R. 2754 and against
the Bateman amendment, which would
basically defeat the bill.

First, I really want to compliment
the gentleman from Florida, Congress-
man GIBBONS, for the work that he has
done for so many years to bring us to
this point by bringing forward legisla-
tion in this Chamber that have brought
our European friends to the table so
that we could enter into this agree-
ment. We are here today because of his
good work and we all appreciate that
very much.

Mr. Chairman, the Port of Baltimore
was once a great center for commercial
shipbuilding. During the Second World
War we were producing the Liberty
ships after just a few days of work. We
had many commercial shipyards lo-
cated in the harbor area of Baltimore.
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Well, today, we have one major com-
mercial shipbuilding yard that re-
mains, and that yard basically com-
petes for repair work.

The reason why Baltimore lost its
shipbuilding was not because it was in-
efficient; it lost its shipbuilding be-
cause of international subsidies. Other
countries were willing to put up tre-
mendous subsidies for their shipbuild-
ing and we in this Nation thought that
was wrong and we protested and pro-
tested, but the jobs were lost in this
country.

If we can return to an even playing
field, remove the international sub-
sidies, we can compete. We are finding
commercial shipbuilding coming back
in this Nation, but it will only come
back if we remove the international
subsidies. We cannot outcompete the
Europeans and Korea and Japan in the
amount of subsidies that they will put
forward to their shipbuilding. We want
a level playing field. This bill gives us
that level playing field.

If the Bateman amendment is adopt-
ed, we have lost this opportunity to
eliminate the international subsidies
in this area. Let our communities re-
build commercial shipbuilding. Sup-
port this legislation and vote against
the Bateman amendment.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes for purposes of control to the
gentleman from Florida [Mr. GIBBONS].

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. GIB-
BONS] will control 2 additional minutes.

There was no objection.
Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I

thank the gentleman for yielding me
that time, and I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN].

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the distinguished chairman of the sub-
committee and to the ranking member
of the Committee on Ways and Means
for yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, I just want to say a
couple of words on this bill in favor of
it and against the proposed amend-
ment. This is not a perfect solution,
but I think it is clear it is the best we
are going to be able to do under these
circumstances, and the alternatives,
really, are quite a bit worse, unravel-
ing this entire structure.

I mainly want to focus on a provision
that has received very little attention
and it relates to what is called injuri-
ous pricing mechanisms. We have
fought long and hard in international
agreements to make sure that there
are some strong antidumping provi-
sions.

These provisions are most beneficial
to companies in the United States and
their workers because it is the United
States which has been the place where
other countries have tried to dump. We
have had open markets, and other
countries have tried to take advantage
of that.

This bill incorporates, in essence, the
work that we have been doing all these
years to try to have a strong antidump-
ing regimen. And as I said, in this case,

it is framed somewhat differently be-
cause we are talking about ships, but
the thrust of it is the same under the
terminology ‘‘injurious pricing mecha-
nism.’’

So this is a step forward. It is the
best we can do, and it is surrounded by
provisions that will try to prevent
other countries injuring our shipbuild-
ing by essentially dumping or under-
cutting through unfair price mecha-
nisms.

Mr. Chairman, I urge support of the
bill and opposition to the amendment.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 1 minute.

I regret that the debate is arranged
such as it is today because I would like
to have had the gentleman from Vir-
ginia [Mr. BATEMAN] and others par-
ticipate in this debate so that we could
respond to issues that are bound to be
raised. So let me raise some of the is-
sues.

First of all, they will say that this
agreement does not play fairly with
the United States. The United States
had no subsidies or practically had no
subsidies when we entered into this
agreement. In 1981, here on this floor in
the Gramm-Latta amendment, we abol-
ished practically all the subsidies that
could be found. One little subsidy
slipped through, that is the title XI
subsidy. It just was not seen and was
not operative at that time, and we did
not take any advantage of it.

Because of the standstill arrange-
ment in this agreement, we were able
to exploit the title XI subsidy and
some small contracts were garnered by
some of the big navy yards in this
country. But the big navy yards are
not really the huge commercial build-
ers in this country. They represent a
very small part of the commercial ca-
pacity. The commercial capacity and
the Navy capacity is really somewhat
different because of specialization of
labor and work.

So we face it today. The gentleman
from Virginia [Mr. BATEMAN] is trying
to defend his big Navy yard. I do not
blame him; I would too if I had one of
those things. But most of the commer-
cial shipbuilders are in non-Navy yards
and they are the ones that will profit,
along with the yard that the gen-
tleman from Virginia represents. It
will also profit from all of this arrange-
ment if we can get it into position.

The problem is we have delayed so
long, because of the legislative process
in Congress, getting this matter to the
floor, all the other nations have al-
ready ratified the agreement. We have
had to seek extension, and our exten-
sion runs out tomorrow, and this agree-
ment is in the best interest of the
greatest number of Americans. We are
having to give up very little.

The gentleman from Virginia [Mr.
BATEMAN] only wants to extend his
slight preference fore another 30
months. Sounds reasonable on its face.
The only trouble is the other nations of
the world just do not trust us. Every
time we bring agreements to the floor

for ratification, we have to bring them
under a fast track procedure or they
will unravel here on the floor.

This agreement was not brought
back under a fast track arrangement
and, therefore, it is being unraveled on
the floor by what looks like harmless
little amendments, and that is what
the issue is here today.

All of the industrialized nations that
build ships have already served notice
on us in writing that if we adopt the
Bateman amendment today this agree-
ment is dead. Let me repeat that. All
of the other signatories to this pact
have agreed to this proposal, and they
have served notice on us in writing
that if we agree to the Bateman
amendment this whole agreement is
dead.

We do not have any choice. And it
would not be a good choice anyway, be-
cause if the Bateman amendment ever
becomes law the standstill arrange-
ment that is in this pact will have ex-
pired and other nations can meet or
match or better the Bateman subsidies.
It will not work.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 11⁄2 minutes to
the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. STUDDS] for a colloquy.

Mr. STUDDS. Mr. Chairman, I want
to engage the manager of the bill, the
distinguished gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. CRANE], for one moment.

When the agreement was negotiated,
it was agreed that U.S. shipbuilders
would have a full 3 years to deliver ves-
sels financed with favorable lending
terms under title XI. This is critical to
many of our shipyards, including one
in my district. Since we are late in
passing implementing legislation, some
have suggested our yards will have
only 2 or 2.5 years to deliver the ves-
sels.

I know the U.S. Trade Representative
has taken steps to make sure that our
yards have a full 3 years from the effec-
tive date of the agreement to deliver
the so-called subsidized vessels. I want-
ed to confirm that this is the under-
standing of the gentleman from Illinois
and that he can give us his assurance
that he will do everything he can to en-
sure U.S. yards have the 3-year deliv-
ery window.

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

Mr. STUDDS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Illinois.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, my un-
derstanding is if before July 15 this
were to occur, that it would be in
order, but that ultimately is an admin-
istration decision, and I have no input
whatsoever that they would have any
objections to that.

Mr. STUDDS. I appreciate that.
My second point is MarAd has a num-

ber of title XI applications in the pipe-
line, ones submitted many months ago
and are substantially completed. Is it
the gentleman’s understanding that
MarAd will be allowed to offer the fa-
vorable terms, depending on title XI
applications which are substantially
complete, and to work with me to en-
sure that applications, such as that
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from the Quincy shipyard, are eligible
for the favorable terms before the
agreement enters into effect?

Mr. CRANE. That is my understand-
ing. As I say, it would be an adminis-
tration interpretation, but I do not
think there would be a problem.

Mr. STUDDS. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman, and I thank the gen-
tleman from Florida for the time.

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

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Florida [Mr. GIBBONS]
has expired; the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. CRANE] yields back the bal-
ance of his time.

The gentleman from South Carolina
[Mr. SPENCE] will be recognized for 15
minutes and the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. DELLUMS] will be recog-
nized for 15 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from South Carolina [Mr. SPENCE].

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

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

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, now it
is time to hear the other side of the
story. Today I rise to express my sup-
port not for the OECD shipbuilding
trade agreement, or H.R. 2754, but for
the amendment that will be offered by
my colleague, the gentleman from Vir-
ginia [Mr. BATEMAN].

H.R. 2754, the Shipbuilding Trade
Agreement Act, would implement the
Organization for Economic Coopera-
tion and Development, or OECD, agree-
ment on shipbuilding. This agreement,
which was signed in December 1994 by
the United States and other major
shipbuilding countries, eliminates
most shipbuilding subsidies provided
by signatory countries to their ship-
building industry or ship operators.
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The OECD agreement also includes

provisions designed to eliminate anti-
competitive pricing practices which
would have allowed some countries to
sell ships on the open market at un-
fairly low prices.

Many Members of the House, and cer-
tainly the Committee on National Se-
curity, consider the base bill to be seri-
ously flawed. Many believe that the
agreement negotiated by the adminis-
tration contains loopholes that will
allow foreign shipyards to continue to
receive subsidies, while we will have
abolished our successful loan guarantee
program for struggling U.S. ship-
builders.

Many believe that the OECD agree-
ment does not give America’s major
shipyards, most of which have pri-
marily been in the business of building
U.S. Navy ships, sufficient time to
transition form military to commer-
cial work.

Still others are concerned that the
agreement will adversely affect the
Jones Act and could prevent shipyards
from building vessels for domestic
shipping without penalty.

Finally, many are concerned that the
existing OECD agreement does not
allow the United States adequate flexi-
bility to protect its national security
interests and to exempt from the
agreement ships that serve military
purposes. In short, many Members be-
lieve that the agreement negotiated by
the administration is seriously flawed.

The Bateman amendment, which was
agreed to in the Committee on Na-
tional Security and enjoys strong bi-
partisan support, attempts to correct
many of the flaws I have described. In
the debate ahead, the gentleman from
Virginia [Mr. BATEMAN] and others will
address the constructive fixes his
amendment proposes for the title XI
program, the Jones Act, and important
definitional issues. It is an important
amendment that deserves Members’ at-
tention and support.

Suffice it to say, Mr. Chairman, H.R.
2754 is a flawed bill that would imple-
ment an imperfect agreement. Regard-
less of how Members feel about voting
on final passage of this bill, I strongly
encourage my colleagues to vote in
favor of the Bateman amendment,
which goes a long way toward protect-
ing our national security interests.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that I be permitted to yield the re-
mainder of my general debate time to
the gentleman from Virginia [Mr.
BATEMAN] and that he be permitted to
manage and control such debate time.

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

There was no objection.
Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I

yield myself 7 minutes.
(Mr. DELLUMS asked and was given

permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I too
join the gentleman from Florida in his
concern with respect to the nature of
this process. We were told that the
Committee on Ways and Means wanted
to exercise their option to debate on
this matter for the first 30 minutes,
otherwise this gentleman would have
been more than willing to engage in
significant debate because I think this
is an important issue.

Obviously, the bill before us is de-
signed to put the Congress in the posi-
tion to ratify an agreement, the pur-
pose of which is to end subsidies, Gov-
ernment subsidies, in the shipbuilding
industry across the world.

There have been great allusions to
the amendment that will be offered by
the gentleman from Virginia [Mr.
BATEMAN]. They have suggested that in
offering the amendment, the ratifica-
tion of this amendment would kill the
agreement. Let us step back for a mo-
ment.

First of all, we believe that what we
are being asked to agree to is a flawed
agreement. Congress does, indeed, have
a role in this process to ratify. Are we
simply rubber stamps, or do we have
the option to exercise our intellectual
and political responsibilities in this

matter? If we do, then it seems to me
that it is perfectly within our right and
prerogatives to offer an amendment.
Now, that is the nature of the process,
otherwise why have the agreement
here?

We think that it is indeed flawed.
The stakeholders in this issue, the
workers, the union people, the ship-
builders looked at this agreement and
said long term they agree with the pur-
pose. But the problem with this agree-
ment is in the transition. We believe
that the U.S. shipbuilders have been
grossly disadvantaged.

Now, we believe that in offering this
amendment and accepting this amend-
ment, it would be not unlike many
other exceptions and exemptions from
other countries, and I will point them
out in a moment. If we pass it, they
will simply go back with the exception,
exemption, and renegotiate, because it
is in the world’s collective interest to
stop subsidies. Other countries, other
governments do not wish to continue.
That is the imperative. That is the
self-interest that will drive everyone
back.

Now, are we doing something dif-
ferent, Mr. Chairman, than any other
country? Example: Foreign govern-
ments were granted the following sub-
sidy packages and the authority to
continue paying out existing subsidies
for ships delivered up until January 1,
1999: Spain, $1.4 billion in restructuring
aid; Portugal, $110 million in restruc-
turing aid; Belgium, $74 million in re-
structuring aid; South Korea, restruc-
turing aid amount unknown, but based
on information we have received it in-
cludes the $750 million plus govern-
ment bailout of Daeoo Shipyard begun
in 1990.

With respect to France, unknown at
this time in terms of the overall
amount, but special offers are cur-
rently being made by other Members of
the European Community to gain
France’s support for the agreement;
minimally, $480 million. Germany: Ger-
many has a package for exemption.
Germany’s package to modernize, re-
structure and cover the loss of the
shipyards in former East Germany, we
believe that that figure adds up to ap-
proximately $4 billion.

So, what the United States is asking
in comparison to these other countries,
they went back in, Mr. Chairman, and
renegotiated these exceptions and
these exemptions. Title XI did not just
happen; it just did not sneak in
through the back-door. The distin-
guished gentleman from Mississippi
[Mr. TAYLOR] and this gentleman, dur-
ing the time when this party was in
control of the Congress, put $50 million
in loan guarantees in title XI because
we saw that we cannot specialize in
these shipyards because not enough
work is being done.

So we took DOD money, put it into
loan guarantees, leveraged it. Do my
colleagues know what happened? Ship-
building began on a commercial level
in this country unprecedented in the
last one or two decades.
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Now, Mr. Chairman, we are simply

saying that we would like to be on a
level playing field. Ultimately, let us
end all subsidies, but in the transition
give us the opportunity to make the
transition correctly. Leave title XI in
for 3 years. That simply puts us on a
level playing field, not only at the end
of the day but in the transition period.

Now, we need to understand Mr.
Chairman, 90 percent of the American
workers in this country work in the
top six shipyards in America. So if my
colleagues care about working-class
people, if they care about the working
people in this country, they work in
the top six yards in America.

There is no such thing anymore as
specialized shipbuilding. We do not do
as much. At one point we were moving
toward a 600-ship Navy. The cold war is
over, the military budget is coming
down, and we are battling over how
fast and how deep that it does come
down. Shipbuilding is coming down in
terms of military activity, so where do
we have to balance that out? With
commercial development.

We simply say at the end of the day,
my conclusion is this. We are simply
asking for what other signatories went
in and renegotiated. This is not going
to kill this agreement. It is in
everybody’s interest to get to the
table.

We are simply saying let us not be
fools. Let us go in intelligently, with
our self-interest involved, and let us
make this decision here. That is what
our responsibility is. We have a fidu-
ciary responsibility to the American
people. Let us carry it out. If the other
countries do not particularly like this,
then let us ask them, ‘‘Why did you
ratify these other exceptions?’’ They
will not do it. They will come back to
the table because it is in their self-in-
terest.

Mr. Chairman, I hope my colleagues
will support the Bateman amendment.
Without it, it seems that this agree-
ment is not supportable.

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

Mr. BATEMAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 3 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to first
associate myself with the splendid re-
marks of the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. DELLUMS], who I think has
very well articulated what is before the
House today. Let me say, in order to
try and reinforce and to place this de-
bate in context, that I heard today that
the amendments which I will offer are
reasonable and they are modest, and
yet I am told that we will unravel the
agreement if this House, in pursuit of
what it conceives to be sound public
policy for the United States of Amer-
ica, were to adopt those amendments.

This presumably is a meaningful
process. If this agreement is flawed,
and I put it to my colleagues that it is
very seriously flawed, then we should
not approve it and implement it.

Mr. Chairman, I am not asking this
House to reject this amendment. I am

asking this House to adopt amend-
ments which would remove the flaws
and the warps from this agreement so
that it at least is arguably in the best
interest of the people of the United
States and our national security.

To do less, Mr. Chairman, would in
my view be an abdication of our re-
sponsibility. Much has been said about
how long this agreement was in process
of negotiation. I think there is some-
thing that needs to be said about that.

During the course of the Bush admin-
istration, no agreement could be
struck, and the reason it could not be
struck is because there was an insist-
ence on the part of this country that
we protect and preserve the Jones Act
for our domestic internal trade.

This agreement does not protect the
Jones Act, as least according to all of
the people who have said my amend-
ment undermines the agreement, be-
cause we make it explicit by my
amendment that the Jones Act shall
not be affected because that is what
the U.S. Trade Representative told us.

But now even they are saying the
Bateman amendment, by making it ex-
plicit that the Jones Act will be pro-
tected, is going to unravel the agree-
ment. This is not a treaty or an agree-
ment that I think has been dealt with
very uprightly in terms of what it does
and does not include. Clearly, we
should insist through my amendment
that we preserve the Jones Act invio-
late.

To say that we should have no in-
terim transition provisions protecting
our shipbuilding is, I think, again a
terrible mistake, especially when we
look at it in the context that has been
pointed out, that numerous other par-
ties who are signatories to this agree-
ment were taken care of by transition
provisions for their shipyards while we
have none.

Our trade representative came back
after he signed this agreement in De-
cember and admitted to me that they
had not even sought any transition
provisions for this country’s ship-
builders, even though the other parties
to this agreement had been subsidized
to the tune of as much as $8 billion a
year when we were not subsidizing at
all, and yet they sought no concession
or transition provision for American
shipbuilders.

Mr. Chairman, that is why this
agreement is flawed. That is why it
needs the amendments.

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

Mr. BATEMAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Tennessee [Mr. QUILLEN].

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
National Security Committee amend-
ment to H.R. 2754. The amendment of-
fered by the National Security Com-
mittee will mitigate the damage this
shipbuilding trade agreement will have
on our national security interests and
our defense shipbuilding industrial

base. No commercial trade agreement
should place restrictions on our domes-
tic Jones Act trade. The Jones Act
fleet and the industrial base sustained
through construction of ships for this
trade is an essential arm of our mili-
tary in a contingency.

During the Gulf war, shipyards
worked around the clock to activate
moth-balled ships to transport our
tanks and helicopters to our forward
deployed troops, and the mariners who
operated our Jones Act fleet in peace-
time were called upon to crew these
military reserve vessels. The Depart-
ment of Defense has stated that the
Jones Act is essential to our national
security interests. The House National
Security Committee amendment will
ensure that the Jones Act ship con-
struction and operating requirement is
not jeopardized by this agreement.

It will also clarify that noncombat-
ant military auxiliary and sealift ships
are not covered by this agreement. No
commercial trade agreement should re-
strict the U.S. Department of Defense
from procuring surge and
prepositioning sealift ships needed to
meet our Army and Marine Corps re-
quirements. This was not the intent of
these negotiations; however, this will
be the case unless the National Secu-
rity Committee amendment is passed.

I also support the 30-month extension
of our title XI ship loan guarantee pro-
gram which has enabled our navy ship-
builders to transition back into the
business of building large ocean-going
commercial ships. This commercial
work has created 4,000 jobs in our ship-
yards, and helped to sustain our criti-
cal Navy shipbuilding base during a
historical low in Navy shipbuilding or-
ders. This limited extension of title XI
is very modest compared to the 3- and
4-year transition subsidies granted to
foreign signatories of this trade agree-
ment—subsidies above and beyond
their already massive subsidies.

I urge my colleagues to vote for the
National Security Committee amend-
ment.
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The CHAIRMAN. The Chair advises
that the gentleman from Virginia [Mr.
BATEMAN] has 51⁄2 minutes remaining,
and the gentleman from California [Mr.
DELLUMS] has 8 minutes remaining.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 4 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. TAY-
LOR].

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the distinguished
Member for yielding the time.

No one comes here to increase the
deficit. No one comes here to dismantle
America’s might. But just last night,
the new majority voted for a budget for
the next 2 years that increases the an-
nual operating deficit and in turn the
national debt. Today we are going to
have a choice of whether or not we are
going to dismantle America’s indus-
trial might. I have to my left, and I
hope the television camera can show
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this, one of the 66 jewels of America’s
industrial might. It is so huge that this
990-foot warship appears to be but a toy
when compared to that overall indus-
trial facility. It is called Ingalls Ship-
building and is one of the six remaining
shipyards in America that build ships
to defend our country.

This agreement would preclude any
chance Ingalls Shipbuilding ever has of
in the long run staying in business.
And that is what it comes down to. You
see, as mentioned before, during the
Reagan years there was talk of a 600-
ship Navy and therefore people like
Ingalls and Newport News would have
plenty of work building those ships. We
are now looking at a 150-ship Navy,
which means there is not work for all
six of them. If we do not find commer-
cial work for those yards, they will
simply go out of business. Why is that
important?

This island nation during World War
II had to build 16,000 ships to save itself
from Japan and Nazi Germany. We are
now down to what will be in the near
future a 150-ship fleet so, if we lose our
ability in the meantime between wars
to do some commercial work, those
yards will not be around. If you had to
start this yard from scratch, you would
have to find $800 million. That just is
not going to happen.

So why is the agreement bad? The
agreement is bad because we are count-
ing on about 20 other nations to quit
subsidizing their yards unilaterally. It
is not going to happen. It has not hap-
pened. Even today in the Journal of
Commerce, here is the story, that the
Danes, even before the ink on this
agreement is dry, are already cheating
on this agreement. The reason the
Danes say that they are cheating is be-
cause the Germans are cheating.

So we are being asked by the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means to unilater-
ally disarm, to give away the ability of
our Nation to defend itself in future
wars. So the Committee on Ways and
Means can proudly proclaim that they
have passed another failed trade agree-
ment. May I remind them of their tre-
mendous success of NAFTA? May I in-
vite the Committee on Ways and Means
to come to Lucedale, MS, or to Hatties-
burg, MS, or Poplarville, MS, and go to
the cattle auction and see the cattle-
men who cry because they are selling
their calves for one-half of the price
that they were just 3 years ago before
NAFTA. Or maybe once again to go to
Lumberton, MS, or Poplarville, MS or
Wiggins, MS or Neely, MS, or Gulfport,
MS and visit the empty garment plants
where thousands of people have been
laid off as a direct result of NAFTA. In
Neely, MS, when you lose your job, job
retraining does not matter because
there is no other factory in Neely, MS.
The only business in town shut down.

So based on the success of NAFTA
and our ability to pass an agreement
that hurts only us and helps only our
competitors, we want to do this again,
except this time we want to do it with
regard to national defense. We want to

take the magnificent machine built up
over the course of the past century,
first by Democrats like FDR and later
by Republicans like Ronald Reagan and
George Bush, and we want to put it out
of business so that when the next war
comes we will not have a yard. And
maybe if we are lucky, the Germans
will sell us a ship. Maybe if we are
lucky the Japanese will sell us a ship.
But maybe if we are not lucky, they
will be on the other side. Then what do
we do?

The great powers of the world have
always been great manufacturers, and
they have been great maritime powers.
Those two things go hand in hand dur-
ing the course of recorded history.
With NAFTA, we have given away a lot
of our manufacturing might. With this
agreement, they are trying to give
away our maritime might, what is left
of it, and our ability to get back in the
business.

Title XI works. It is a loan guarantee
program that works. We are building
ships in this country, and now they are
saying, let us take it away. The gen-
tleman from Virginia [Mr. BATEMAN] is
saying, let us slow that down a little
bit.

I encourage Members to vote for the
Bateman amendment. At the very least
it will slow it down a little bit. And
then I encourage Members to vote
against this entire agreement because
we do not need to give up our sov-
ereignty to 20 other countries to tell us
where and when we can invest in the
industrial might of this Nation.

Mr. BATEMAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
California [Mr. HUNTER].

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I want
to thank the distinguished gentleman
from Virginia for yielding to me. I
want to note to my colleagues in the
full committee and all the Members
that this is one of those occasions, as
you can see with respect to this sub-
stitute amendment, there is solidarity
in the Committee on National Secu-
rity, on the Democrat side, on the Re-
publican side, on all shades of the po-
litical spectrum. This is the reason: No
matter how much we disagree about
weapons systems and about strategies
and about budget numbers, we all agree
on one thing, one fact that comes home
to us every time we have a conflict.
When we move out to project American
power, we carry that power, whether it
is marines or soldiers or ammunition
or aircraft and all the logistics that
you have to take to a foreign place to
fight a war on ships.

In Desert Storm we carried 95 per-
cent of our war materiel on ships, not
on airplanes, and everybody knows
that. The gentleman from California
[Mr. DELLUMS] knows that. The gen-
tleman from South Carolina [Mr.
SPENCE] knows that. Every member of
the committee knows that. Every
Member of the House knows that. With
respect to our ability to move to
change this amendment, all of our al-
lies know that. All of the signatories of
this agreement know that.

South Korea is not going to complain
because we want to maintain our ship-
building base. South Korea exists be-
cause we had a shipbuilding base. We
saved them as the North Koreans were
driving down the Korean Peninsula and
the Chinese shortly thereafter because
we were able to move an American
blocking force in there, hold the line
and gradually push it back.

Our European allies are not going to
complain because two times in this
century we have saved Europe with
American ships carrying American per-
sonnel and war materiel. Our allies
who depended on the lifeline in the
Gulf war understand that, while we had
to rely on rent-a-ships in that case, 95
percent of the American equipment
that was carried to that war was car-
ried on ships.

Now, this bill, if it is not amended by
the national security substitute, is
going to do some bad things because
theoretically it excludes military con-
struction but it reserves for foreign
judges the definition of what is a mili-
tary program. It warns us against ‘‘dis-
guising commercial shipbuilding in
military programs.’’ That means some-
body else is going to be interpreting
what is an American military program.

Is a prepositioning ship an American
military program or just another way
to have commercial cargo or to have
logistics that you might be taking on a
rent-a-ship? Is that an American mili-
tary program? In the WTO we are now
seeing these decisions come home
where they have enforced Brazil’s right
to send dirty gas into the United
States because foreign judges have said
American environmental laws are in-
valid. We have seen the problem with
giving to foreign judges the right to ar-
bitrate and to determine what is an
American military program.

Let me urge all of my colleagues to
support the national security position
on this and vote against the full bill on
final passage.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from California [Mr. DELLUMS] is rec-
ognized for 4 minutes.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, the
bill, H.R. 2754, provides the Congress of
the United States with the opportunity
to ratify an agreement, the purpose of
which is to end government subsidies
in shipbuilding. I believe that it is in
the interest of the shipbuilding indus-
try and in the interest of the American
worker and ultimately the American
people that we ratify a treaty, the pur-
pose of which is to end Government
subsidies. That is indeed in our inter-
est.

I would like to take this opportunity
to applaud the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. GIBBONS], who has perhaps beyond
any other Member of this body worked
tirelessly to get such an agreement be-
cause he had the wisdom and the vision
to understand that it is indeed in the
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interest of the United States to end
Government subsidy. For that, I ap-
plaud the gentleman. I am one of the
gentleman’s greatest fans.

My point of departure today with my
distinguished colleague is very simple
and very straightforward. I believe
that the agreement is flawed in its
transition implications. We are simply
saying that we need to put the United
States in a better position in this tran-
sition period, as we move from a heavy
reliance on military dollars, building
hundreds of military ships, to building
commercial ships.

As I look at the experience around
this agreement, I have come to the
startling realization but the comfort-
ing realization that other countries
saw problems in the transition and
sought exemptions and exceptions
prior to signing the agreement that
would allow them to step forward and
then sign the agreement.

I believe that the notion that if the
Bateman amendment passed that it
would kill the agreement is hyperbole.
But I have been here going on 26 years,
and I know how we can engage in hy-
perbole in this institution. The amend-
ment will kill the bill. But that is hy-
perbole, and I love the Members that
say it, but we often practice overstate-
ment and hyperbole.

You have to be bright enough to cut
through the weed and get to the real
issue. It is not going to kill this agree-
ment, because it is in the world’s col-
lective interest to end government sub-
sidies. That imperative and that imper-
ative alone will drive everybody back
to the table.

If we pass this agreement, the world
is not going to step back and say, well,
you guys are going to do this, I am
going to spend $2 billion a year subsi-
dizing shipbuilding. That is bizarre, ex-
treme and absurd. What they will do is
sit down and try to work it out. That
is all we are simply saying.
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Finally, as I said in my opening re-
marks, if the Congress did not have
any role, then why are we here to rat-
ify it? And I think our role should go
beyond simply rubber stamping when
we believe substantively, economi-
cally, politically and intellectually
that there is something wrong with the
agreement. Working people in this
country looked at it and said it is
flawed in the transition. Shipbuilding
people looked at it and said it is flawed
in its transition. These are two major
stakeholders who believe ultimately
that we ought to end government sub-
sidy.

So we stepped up to the plate and
said, ‘‘Let’s correct it, let’s clarify on
the Jones Act, let’s clarify some
boilerplate language with respect to
national security issues.

That is all this amendment does. I
urge my colleagues to listen carefully
to the debate around the Bateman
amendment, not be guided by hyper-
bole and overstatement, and look at

the facts, and I believe that they will
come to the conclusion that we are cor-
rect. Adopt the Bateman amendment,
and go forward to pass H.R. 2754, as
amended.

Mr. BATEMAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Maine [Mr. LONGLEY].

Mr. LONGLEY. Mr. Chairman, the
reason we are debating these amend-
ments to this trade agreement today is
that we are seeking at least some ele-
ment of fairness to our shipbuilders.
The reason we are debating these
amendments is that we believe it is im-
portant to maintain these critical
manufacturing jobs that shipbuilding
and the supplier base provides. The rea-
son we are debating these amendments
is that many of us fear this trade
agreement will be like so many before
it—one that is unfair to the United
States and that will send these jobs to
other countries.

But let us not lose sight of the most
important reason we are debating these
amendments: and that is, that we are
concerned about the national security
of this country. You see, we have got-
ten to the point where the shipbuilding
industrial base that embodies the criti-
cal skills and facilities needed to
produce our Navy’s ships has shrunken
to just six shipyards and 70,000 employ-
ees. These same shipyards are the ones
that have historically produced most of
the large, oceangoing ships built in
this country for both our domestic and
international trades. Commercial ship-
building has always been essential to
helping level out the valleys when the
government’s purchase of ships has de-
clined.

We are at this very moment consider-
ing Navy shipbuilding budgets that are
the lowest in over 40 years! And while
the Congress is attempting to increase
that level slightly, the numbers of
ships being ordered by the Navy are
simply not sufficient to sustain the
bare minimum shipbuilding base we
now have. And if we are going to even
come close to maintaining the 346-ship
Navy that forms the basis of our cur-
rent warfighting strategy, we are going
to ask these same shipbuilders a few
years from now to increase their rate
of shipbuilding to two to three times
what it is today.

Even with these amendments, we are
perilously close to signing away our ca-
pability to ensure economic and na-
tional security through our shipbuild-
ing industrial base.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
voting for jobs and for national secu-
rity. Vote for the National Security
Committee amendments.

Mr. BATEMAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself the 30 seconds remaining
only to remind the Members of the
House that the six major shipyards
who are diametrically opposed to this
agreement in its present form rep-
resent 300,000 jobs at their shipyards
and in the companies that service and
work with them. This is over 90 percent
of all the workers engaged in ship con-

struction in the United States, and
these shipyards build 98 percent of all
ships for the United States Navy. We
are speaking not just for those ship-
yards, but for all of the unions and the
workers who are employed in those
shipyards and for whom my amend-
ments to this bill are extremely sig-
nificant and are very intensely sup-
ported by those people.

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support
of the efforts of the gentleman from Virginia
[Mr. BATEMAN] regarding our Nation’s ship-
building industrial base by ensuring that indus-
try’s success in its endeavor to participate in
commercial shipbuilding on the international
level. I speak on this matter to support my col-
league, and to note my interest as chairman of
the Committee on Commerce in the issue of
dumping.

In support of my colleague, I signed a letter
delineating the problem created by the OECD
Shipbulding Agreement that H.R. 2754 would
implement. The agreement fails to remedy the
historical advantage foreign shipbuilders have
maintained over the U.S. shipbuilding industry
through government subsidies. Although the
agreement does eliminate certain aspects of
foreign government subsidies, it still does not
place U.S. shipbuilders on equal footing with
foreign shipbuilders in the international market.
Therefore, I support Mr. BATEMAN’S efforts to
create an even playing field.

My interest in the matter as chairman of the
Committee on Commerce stems from my
committee’s extensive work in the area of
trade. H.R. 2754 would add a new title, ‘‘Title
VIII—Injurious Pricing and Countermeasures
Relating to Shipbuilding’’ to the Tariff Act of
1930, The new title VIII would provide a mech-
anism, tailored to the unique situation of the
shipbuilding industry, to address concerns re-
garding the practice of dumping—selling
goods, in this case ships, for less than their
fair value.

Without recounting the lengthy history of my
committee’s work in the area of trade, I will
point out just a few previous legislative initia-
tives—focusing on the 100th Congress—that
addressed dumping. During the 100th Con-
gress, at least four trade measures considered
by the Commerce Committee were incor-
porated into the Omnibus Trade Reform Act of
1988. Although other measures included provi-
sions on the issue of dumping, H.R. 268—no-
tably—addressed only the issue of dumping.
Through that measure, my committee and oth-
ers sought to amend the Tariff Act of 1930 ‘‘to
provide private remedies for injury caused by
unfair foreign competition and violations of
certain customs fraud provisions.’’

Just as H.R. 268 establishes remedies
where an article ‘‘is imported or sold within the
United States at a United States price which
is less than the foreign market value or con-
structed value of such article,’’ H.R. 2754 pro-
vides for remedies where ‘‘a foreign vessel
has been sold directly or indirectly to one or
more United States buyers at less than its fair
value.’’ Therefore, my interest in this measure
is twofold. First, I want to support my col-
league Mr. BATEMAN; and second, I want to
express my committee’s jurisdictional interest
in the dumping provisions of this measure.
Based on my committee’s lengthy history of
work in the area of trade, and on the issue of
dumping. I would like to note our intent to con-
tinue in the exercise of our authority in these
areas.
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The CHAIRMAN. All time for general

debate has expired.
Pursuant to the rule, the amendment

in the nature of a substitute, rec-
ommended by the Committee on Ways
and Means, modified by the amend-
ment printed in part 1 of House Report
104–606, is considered as an original bill
for the purpose of amendment and is
considered read.

The text of the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute, as
modified, is as follows:

H.R. 2754
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Shipbuilding
Trade Agreement Act’’.
SEC. 2. APPROVAL OF THE SHIPBUILDING AGREE-

MENT.
The Congress approves The Agreement Re-

specting Normal Competitive Conditions in the
Commercial Shipbuilding and Repair Industry
(hereafter in this Act referred to as the ‘‘Ship-
building Agreement’’), a reciprocal trade agree-
ment which resulted from negotiations under
the auspices of the Organization for Economic
Cooperation and Development, and was entered
into on December 21, 1994.
SEC. 3. EFFECTIVE DATE.

This Act and the amendments made by this
Act take effect on the date that the Shipbuilding
Agreement enters into force with respect to the
United States.

TITLE I—INJURIOUS PRICING AND
COUNTERMEASURES

SEC. 101. INJURIOUS PRICING AND COUNTER-
MEASURES PROCEEDINGS.

The Tariff Act of 1930 is amended by adding
at the end the following new title:
‘‘TITLE VIII—INJURIOUS PRICING AND

COUNTERMEASURES RELATING TO
SHIPBUILDING
‘‘Subtitle A—Injurious Pricing Charge and

Countermeasures
‘‘Sec. 801. Injurious pricing charge.
‘‘Sec. 802. Procedures for initiating an inju-

rious pricing investigation.
‘‘Sec. 803. Preliminary determinations.
‘‘Sec. 804. Termination or suspension of in-

vestigation.
‘‘Sec. 805. Final determinations.
‘‘Sec. 806. Imposition and collection of inju-

rious pricing charge.
‘‘Sec. 807. Imposition of countermeasures.
‘‘Sec. 808. Injurious pricing petitions by

third countries.
‘‘Subtitle B—Special Rules

‘‘Sec. 821. Export price.
‘‘Sec. 822. Normal value.
‘‘Sec. 823. Currency conversion.

‘‘Subtitle C—Procedures
‘‘Sec. 841. Hearings.
‘‘Sec. 842. Determinations on the basis of

the facts available.
‘‘Sec. 843. Access to information.
‘‘Sec. 844. Conduct of investigations.
‘‘Sec. 845. Administrative action following

shipbuilding agreement panel re-
ports.

‘‘Subtitle D—Definitions

‘‘Sec. 861. Definitions.

‘‘Subtitle A—Injurious Pricing Charge and
Countermeasures

‘‘SEC. 801. INJURIOUS PRICING CHARGE.
‘‘(a) BASIS FOR CHARGE.—If—
‘‘(1) the administering authority determines

that a foreign vessel has been sold directly or in-
directly to one or more United States buyers at
less than its fair value, and

‘‘(2) the Commission determines that—
‘‘(A) an industry in the United States—
‘‘(i) is or has been materially injured, or
‘‘(ii) is threatened with material injury, or
‘‘(B) the establishment of an industry in the

United States is or has been materially retarded,
by reason of the sale of such vessel, then there
shall be imposed upon the foreign producer of
the subject vessel an injurious pricing charge, in
an amount equal to the amount by which the
normal value exceeds the export price for the
vessel. For purposes of this subsection and sec-
tion 805(b)(1), a reference to the sale of a foreign
vessel includes the creation or transfer of an
ownership interest in the vessel, except for an
ownership interest created or acquired solely for
the purpose of providing security for a normal
commercial loan.

‘‘(b) FOREIGN VESSELS NOT MERCHANDISE.—
No foreign vessel may be considered to be, or to
be part of, a class or kind of merchandise for
purposes of subtitle B of title VII.
‘‘SEC. 802. PROCEDURES FOR INITIATING AN IN-

JURIOUS PRICING INVESTIGATION.
‘‘(a) INITIATION BY ADMINISTERING AUTHOR-

ITY.—
‘‘(1) GENERAL RULE.—Except in the case in

which subsection (d)(6) applies, an injurious
pricing investigation shall be initiated whenever
the administering authority determines, from in-
formation available to it, that a formal inves-
tigation is warranted into the question of
whether the elements necessary for the imposi-
tion of a charge under section 801(a) exist, and
whether a producer described in section
861(17)(C) would meet the criteria of subsection
(b)(1)(B) for a petitioner.

‘‘(2) TIME FOR INITIATION BY ADMINISTERING
AUTHORITY.—An investigation may only be initi-
ated under paragraph (1) within 6 months after
the time the administering authority first knew
or should have known of the sale of the vessel.
Any period in which subsection (d)(6)(A) applies
shall not be included in calculating that 6-
month period.

‘‘(b) INITIATION BY PETITION.—
‘‘(1) PETITION REQUIREMENTS.—(A) Except in

a case in which subsection (d)(6) applies, an in-
jurious pricing proceeding shall be initiated
whenever an interested party, as defined in sub-
paragraph (C), (D), (E), or (F) of section
861(17), files a petition with the administering
authority, on behalf of an industry, which al-
leges the elements necessary for the imposition
of an injurious pricing charge under section
801(a) and the elements required under subpara-
graph (B), (C), (D), or (E) of this paragraph,
and which is accompanied by information rea-
sonably available to the petitioner supporting
those allegations and identifying the trans-
action concerned.

‘‘(B)(i) If the petitioner is a producer de-
scribed in section 861(17)(C), and—

‘‘(I) if the vessel was sold through a broad
multiple bid, the petition shall include informa-
tion indicating that the petitioner was invited to
tender a bid on the contract at issue, the peti-
tioner actually did so, and the bid of the peti-
tioner substantially met the delivery date and
technical requirements of the bid,

‘‘(II) if the vessel was sold through any bid-
ding process other than a broad multiple bid
and the petitioner was invited to tender a bid on
the contract at issue, the petition shall include
information indicating that the petitioner actu-
ally did so and the bid of the petitioner substan-
tially met the delivery date and technical re-
quirements of the bid, or

‘‘(III) except in a case in which the vessel was
sold through a broad multiple bid, if there is no
invitation to tender a bid, the petition shall in-
clude information indicating that the petitioner
was capable of building the vessel concerned
and, if the petitioner knew or should have
known of the proposed purchase, it made de-
monstrable efforts to conclude a sale with the
United States buyer consistent with the delivery
date and technical requirements of the buyer.

‘‘(ii) For purposes of clause (i)(III), there is a
rebuttable presumption that the petitioner knew
or should have known of the proposed purchase
if it is demonstrated that—

‘‘(I) the majority of the producers in the in-
dustry have made efforts with the United States
buyer to conclude a sale of the subject vessel, or

‘‘(II) general information on the sale was
available from brokers, financiers, classification
societies, charterers, trade associations, or other
entities normally involved in shipbuilding trans-
actions with whom the petitioner had regular
contacts or dealings.

‘‘(C) If the petitioner is an interested party
described in section 861(17)(D), the petition shall
include information indicating that members of
the union or group of workers described in that
section are employed by a producer that meets
the requirements of subparagraph (B) of this
paragraph.

‘‘(D) If the petitioner is an interested party
described in section 861(17)(E), the petition shall
include information indicating that a member of
the association described in that section is a
producer that meets the requirements of sub-
paragraph (B) of this paragraph.

‘‘(E) If the petitioner is an interested party
described in section 861(17)(F), the petition shall
include information indicating that a member of
the association described in that section meets
the requirements of subparagraph (C) or (D) of
this paragraph.

‘‘(F) The petition may be amended at such
time, and upon such conditions, as the admin-
istering authority and the Commission may per-
mit.

‘‘(2) SIMULTANEOUS FILING WITH COMMIS-
SION.—The petitioner shall file a copy of the pe-
tition with the Commission on the same day as
it is filed with the administering authority.

‘‘(3) DEADLINE FOR FILING PETITION.—
‘‘(A) DEADLINE.—(i) A petitioner to which

paragraph (1)(B) (i) or (ii) applies shall file the
petition no later than the earlier of—

‘‘(I) 6 months after the time that the petitioner
first knew or should have known of the sale of
the subject vessel, or

‘‘(II) 6 months after delivery of the subject
vessel.

‘‘(ii) A petitioner to which paragraph
(1)(B)(iii) applies shall—

‘‘(I) file the petition no later than the earlier
of 9 months after the time that the petitioner
first knew or should have known of the sale of
the subject vessel, or 6 months after delivery of
the subject vessel, and

‘‘(II) submit to the administering authority a
notice of intent to file a petition no later than
6 months after the time that the petitioner first
knew or should have known of the sale (unless
the petition itself is filed within that 6-month
period).

‘‘(B) PRESUMPTION OF KNOWLEDGE.—For pur-
poses of this paragraph, if the existence of the
sale, together with general information concern-
ing the vessel, is published in the international
trade press, there is a rebuttable presumption
that the petitioner knew or should have known
of the sale of the vessel from the date of that
publication.

‘‘(c) ACTIONS BEFORE INITIATING INVESTIGA-
TIONS.—

‘‘(1) NOTIFICATION OF GOVERNMENTS.—Before
initiating an investigation under either sub-
section (a) or (b), the administering authority
shall notify the government of the exporting
country of the investigation. In the case of the
initiation of an investigation under subsection
(b), such notification shall include a public ver-
sion of the petition.

‘‘(2) ACCEPTANCE OF COMMUNICATIONS.—The
administering authority shall not accept any
unsolicited oral or written communication from
any person other than an interested party de-
scribed in section 861(17)(C), (D), (E), or (F) be-
fore the administering authority makes its deci-
sion whether to initiate an investigation pursu-
ant to a petition, except for inquiries regarding
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the status of the administering authority’s con-
sideration of the petition or a request for con-
sultation by the government of the exporting
country.

‘‘(3) NONDISCLOSURE OF CERTAIN INFORMA-
TION.—The administering authority and the
Commission shall not disclose information with
regard to any draft petition submitted for review
and comment before it is filed under subsection
(b)(1).

‘‘(d) PETITION DETERMINATION.—
‘‘(1) TIME FOR INITIAL DETERMINATION.—(A)

Within 45 days after the date on which a peti-
tion is filed under subsection (b), the admin-
istering authority shall, after examining, on the
basis of sources readily available to the admin-
istering authority, the accuracy and adequacy
of the evidence provided in the petition, deter-
mine whether the petition—

‘‘(i) alleges the elements necessary for the im-
position of an injurious pricing charge under
section 801(a) and the elements required under
subsection (b)(1)(B), (C), (D), or (E), and con-
tains information reasonably available to the
petitioner supporting the allegations; and

‘‘(ii) determine if the petition has been filed by
or on behalf of the industry.

‘‘(B) Any period in which paragraph (6)(A)
applies shall not be included in calculating the
45-day period described in subparagraph (A).

‘‘(2) AFFIRMATIVE DETERMINATIONS.—If the
determinations under clauses (i) and (ii) of
paragraph (1)(A) are affirmative, the admin-
istering authority shall initiate an investigation
to determine whether the vessel was sold at less
than fair value, unless paragraph (6) applies.

‘‘(3) NEGATIVE DETERMINATIONS.—If—
‘‘(A) the determination under clause (i) or (ii)

of paragraph (1)(A) is negative, or
‘‘(B) paragraph (6)(B) applies,

the administering authority shall dismiss the pe-
tition, terminate the proceeding, and notify the
petitioner in writing of the reasons for the deter-
mination.

‘‘(4) DETERMINATION OF INDUSTRY SUPPORT.—
‘‘(A) GENERAL RULE.—For purposes of this

subsection, the administering authority shall de-
termine that the petition has been filed by or on
behalf of the domestic industry, if—

‘‘(i) the domestic producers or workers who
support the petition collectively account for at
least 25 percent of the total capacity of domestic
producers capable of producing a like vessel,
and

‘‘(ii) the domestic producers or workers who
support the petition collectively account for
more than 50 percent of the total capacity to
produce a like vessel of that portion of the do-
mestic industry expressing support for or opposi-
tion to the petition.

‘‘(B) CERTAIN POSITIONS DISREGARDED.—In de-
termining industry support under subparagraph
(A), the administering authority shall disregard
the position of domestic producers who oppose
the petition, if such producers are related to the
foreign producer or United States buyer of the
subject vessel, or the domestic producer is itself
the United States buyer, unless such domestic
producers demonstrate that their interests as do-
mestic producers would be adversely affected by
the imposition of an injurious pricing charge.

‘‘(C) POLLING THE INDUSTRY.—If the petition
does not establish support of domestic producers
or workers accounting for more than 50 percent
of the total capacity to produce a like vessel—

‘‘(i) the administering authority shall poll the
industry or rely on other information in order to
determine if there is support for the petition as
required by subparagraph (A), or

‘‘(ii) if there is a large number of producers in
the industry, the administering authority may
determine industry support for the petition by
using any statistically valid sampling method to
poll the industry.

‘‘(D) COMMENTS BY INTERESTED PARTIES.—Be-
fore the administering authority makes a deter-
mination with respect to initiating an investiga-

tion, any person who would qualify as an inter-
ested party under section 861(17) if an investiga-
tion were initiated, may submit comments or in-
formation on the issue of industry support.
After the administering authority makes a deter-
mination with respect to initiating an investiga-
tion, the determination regarding industry sup-
port shall not be reconsidered.

‘‘(5) DEFINITION OF DOMESTIC PRODUCERS OR
WORKERS.—For purposes of this subsection, the
term ‘domestic producers or workers’ means in-
terested parties as defined in section 861(17)(C),
(D), (E), or (F).

‘‘(6) PROCEEDINGS BY WTO MEMBERS.—The ad-
ministering authority shall not initiate an inves-
tigation under this section if, with respect to the
vessel sale at issue, an antidumping proceeding
conducted by a WTO member who is not a Ship-
building Agreement Party—

‘‘(A) has been initiated and has been pending
for not more than one year, or

‘‘(B) has been completed and resulted in the
imposition of antidumping measures or a nega-
tive determination with respect to whether the
sale was at less than fair value or with respect
to injury.

‘‘(e) NOTIFICATION TO COMMISSION OF DETER-
MINATION.—The administering authority shall—

‘‘(1) notify the Commission immediately of any
determination it makes under subsection (a) or
(d), and

‘‘(2) if the determination is affirmative, make
available to the Commission such information as
it may have relating to the matter under inves-
tigation, under such procedures as the admin-
istering authority and the Commission may es-
tablish to prevent disclosure, other than with
the consent of the party providing it or under
protective order, of any information to which
confidential treatment has been given by the ad-
ministering authority.
‘‘SEC. 803. PRELIMINARY DETERMINATIONS.

‘‘(a) DETERMINATION BY COMMISSION OF REA-
SONABLE INDICATION OF INJURY.—

‘‘(1) GENERAL RULE.—Except in the case of a
petition dismissed by the administering author-
ity under section 802(d)(3), the Commission,
within the time specified in paragraph (2), shall
determine, based on the information available to
it at the time of the determination, whether
there is a reasonable indication that—

‘‘(A) an industry in the United States—
‘‘(i) is or has been materially injured, or
‘‘(ii) is threatened with material injury, or
‘‘(B) the establishment of an industry in the

United States is or has been materially retarded,
by reason of the sale of the subject vessel. If the
Commission makes a negative determination
under this paragraph, the investigation shall be
terminated.

‘‘(2) TIME FOR COMMISSION DETERMINATION.—
The Commission shall make the determination
described in paragraph (1) within 90 days after
the date on which the petition is filed or, in the
case of an investigation initiated under section
802(a), within 90 days after the date on which
the Commission receives notice from the admin-
istering authority that the investigation has
been initiated.

‘‘(b) PRELIMINARY DETERMINATION BY ADMIN-
ISTERING AUTHORITY.—

‘‘(1) PERIOD OF INJURIOUS PRICING INVESTIGA-
TION.—(A) The administering authority shall
make a determination, based upon the informa-
tion available to it at the time of the determina-
tion, of whether there is a reasonable basis to
believe or suspect that the subject vessel was
sold at less than fair value.

‘‘(B) If cost data is required to determine nor-
mal value on the basis of a sale of a foreign like
vessel that has not been delivered on or before
the date on which the administering authority
initiates the investigation, the administering au-
thority shall make its determination within 160
days after the date of delivery of the foreign like
vessel.

‘‘(C) If normal value is to be determined on
the basis of constructed value, the administering

authority shall make its determination within
160 days after the date of delivery of the subject
vessel.

‘‘(D) In cases in which subparagraph (B) or
(C) does not apply, the administering authority
shall make its determination within 160 days
after the date on which the administering au-
thority initiates the investigation under section
802.

‘‘(E) In no event shall the administering au-
thority make its determination before an affirm-
ative determination is made by the Commission
under subsection (a).

‘‘(2) DE MINIMIS INJURIOUS PRICING MARGIN.—
In making a determination under this sub-
section, the administering authority shall dis-
regard any injurious pricing margin that is de
minimis. For purposes of the preceding sentence,
an injurious pricing margin is de minimis if the
administering authority determines that the
margin is less than 2 percent of the export price.

‘‘(c) EXTENSION OF PERIOD IN EXTRAOR-
DINARILY COMPLICATED CASES OR FOR GOOD
CAUSE.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—If—
‘‘(A) the administering authority concludes

that the parties concerned are cooperating and
determines that—

‘‘(i) the case is extraordinarily complicated by
reason of—

‘‘(I) the novelty of the issues presented, or
‘‘(II) the nature and extent of the information

required, and
‘‘(ii) additional time is necessary to make the

preliminary determination, or
‘‘(B) a party to the investigation requests an

extension and demonstrates good cause for the
extension,
then the administering authority may postpone
the time for making its preliminary determina-
tion.

‘‘(2) LENGTH OF POSTPONEMENT.—The prelimi-
nary determination may be postponed under
paragraph (1)(A) or (B) until not later than the
190th day after—

‘‘(A) the date of delivery of the foreign like
vessel, if subsection (b)(1)(B) applies,

‘‘(B) the date of delivery of the subject vessel,
if subsection (b)(1)(C) applies, or

‘‘(C) the date on which the administering au-
thority initiates an investigation under section
802, in a case in which subsection (b)(1)(D) ap-
plies.

‘‘(3) NOTICE OF POSTPONEMENT.—The admin-
istering authority shall notify the parties to the
investigation, not later than 20 days before the
date on which the preliminary determination
would otherwise be required under subsection
(b)(1), if it intends to postpone making the pre-
liminary determination under paragraph (1).
The notification shall include an explanation of
the reasons for the postponement, and notice of
the postponement shall be published in the Fed-
eral Register.

‘‘(d) EFFECT OF DETERMINATION BY THE AD-
MINISTERING AUTHORITY.—If the preliminary de-
termination of the administering authority
under subsection (b) is affirmative, the admin-
istering authority shall—

‘‘(1) determine an estimated injurious pricing
margin, and

‘‘(2) make available to the Commission all in-
formation upon which its determination was
based and which the Commission considers rel-
evant to its injury determination, under such
procedures as the administering authority and
the Commission may establish to prevent disclo-
sure, other than with the consent of the party
providing it or under protective order, of any in-
formation to which confidential treatment has
been given by the administering authority.

‘‘(e) NOTICE OF DETERMINATION.—Whenever
the Commission or the administering authority
makes a determination under this section, the
Commission or the administering authority, as
the case may be, shall notify the petitioner, and
other parties to the investigation, and the Com-
mission or the administering authority (which-
ever is appropriate) of its determination. The



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH6304 June 13, 1996
administering authority shall include with such
notification the facts and conclusions on which
its determination is based. Not later than 5 days
after the date on which the determination is re-
quired to be made under subsection (a)(2), the
Commission shall transmit to the administering
authority the facts and conclusions on which its
determination is based.
‘‘SEC. 804. TERMINATION OR SUSPENSION OF IN-

VESTIGATION.
‘‘(a) TERMINATION OF INVESTIGATION UPON

WITHDRAWAL OF PETITION.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in para-

graph (2), an investigation under this subtitle
may be terminated by either the administering
authority or the Commission, after notice to all
parties to the investigation, upon withdrawal of
the petition by the petitioner.

‘‘(2) LIMITATION ON TERMINATION BY COMMIS-
SION.—The Commission may not terminate an
investigation under paragraph (1) before a pre-
liminary determination is made by the admin-
istering authority under section 803(b).

‘‘(b) TERMINATION OF INVESTIGATIONS INITI-
ATED BY ADMINISTERING AUTHORITY.—The ad-
ministering authority may terminate any inves-
tigation initiated by the administering authority
under section 802(a) after providing notice of
such termination to all parties to the investiga-
tion.

‘‘(c) ALTERNATE EQUIVALENT REMEDY.—The
criteria set forth in subparagraphs (A) through
(D) of section 806(e)(1) shall apply to any agree-
ment that forms the basis for termination of an
investigation under subsection (a) or (b).

‘‘(d) PROCEEDINGS BY WTO MEMBERS.—
‘‘(1) SUSPENSION OF INVESTIGATION.—The ad-

ministering authority and the Commission shall
suspend an investigation under this section if a
WTO member that is not a Shipbuilding Agree-
ment Party initiates an antidumping proceeding
described in section 861(29)(A) with respect to
the sale of the subject vessel.

‘‘(2) TERMINATION OF INVESTIGATION.—If an
antidumping proceeding described in paragraph
(1) is concluded by—

‘‘(A) the imposition of antidumping measures,
or

‘‘(B) a negative determination with respect to
whether the sale is at less than fair value or
with respect to injury,
the administering authority and the Commission
shall terminate the investigation under this sec-
tion.

‘‘(3) CONTINUATION OF INVESTIGATION.—(A) If
such a proceeding—

‘‘(i) is concluded by a result other than a re-
sult described in paragraph (2), or

‘‘(ii) is not concluded within one year from
the date of the initiation of the proceeding,
then the administering authority and the Com-
mission shall terminate the suspension and con-
tinue the investigation. The period in which the
investigation was suspended shall not be in-
cluded in calculating deadlines applicable with
respect to the investigation.

‘‘(B) Notwithstanding subparagraph (A)(ii), if
the proceeding is concluded by a result de-
scribed in paragraph (2)(A), the administering
authority and the Commission shall terminate
the investigation under this section.
‘‘SEC. 805. FINAL DETERMINATIONS.

‘‘(a) DETERMINATIONS BY ADMINISTERING AU-
THORITY.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Within 75 days after the
date of its preliminary determination under sec-
tion 803(b), the administering authority shall
make a final determination of whether the ves-
sel which is the subject of the investigation has
been sold in the United States at less than its
fair value.

‘‘(2) EXTENSION OF PERIOD FOR DETERMINA-
TION.—(A) The administering authority may
postpone making the final determination under
paragraph (1) until not later than 290 days
after—

‘‘(i) the date of delivery of the foreign like ves-
sel, in an investigation to which section
803(b)(1)(B) applies,

‘‘(ii) the date of delivery of the subject vessel,
in an investigation to which section 803(b)(1)(C)
applies, or

‘‘(iii) the date on which the administering au-
thority initiates the investigation under section
802, in an investigation to which section
803(b)(1)(D) applies.

‘‘(B) The administering authority may apply
subparagraph (A) if a request in writing is made
by—

‘‘(i) the producer of the subject vessel, in a
proceeding in which the preliminary determina-
tion by the administering authority under sec-
tion 803(b) was affirmative, or

‘‘(ii) the petitioner, in a proceeding in which
the preliminary determination by the admin-
istering authority under section 803(b) was neg-
ative.

‘‘(3) DE MINIMIS INJURIOUS PRICING MARGIN.—
In making a determination under this sub-
section, the administering authority shall dis-
regard any injurious pricing margin that is de
minimis as defined in section 803(b)(2).

‘‘(b) FINAL DETERMINATION BY COMMISSION.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Commission shall make

a final determination of whether—
‘‘(A) an industry in the United States—
‘‘(i) is or has been materially injured, or
‘‘(ii) is threatened with material injury, or
‘‘(B) the establishment of an industry in the

United States is or has been materially retarded,

by reason of the sale of the vessel with respect
to which the administering authority has made
an affirmative determination under subsection
(a)(1).

‘‘(2) PERIOD FOR INJURY DETERMINATION FOL-
LOWING AFFIRMATIVE PRELIMINARY DETERMINA-
TION BY ADMINISTERING AUTHORITY.—If the pre-
liminary determination by the administering au-
thority under section 803(b) is affirmative, then
the Commission shall make the determination
required by paragraph (1) before the later of—

‘‘(A) the 120th day after the day on which the
administering authority makes its affirmative
preliminary determination under section 803(b),
or

‘‘(B) the 45th day after the day on which the
administering authority makes its affirmative
final determination under subsection (a).

‘‘(3) PERIOD FOR INJURY DETERMINATION FOL-
LOWING NEGATIVE PRELIMINARY DETERMINATION
BY ADMINISTERING AUTHORITY.—If the prelimi-
nary determination by the administering au-
thority under section 803(b) is negative, and its
final determination under subsection (a) is af-
firmative, then the final determination by the
Commission under this subsection shall be made
within 75 days after the date of that affirmative
final determination.

‘‘(c) EFFECT OF FINAL DETERMINATIONS.—
‘‘(1) EFFECT OF AFFIRMATIVE DETERMINATION

BY THE ADMINISTERING AUTHORITY.—If the de-
termination of the administering authority
under subsection (a) is affirmative, then the ad-
ministering authority shall—

‘‘(A) make available to the Commission all in-
formation upon which such determination was
based and which the Commission considers rel-
evant to its determination, under such proce-
dures as the administering authority and the
Commission may establish to prevent disclosure,
other than with the consent of the party provid-
ing it or under protective order, of any informa-
tion to which confidential treatment has been
given by the administering authority, and

‘‘(B) calculate an injurious pricing charge in
an amount equal to the amount by which the
normal value exceeds the export price of the
subject vessel.

‘‘(2) ISSUANCE OF ORDER; EFFECT OF NEGATIVE
DETERMINATION.—If the determinations of the
administering authority and the Commission
under subsections (a)(1) and (b)(1) are affirma-
tive, then the administering authority shall
issue an injurious pricing order under section
806. If either of such determinations is negative,
the investigation shall be terminated upon the

publication of notice of that negative determina-
tion.

‘‘(d) PUBLICATION OF NOTICE OF DETERMINA-
TIONS.—Whenever the administering authority
or the Commission makes a determination under
this section, it shall notify the petitioner, other
parties to the investigation, and the other agen-
cy of its determination and of the facts and con-
clusions of law upon which the determination is
based, and it shall publish notice of its deter-
mination in the Federal Register.

‘‘(e) CORRECTION OF MINISTERIAL ERRORS.—
The administering authority shall establish pro-
cedures for the correction of ministerial errors in
final determinations within a reasonable time
after the determinations are issued under this
section. Such procedures shall ensure oppor-
tunity for interested parties to present their
views regarding any such errors. As used in this
subsection, the term ‘ministerial error’ includes
errors in addition, subtraction, or other arith-
metic function, clerical errors resulting from in-
accurate copying, duplication, or the like, and
any other type of unintentional error which the
administering authority considers ministerial.
‘‘SEC. 806. IMPOSITION AND COLLECTION OF IN-

JURIOUS PRICING CHARGE.
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Within 10 days after being

notified by the Commission of an affirmative de-
termination under section 805(b), the admin-
istering authority shall publish an order impos-
ing an injurious pricing charge on the foreign
producer of the subject vessel which—

‘‘(1) directs the foreign producer of the subject
vessel to pay to the Secretary of the Treasury,
or the designee of the Secretary, within 180 days
from the date of publication of the order, an in-
jurious pricing charge in an amount equal to
the amount by which the normal value exceeds
the export price of the subject vessel,

‘‘(2) includes the identity and location of the
foreign producer and a description of the subject
vessel, in such detail as the administering au-
thority deems necessary, and

‘‘(3) informs the foreign producer that—
‘‘(A) failure to pay the injurious pricing

charge in a timely fashion may result in the im-
position of countermeasures with respect to that
producer under section 807,

‘‘(B) payment made after the deadline de-
scribed in paragraph (1) shall be subject to in-
terest charges at the Commercial Interest Ref-
erence Rate (CIRR), and

‘‘(C) the foreign producer may request an ex-
tension of the due date for payment under sub-
section (b).

‘‘(b) EXTENSION OF DUE DATE FOR PAYMENT
IN EXTRAORDINARY CIRCUMSTANCES.—

‘‘(1) EXTENSION.—Upon request, the admin-
istering authority may amend the order under
subsection (a) to set a due date for payment or
payments later than the date that is 180 days
from the date of publication of the order, if the
administering authority determines that full
payment in 180 days would render the producer
insolvent or would be incompatible with a judi-
cially supervised reorganization. When an ex-
tended payment schedule provides for a series of
partial payments, the administering authority
shall specify the circumstances under which de-
fault on one or more payments will result in the
imposition of countermeasures.

‘‘(2) INTEREST CHARGES.—If a request is grant-
ed under paragraph (1), payments made after
the date that is 180 days from the publication of
the order shall be subject to interest charges at
the CIRR.

‘‘(c) NOTIFICATION OF ORDER.—The admin-
istering authority shall deliver a copy of the
order requesting payment to the foreign pro-
ducer of the subject vessel and to an appropriate
representative of the government of the export-
ing country.

‘‘(d) REVOCATION OF ORDER.—The administer-
ing authority—

‘‘(1) may revoke an injurious pricing order if
the administering authority determines that pro-
ducers accounting for substantially all of the
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capacity to produce a domestic like vessel have
expressed a lack of interest in the order, and

‘‘(2) shall revoke an injurious pricing order—
‘‘(A) if the sale of the vessel that was the sub-

ject of the injurious pricing determination is
voided,

‘‘(B) if the injurious pricing charge is paid in
full, including any interest accrued for late pay-
ment,

‘‘(C) upon full implementation of an alter-
native equivalent remedy described in subsection
(e), or

‘‘(D) if, with respect to the vessel sale that
was at issue in the investigation that resulted in
the injurious pricing order, an antidumping pro-
ceeding conducted by a WTO member who is not
a Shipbuilding Agreement Party has been com-
pleted and resulted in the imposition of anti-
dumping measures.

‘‘(e) ALTERNATIVE EQUIVALENT REMEDY.—
‘‘(1) AGREEMENT FOR ALTERNATE REMEDY.—

The administering authority may suspend an
injurious pricing order if the administering au-
thority enters into an agreement with the for-
eign producer subject to the order on an alter-
native equivalent remedy, that the administer-
ing authority determines—

‘‘(A) is at least as effective a remedy as the in-
jurious pricing charge,

‘‘(B) is in the public interest,
‘‘(C) can be effectively monitored and en-

forced, and
‘‘(D) is otherwise consistent with the domestic

law and international obligations of the United
States.

‘‘(2) PRIOR CONSULTATIONS AND SUBMISSION OF
COMMENTS.—Before entering into an agreement
under paragraph (1), the administering author-
ity shall consult with the industry, and provide
for the submission of comments by interested
parties, with respect to the agreement.

‘‘(3) MATERIAL VIOLATIONS OF AGREEMENT.—If
the injurious pricing order has been suspended
under paragraph (1), and the administering au-
thority determines that the foreign producer
concerned has materially violated the terms of
the agreement under paragraph (1), the admin-
istering authority shall terminate the suspen-
sion.
‘‘SEC. 807. IMPOSITION OF COUNTERMEASURES.

‘‘(a) GENERAL RULE.—
‘‘(1) ISSUANCE OF ORDER IMPOSING COUNTER-

MEASURES.—Unless an injurious pricing order is
revoked or suspended under section 806 (d) or
(e), the administering authority shall issue an
order imposing countermeasures.

‘‘(2) CONTENTS OF ORDER.—The counter-
measure order shall—

‘‘(A) state that, as provided in section 468, a
permit to lade or unlade passengers or merchan-
dise may not be issued with respect to vessels
contracted to be built by the foreign producer of
the vessel with respect to which an injurious
pricing order was issued under section 806, and

‘‘(B) specify the scope and duration of the
prohibition on the issuance of a permit to lade
or unlade passengers or merchandise.

‘‘(b) NOTICE OF INTENT TO IMPOSE COUNTER-
MEASURES.—

‘‘(1) GENERAL RULE.—The administering au-
thority shall issue a notice of intent to impose
countermeasures not later than 30 days before
the expiration of the time for payment specified
in the injurious pricing order (or extended pay-
ment provided for under section 806(b)), and
shall publish the notice in the Federal Register
within 7 days after issuing the notice.

‘‘(2) ELEMENTS OF THE NOTICE OF INTENT.—
The notice of intent shall contain at least the
following elements:

‘‘(A) SCOPE.—A permit to lade or unlade pas-
sengers or merchandise may not be issued with
respect to any vessel—

‘‘(i) built by the foreign producer subject to
the proposed countermeasures, and

‘‘(ii) with respect to which the material terms
of sale are established within a period of 4 con-

secutive years beginning on the date that is 30
days after publication in the Fedeal Register of
the notice of intent described in paragraph (1).

‘‘(B) DURATION.—For each vessel described in
subparagraph (A), a permit to lade or unlade
passengers or merchandise may not be issued for
a period of 4 years after the date of delivery of
the vessel.

‘‘(c) DETERMINATION TO IMPOSE COUNTER-
MEASURES; ORDER.—

‘‘(1) GENERAL RULE.—The administering au-
thority shall, within the time specified in para-
graph (2), issue a determination and order im-
posing countermeasures.

‘‘(2) TIME FOR DETERMINATION.—The deter-
mination shall be issued within 90 days after the
date on which the notice of intent to impose
countermeasures under subsection (b) is pub-
lished in the Federal Register. The administer-
ing authority shall publish the determination,
and the order described in paragraph (4), in the
Federal Register within 7 days after issuing the
final determination, and shall provide a copy of
the determination and order to the Customs
Service.

‘‘(3) CONTENT OF THE DETERMINATION.—In the
determination imposing countermeasures, the
administering authority shall determine wheth-
er, in light of all of the circumstances, an inter-
ested party has demonstrated that the scope or
duration of the countermeasures described in
subsection (b)(2) should be narrower or shorter
than the scope or duration set forth in the no-
tice of intent to impose countermeasures.

‘‘(4) ORDER.—At the same time it issues its de-
termination, the administering authority shall
issue an order imposing countermeasures, con-
sistent with its determination.

‘‘(d) ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW OF DETERMINA-
TION TO IMPOSE COUNTERMEASURES.—

‘‘(1) REQUEST FOR REVIEW.—Each year, in the
anniversary month of the issuance of the order
imposing countermeasures under subsection (c),
the administering authority shall publish in the
Federal Register a notice providing that inter-
ested parties may request—

‘‘(A) a review of the scope or duration of the
countermeasures determined under subsection
(c)(3), and

‘‘(B) a hearing in connection with such a re-
view.

‘‘(2) REVIEW.—If a proper request has been re-
ceived under paragraph (1), the administering
authority shall—

‘‘(A) publish notice of initiation of a review in
the Federal Register not later than 15 days after
the end of the anniversary month of the issu-
ance of the order imposing countermeasures,
and

‘‘(B) review and determine whether the re-
questing party has demonstrated that the scope
or duration of the countermeasures is excessive
in light of all of the circumstances.

‘‘(3) TIME FOR REVIEW.—The administering
authority shall make its determination under
paragraph (2)(B) within 90 days after the date
on which the notice of initiation of the review is
published. If the determination under para-
graph (2)(B) is affirmative, the administering
authority shall amend the order accordingly.
The administering authority shall promptly
publish the determination and any amendment
to the order in the Federal Register, and shall
provide a copy of any amended order to the
Customs Service. In extraordinary cir-
cumstances, the administering authority may
extend the time for its determination under
paragraph (2)(B) to not later than 150 days
after the date on which the notice of initiation
of the review is published.

‘‘(e) EXTENSION OF COUNTERMEASURES.—
‘‘(1) REQUEST FOR EXTENSION.—Within the

time described in paragraph (2), an interested
party may file with the administering authority
a request that the scope or duration of counter-
measures be extended.

‘‘(2) DEADLINE FOR REQUEST FOR EXTENSION.—
‘‘(A) REQUEST FOR EXTENSION BEYOND 4

YEARS.—If the request seeks an extension that

would cause the scope or duration of counter-
measures to exceed 4 years, including any prior
extensions, the request for extension under
paragraph (1) shall be filed not earlier than the
date that is 15 months, and not later than the
date that is 12 months, before the date that
marks the end of the period that specifies the
vessels that fall within the scope of the order by
virtue of the establishment of material terms of
sale within that period.

‘‘(B) OTHER REQUESTS.—If the request seeks
an extension under paragraph (1) other than
one described in subparagraph (A), the request
shall be filed not earlier than the date that is 6
months, and not later than a date that is 3
months, before the date that marks the end of
the period referred to in subparagraph (A).

‘‘(3) DETERMINATION.—
‘‘(A) NOTICE OF REQUEST FOR EXTENSION.—If

a proper request has been received under para-
graph (1), the administering authority shall
publish notice of initiation of an extension pro-
ceeding in the Federal Register not later than 15
days after the applicable deadline in paragraph
(2) for requesting the extension.

‘‘(B) PROCEDURES.—
‘‘(i) REQUESTS FOR EXTENSION BEYOND 4

YEARS.—If paragraph (2)(A) applies to the re-
quest, the administering authority shall consult
with the Trade Representative under paragraph
(4).

‘‘(ii) OTHER REQUESTS.—If paragraph (2)(B)
applies to the request, the administering author-
ity shall determine, within 90 days after the
date on which the notice of initiation of the pro-
ceeding is published, whether the requesting
party has demonstrated that the scope or dura-
tion of the countermeasures is inadequate in
light of all of the circumstances. If the admin-
istering authority determines that an extension
is warranted, it shall amend the countermeasure
order accordingly. The administering authority
shall promptly publish the determination and
any amendment to the order in the Federal Reg-
ister, and shall provide a copy of any amended
order to the Customs Service.

‘‘(4) CONSULTATION WITH TRADE REPRESENTA-
TIVE.—If paragraph (3)(B)(i) applies, the admin-
istering authority shall consult with the Trade
Representative concerning whether it would be
appropriate to request establishment of a dis-
pute settlement panel under the Shipbuilding
Agreement for the purpose of seeking authoriza-
tion to extend the scope or duration of counter-
measures for a period in excess of 4 years.

‘‘(5) DECISION NOT TO REQUEST PANEL.—If,
based on consultations under paragraph (4), the
Trade Representative decides not to request es-
tablishment of a panel, the Trade Representa-
tive shall inform the party requesting the exten-
sion of the countermeasures of the reasons for
its decision in writing. The decision shall not be
subject to judicial review.

‘‘(6) PANEL PROCEEDINGS.—If, based on con-
sultations under paragraph (4), the Trade Rep-
resentative requests the establishment of a panel
under the Shipbuilding Agreement to authorize
an extension of the period of countermeasures,
and the panel authorizes such an extension, the
administering authority shall promptly amend
the countermeasure order. The administering
authority shall publish notice of the amendment
in the Federal Register.

‘‘(f) LIST OF VESSELS SUBJECT TO COUNTER-
MEASURES.—

‘‘(1) GENERAL RULE.—At least once during
each 12-month period beginning on the anniver-
sary date of a determination to impose counter-
measures under this section, the administering
authority shall publish in the Federal Register a
list of all delivered vessels subject to counter-
measures under the determination.

‘‘(2) CONTENT OF LIST.—The list under para-
graph (1) shall include the following informa-
tion for each vessel, to the extent the informa-
tion is available:

‘‘(A) The name and general description of the
vessel.
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‘‘(B) The vessel identification number.
‘‘(C) The shipyard where the vessel was con-

structed.
‘‘(D) The last-known registry of the vessel.
‘‘(E) The name and address of the last-known

owner of the vessel.
‘‘(F) The delivery date of the vessel.
‘‘(G) The remaining duration of counter-

measures on the vessel.
‘‘(H) Any other identifying information avail-

able.
‘‘(3) AMENDMENT OF LIST.—-The administering

authority may amend the list from time to time
to reflect new information that comes to its at-
tention and shall publish any amendments in
the Federal Register.

‘‘(4) SERVICE OF LIST AND AMENDMENTS.—(A)
The administering authority shall serve a copy
of the list described in paragraph (1) on—

‘‘(i) the petitioner under section 802(b),
‘‘(ii) the United States Customs Service,
‘‘(iii) the Secretariat of the Organization for

Economic Cooperation and Development,
‘‘(iv) the owners of vessels on the list,
‘‘(v) the shipyards on the list, and
‘‘(vi) the government of the country in which

a shipyard on the list is located.
‘‘(B) The administering authority shall serve

a copy of any amendments to the list under
paragraph (3) or subsection (g)(3) on—

‘‘(i) the parties listed in clauses (i), (ii), and
(iii) of subparagraph (A), and,

‘‘(ii) if the amendment affects their interests,
the parties listed in clauses (iv), (v), and (vi) of
subparagraph (A).

‘‘(g) ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW OF LIST OF VES-
SELS SUBJECT TO COUNTERMEASURES.—

‘‘(1) REQUEST FOR REVIEW.—(A) An interested
party may request in writing a review of the list
described in subsection (f)(1), including any
amendments thereto, to determine whether—

‘‘(i) a vessel included in the list does not fall
within the scope of the applicable counter-
measure order and should be deleted, or

‘‘(ii) a vessel not included in the list falls
within the scope of the applicable counter-
measure order and should be added.

‘‘(B) Any request seeking a determination de-
scribed in subparagraph (A)(i) shall be made
within 90 days after the date of publication of
the applicable list.

‘‘(2) REVIEW.—If a proper request for review
has been received, the administering authority
shall—

‘‘(A) publish notice of initiation of a review in
the Federal Register—

‘‘(i) not later than 15 days after the request is
received, or

‘‘(ii) if the request seeks a determination de-
scribed in paragraph (1)(A)(i), not later than 15
days after the deadline described in paragraph
(1)(B), and

‘‘(B) review and determine whether the re-
questing party has demonstrated that—

‘‘(i) a vessel included in the list does not qual-
ify for such inclusion, or

‘‘(ii) a vessel not included in the list qualifies
for inclusion.

‘‘(3) TIME FOR DETERMINATION.—The admin-
istering authority shall make its determination
under paragraph (2)(B) within 90 days after the
date on which the notice of initiation of such re-
view is published. If the administering authority
determines that a vessel should be added or de-
leted from the list, the administering authority
shall amend the list accordingly. The admin-
istering authority shall promptly publish in the
Federal Register the determination and any
such amendment to the list.

‘‘(h) EXPIRATION OF COUNTERMEASURES.—
Upon expiration of a countermeasure order im-
posed under this section, the administering au-
thority shall promptly publish a notice of the
expiration in the Federal Register.

‘‘(i) SUSPENSION OR TERMINATION OF PRO-
CEEDINGS OR COUNTERMEASURES; TEMPORARY
REDUCTION OF COUNTERMEASURES.—

‘‘(1) IF INJURIOUS PRICING ORDER REVOKED OR
SUSPENDED.—If an injurious pricing order has

been revoked or suspended under section 806(d)
or (e), the administering authority shall, as ap-
propriate, suspend or terminate proceedings
under this section with respect to that order, or
suspend or revoke a countermeasure order is-
sued with respect to that injurious pricing
order.

‘‘(2) IF PAYMENT DATE AMENDED.—(A) Subject
to subparagraph (C), if the payment date under
an injurious pricing order is amended under sec-
tion 845, the administering authority shall, as
appropriate, suspend proceedings or modify
deadlines under this section, or suspend or
amend a countermeasure order issued with re-
spect to that injurious pricing order.

‘‘(B) In taking action under subparagraph
(A), the administering authority shall ensure
that countermeasures are not applied before the
date that is 30 days after publication in the Fed-
eral Register of the amended payment date.

‘‘(C) If—
‘‘(i) a countermeasure order is issued under

subsection (c) before an amendment is made
under section 845 to the payment date of the in-
jurious pricing order to which the counter-
measure order applies, and

‘‘(ii) the administering authority determines
that the period of time between the original pay-
ment date and the amended payment date is sig-
nificant for purposes of determining the appro-
priate scope or duration of countermeasures,
the administering authority may, in lieu of act-
ing under subparagraph (A), reinstitute pro-
ceedings under subsection (c) for purposes of is-
suing a new determination under that sub-
section.

‘‘(j) COMMENT AND HEARING.—In the course of
any proceeding under subsection (c), (d), (e), or
(g), the administering authority—

‘‘(1) shall solicit comments from interested
parties, and

‘‘(2)(A) in a proceeding under subsection (c)
or (d), upon the request of an interested party,
shall hold a hearing in accordance with section
841(b) in connection with that proceeding, or

‘‘(B) in a proceeding under subsection (e) or
(g), upon the request of an interested party,
may hold a hearing in accordance with section
841(b) in connection with that proceeding.
‘‘SEC. 808. INJURIOUS PRICING PETITIONS BY

THIRD COUNTRIES.
‘‘(a) FILING OF PETITION.—The government of

a Shipbuilding Agreement Party may file with
the Trade Representative a petition requesting
that an investigation be conducted to determine
if—

‘‘(1) a vessel from another Shipbuilding Agree-
ment Party has been sold in the United States at
less than fair value, and

‘‘(2) an industry, in the petitioning country,
producing or capable of producing a like vessel
is materially injured by reason of such sale.

‘‘(b) INITIATION.—The Trade Representative,
after consultation with the administering au-
thority and the Commission and obtaining the
approval of the Parties Group under the Ship-
building Agreement, shall determine whether to
initiate an investigation described in subsection
(a).

‘‘(c) DETERMINATIONS.—Upon initiation of an
investigation under subsection (a), the Trade
Representative shall request the following deter-
minations be made in accordance with sub-
stantive and procedural requirements specified
by the Trade Representative, notwithstanding
any other provision of this title:

‘‘(1) The administering authority shall deter-
mine whether the subject vessel has been sold at
less than fair value.

‘‘(2) The Commission shall determine whether
an industry in the petitioning country is materi-
ally injured by reason of the sale of the subject
vessel in the United States.

‘‘(d) PUBLIC COMMENT.—An opportunity for
public comment shall be provided, as appro-
priate—

‘‘(1) by the Trade Representative, in making
the determinations required by subsection (b),
and

‘‘(2) by the administering authority and the
Commission, in making the determinations re-
quired by subsection (c).

‘‘(e) ISSUANCE OF ORDER.—If the administer-
ing authority makes an affirmative determina-
tion under paragraph (1) of subsection (c), and
the Commission makes an affirmative determina-
tion under paragraph (2) of subsection (c), the
administering authority shall—

‘‘(1) order an injurious pricing charge in ac-
cordance with section 806, and

‘‘(2) make such determinations and take such
other actions as are required by sections 806 and
807, as if affirmative determinations had been
made under subsections (a) and (b) of section
805.

‘‘(f) REVIEWS OF DETERMINATIONS.—For pur-
poses of review under section 516B, if an order
is issued under subsection (e)—

‘‘(1) the final determinations of the admin-
istering authority and the Commission under
subsection (c) shall be treated as final deter-
minations made under section 805, and

‘‘(2) determinations of the administering au-
thority under subsection (e)(2) shall be treated
as determinations made under section 806 or 807,
as the case may be.

‘‘(g) ACCESS TO INFORMATION.—Section 843
shall apply to investigations under this section,
to the extent specified by the Trade Representa-
tive, after consultation with the administering
authority and the Commission.

‘‘Subtitle B—Special Rules
‘‘SEC. 821. EXPORT PRICE.

‘‘(a) EXPORT PRICE.—For purposes of this
title, the term ‘export price’ means the price at
which the subject vessel is first sold (or agreed
to be sold) by or for the account of the foreign
producer of the subject vessel to an unaffiliated
United States buyer. The term ‘sold (or agreed
to be sold) by or for the account of the foreign
producer’ includes any transfer of an ownership
interest, including by way of lease or long-term
bareboat charter, in conjunction with the origi-
nal transfer from the producer, either directly or
indirectly, to a United States buyer.

‘‘(b) ADJUSTMENTS TO EXPORT PRICE.—The
price used to establish export price shall be—

‘‘(1) increased by the amount of any import
duties imposed by the country of exportation
which have been rebated, or which have not
been collected, by reason of the exportation of
the subject vessel, and

‘‘(2) reduced by—
‘‘(A) the amount, if any, included in such

price, attributable to any additional costs,
charges, or expenses which are incident to
bringing the subject vessel from the shipyard in
the exporting country to the place of delivery,

‘‘(B) the amount, if included in such price, of
any export tax, duty, or other charge imposed
by the exporting country on the exportation of
the subject vessel, and

‘‘(C) all other expenses incidental to placing
the vessel in condition for delivery to the buyer.
‘‘SEC. 822. NORMAL VALUE.

‘‘(a) DETERMINATION.—In determining under
this title whether a subject vessel has been sold
at less than fair value, a fair comparison shall
be made between the export price and normal
value of the subject vessel. In order to achieve
a fair comparison with the export price, normal
value shall be determined as follows:

‘‘(1) DETERMINATION OF NORMAL VALUE.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The normal value of the

subject vessel shall be the price described in sub-
paragraph (B), at a time reasonably correspond-
ing to the time of the sale used to determine the
export price under section 821(a).

‘‘(B) PRICE.—The price referred to in subpara-
graph (A) is—

‘‘(i) the price at which a foreign like vessel is
first sold in the exporting country, in the ordi-
nary course of trade and, to the extent prac-
ticable, at the same level of trade, or

‘‘(ii) in a case to which subparagraph (C) ap-
plies, the price at which a foreign like vessel is
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so sold for consumption in a country other than
the exporting country or the United States, if—

‘‘(I) such price is representative, and
‘‘(II) the administering authority does not de-

termine that the particular market situation in
such other country prevents a proper compari-
son with the export price.

‘‘(C) THIRD COUNTRY SALES.—This subpara-
graph applies when—

‘‘(i) a foreign like vessel is not sold in the ex-
porting country as described in subparagraph
(B)(i), or

‘‘(ii) the particular market situation in the ex-
porting country does not permit a proper com-
parison with the export price.

‘‘(D) CONTEMPORANEOUS SALE.—For purposes
of subparagraph (A), ‘a time reasonably cor-
responding to the time of the sale’ means within
3 months before or after the sale of the subject
vessel or, in the absence of such sales, such
longer period as the administering authority de-
termines would be appropriate.

‘‘(2) FICTITIOUS MARKETS.—No pretended sale,
and no sale intended to establish a fictitious
market, shall be taken into account in determin-
ing normal value.

‘‘(3) USE OF CONSTRUCTED VALUE.—If the ad-
ministering authority determines that the nor-
mal value of the subject vessel cannot be deter-
mined under paragraph (1)(B) or (1)(C), then
the normal value of the subject vessel shall be
the constructed value of that vessel, as deter-
mined under subsection (e).

‘‘(4) INDIRECT SALES.—If a foreign like vessel
is sold through an affiliated party, the price at
which the foreign like vessel is sold by such af-
filiated party may be used in determining nor-
mal value.

‘‘(5) ADJUSTMENTS.—The price described in
paragraph (1)(B) shall be—

‘‘(A) reduced by—
‘‘(i) the amount, if any, included in the price

described in paragraph (1)(B), attributable to
any costs, charges, and expenses incident to
bringing the foreign like vessel from the ship-
yard to the place of delivery to the purchaser,

‘‘(ii) the amount of any taxes imposed directly
upon the foreign like vessel or components
thereof which have been rebated, or which have
not been collected, on the subject vessel, but
only to the extent that such taxes are added to
or included in the price of the foreign like ves-
sel, and

‘‘(iii) the amount of all other expenses inci-
dental to placing the foreign like vessel in con-
dition for delivery to the buyer, and

‘‘(B) increased or decreased by the amount of
any difference (or lack thereof) between the ex-
port price and the price described in paragraph
(1)(B) (other than a difference for which allow-
ance is otherwise provided under this section)
that is established to the satisfaction of the ad-
ministering authority to be wholly or partly due
to—

‘‘(i) physical differences between the subject
vessel and the vessel used in determining normal
value, or

‘‘(ii) other differences in the circumstances of
sale.

‘‘(6) ADJUSTMENTS FOR LEVEL OF TRADE.—The
price described in paragraph (1)(B) shall also be
increased or decreased to make due allowance
for any difference (or lack thereof) between the
export price and the price described in para-
graph (1)(B) (other than a difference for which
allowance is otherwise made under this section)
that is shown to be wholly or partly due to a
difference in level of trade between the export
price and normal value, if the difference in level
of trade—

‘‘(A) involves the performance of different
selling activities, and

‘‘(B) is demonstrated to affect price com-
parability, based on a pattern of consistent price
differences between sales at different levels of
trade in the country in which normal value is
determined.
In a case described in the preceding sentence,
the amount of the adjustment shall be based on

the price differences between the two levels of
trade in the country in which normal value is
determined.

‘‘(7) ADJUSTMENTS TO CONSTRUCTED VALUE.—
Constructed value as determined under sub-
section (d) may be adjusted, as appropriate,
pursuant to this subsection.

‘‘(b) SALES AT LESS THAN COST OF PRODUC-
TION.—

‘‘(1) DETERMINATION; SALES DISREGARDED.—
Whenever the administering authority has rea-
sonable grounds to believe or suspect that the
sale of the foreign like vessel under consider-
ation for the determination of normal value has
been made at a price which represents less than
the cost of production of the foreign like vessel,
the administering authority shall determine
whether, in fact, such sale was made at less
than the cost of production. If the administering
authority determines that the sale was made at
less than the cost of production and was not at
a price which permits recovery of all costs with-
in 5 years, such sale may be disregarded in the
determination of normal value. Whenever such
a sale is disregarded, normal value shall be
based on another sale of a foreign like vessel in
the ordinary course of trade. If no sales made in
the ordinary course of trade remain, the normal
value shall be based on the constructed value of
the subject vessel.

‘‘(2) DEFINITIONS AND SPECIAL RULES.—For
purposes of this subsection:

‘‘(A) REASONABLE GROUNDS TO BELIEVE OR
SUSPECT.—There are reasonable grounds to be-
lieve or suspect that the sale of a foreign like
vessel was made at a price that is less than the
cost of production of the vessel, if an interested
party described in subparagraph (C), (D), (E),
or (F) of section 861(17) provides information,
based upon observed prices or constructed prices
or costs, that the sale of the foreign like vessel
under consideration for the determination of
normal value has been made at a price which
represents less than the cost of production of the
vessel.

‘‘(B) RECOVERY OF COSTS.—If the price is
below the cost of production at the time of sale
but is above the weighted average cost of pro-
duction for the period of investigation, such
price shall be considered to provide for recovery
of costs within 5 years.

‘‘(3) CALCULATION OF COST OF PRODUCTION.—
For purposes of this section, the cost of produc-
tion shall be an amount equal to the sum of—

‘‘(A) the cost of materials and of fabrication
or other processing of any kind employed in pro-
ducing the foreign like vessel, during a period
which would ordinarily permit the production of
that vessel in the ordinary course of business,
and

‘‘(B) an amount for selling, general, and ad-
ministrative expenses based on actual data per-
taining to the production and sale of the foreign
like vessel by the producer in question.

For purposes of subparagraph (A), if the normal
value is based on the price of the foreign like
vessel sold in a country other than the exporting
country, the cost of materials shall be deter-
mined without regard to any internal tax in the
exporting country imposed on such materials or
on their disposition which are remitted or re-
funded upon exportation.

‘‘(c) NONMARKET ECONOMY COUNTRIES.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—If—
‘‘(A) the subject vessel is produced in a non-

market economy country, and
‘‘(B) the administering authority finds that

available information does not permit the nor-
mal value of the subject vessel to be determined
under subsection (a),

the administering authority shall determine the
normal value of the subject vessel on the basis
of the value of the factors of production utilized
in producing the vessel and to which shall be
added an amount for general expenses and prof-
it plus the cost of expenses incidental to placing
the vessel in a condition for delivery to the

buyer. Except as provided in paragraph (2), the
valuation of the factors of production shall be
based on the best available information regard-
ing the values of such factors in a market econ-
omy country or countries considered to be ap-
propriate by the administering authority.

‘‘(2) EXCEPTION.—If the administering author-
ity finds that the available information is inad-
equate for purposes of determining the normal
value of the subject vessel under paragraph (1),
the administering authority shall determine the
normal value on the basis of the price at which
a vessel that is—

‘‘(A) comparable to the subject vessel, and
‘‘(B) produced in one or more market economy

countries that are at a level of economic devel-
opment comparable to that of the nonmarket
economy country,

is sold in other countries, including the United
States.

‘‘(3) FACTORS OF PRODUCTION.—For purposes
of paragraph (1), the factors of production uti-
lized in producing the vessel include, but are not
limited to—

‘‘(A) hours of labor required,
‘‘(B) quantities of raw materials employed,
‘‘(C) amounts of energy and other utilities

consumed, and
‘‘(D) representative capital cost, including de-

preciation.
‘‘(4) VALUATION OF FACTORS OF PRODUC-

TION.—The administering authority, in valuing
factors of production under paragraph (1), shall
utilize, to the extent possible, the prices or costs
of factors of production in one or more market
economy countries that are—

‘‘(A) at a level of economic development com-
parable to that of the nonmarket economy coun-
try, and

‘‘(B) significant producers of comparable ves-
sels.

‘‘(d) SPECIAL RULE FOR CERTAIN MULTI-
NATIONAL CORPORATIONS.—Whenever, in the
course of an investigation under this title, the
administering authority determines that—

‘‘(1) the subject vessel was produced in facili-
ties which are owned or controlled, directly or
indirectly, by a person, firm, or corporation
which also owns or controls, directly or indi-
rectly, other facilities for the production of a
foreign like vessel which are located in another
country or countries,

‘‘(2) subsection (a)(1)(C) applies, and
‘‘(3) the normal value of a foreign like vessel

produced in one or more of the facilities outside
the exporting country is higher than the normal
value of the foreign like vessel produced in the
facilities located in the exporting country,

the administering authority shall determine the
normal value of the subject vessel by reference
to the normal value at which a foreign like ves-
sel is sold from one or more facilities outside the
exporting country. The administering authority,
in making any determination under this sub-
section, shall make adjustments for the dif-
ference between the costs of production (includ-
ing taxes, labor, materials, and overhead) of the
foreign like vessel produced in facilities outside
the exporting country and costs of production of
the foreign like vessel produced in facilities in
the exporting country, if such differences are
demonstrated to its satisfaction.

‘‘(e) CONSTRUCTED VALUE.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this title,

the constructed value of a subject vessel shall be
an amount equal to the sum of—

‘‘(A) the cost of materials and fabrication or
other processing of any kind employed in pro-
ducing the subject vessel, during a period which
would ordinarily permit the production of the
vessel in the ordinary course of business, and

‘‘(B)(i) the actual amounts incurred and real-
ized by the foreign producer of the subject vessel
for selling, general, and administrative ex-
penses, and for profits, in connection with the
production and sale of a foreign like vessel, in
the ordinary course of trade, in the domestic
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market of the country of origin of the subject
vessel, or

‘‘(ii) if actual data are not available with re-
spect to the amounts described in clause (i),
then—

‘‘(I) the actual amounts incurred and realized
by the foreign producer of the subject vessel for
selling, general, and administrative expenses,
and for profits, in connection with the produc-
tion and sale of the same general category of
vessel in the domestic market of the country of
origin of the subject vessel,

‘‘(II) the weighted average of the actual
amounts incurred and realized by producers in
the country of origin of the subject vessel (other
than the producer of the subject vessel) for sell-
ing, general, and administrative expenses, and
for profits, in connection with the production
and sale of a foreign like vessel, in the ordinary
course of trade, in the domestic market, or

‘‘(III) if data is not available under subclause
(I) or (II), the amounts incurred and realized for
selling, general, and administrative expenses,
and for profits, based on any other reasonable
method, except that the amount allowed for
profit may not exceed the amount normally real-
ized by foreign producers (other than the pro-
ducer of the subject vessel) in connection with
the sale of vessels in the same general category
of vessel as the subject vessel in the domestic
market of the country of origin of the subject
vessel.

The profit shall, for purposes of this paragraph,
be based on the average profit realized over a
reasonable period of time before and after the
sale of the subject vessel and shall reflect a rea-
sonable profit at the time of such sale. For pur-
poses of the preceding sentence, a ‘reasonable
period of time’ shall not, except where otherwise
appropriate, exceed 6 months before, or 6
months after, the sale of the subject vessel. In
calculating profit under this paragraph, any
distortion which would result in other than a
profit which is reasonable at the time of the sale
shall be eliminated.

‘‘(2) COSTS AND PROFITS BASED ON OTHER REA-
SONABLE METHODS.—When costs and profits are
determined under paragraph (1)(B)(ii)(III), such
determination shall, except where otherwise ap-
propriate, be based on appropriate export sales
by the producer of the subject vessel or, absent
such sales, to export sales by other producers of
a foreign like vessel or the same general cat-
egory of vessel as the subject vessel in the coun-
try of origin of the subject vessel.

‘‘(3) COSTS OF MATERIALS.—For purposes of
paragraph (1)(A), the cost of materials shall be
determined without regard to any internal tax
in the exporting country imposed on such mate-
rials or their disposition which are remitted or
refunded upon exportation of the subject vessel
produced from such materials.

‘‘(f) SPECIAL RULES FOR CALCULATION OF
COST OF PRODUCTION AND FOR CALCULATION OF
CONSTRUCTED VALUE.—For purposes of sub-
sections (b) and (e)—

‘‘(1) COSTS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Costs shall normally be

calculated based on the records of the foreign
producer of the subject vessel, if such records
are kept in accordance with the generally ac-
cepted accounting principles of the exporting
country and reasonably reflect the costs associ-
ated with the production and sale of the vessel.
The administering authority shall consider all
available evidence on proper allocation of costs,
including that which is made available by the
foreign producer on a timely basis, if such allo-
cations have been historically used by the for-
eign producer, in particular for establishing ap-
propriate amortization and depreciation periods,
and allowances for capital expenditures and
other development costs.

‘‘(B) NONRECURRING COSTS.—Costs shall be
adjusted appropriately for those nonrecurring
costs that benefit current or future production,
or both.

‘‘(C) STARTUP COSTS.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Costs shall be adjusted ap-

propriately for circumstances in which costs in-
curred during the time period covered by the in-
vestigation are affected by startup operations.

‘‘(ii) STARTUP OPERATIONS.—Adjustments
shall be made for startup operations only
where—

‘‘(I) a producer is using new production facili-
ties or producing a new type of vessel that re-
quires substantial additional investment, and

‘‘(II) production levels are limited by technical
factors associated with the initial phase of com-
mercial production.
For purposes of subclause (II), the initial phase
of commercial production ends at the end of the
startup period. In determining whether commer-
cial production levels have been achieved, the
administering authority shall consider factors
unrelated to startup operations that might af-
fect the volume of production processed, such as
demand, seasonality, or business cycles.

‘‘(iii) ADJUSTMENT FOR STARTUP OPER-
ATIONS.—The adjustment for startup operations
shall be made by substituting the unit produc-
tion costs incurred with respect to the vessel at
the end of the startup period for the unit pro-
duction costs incurred during the startup pe-
riod. If the startup period extends beyond the
period of the investigation under this title, the
administering authority shall use the most re-
cent cost of production data that it reasonably
can obtain, analyze, and verify without delay-
ing the timely completion of the investigation.
For purposes of this subparagraph, the startup
period ends at the point at which the level of
commercial production that is characteristic of
the vessel, the producer, or the industry is
achieved.

‘‘(D) COSTS DUE TO EXTRAORDINARY CIR-
CUMSTANCES NOT INCLUDED.—Costs shall not in-
clude actual costs which are due to extraor-
dinary circumstances (including, but not limited
to, labor disputes, fire, and natural disasters)
and which are significantly over the cost in-
crease which the shipbuilder could have reason-
ably anticipated and taken into account at the
time of sale.

‘‘(2) TRANSACTIONS DISREGARDED.—A trans-
action directly or indirectly between affiliated
persons may be disregarded if, in the case of
any element of value required to be considered,
the amount representing that element does not
fairly reflect the amount usually reflected in
sales of a like vessel in the market under consid-
eration. If a transaction is disregarded under
the preceding sentence and no other trans-
actions are available for consideration, the de-
termination of the amount shall be based on the
information available as to what the amount
would have been if the transaction had occurred
between persons who are not affiliated.

‘‘(3) MAJOR INPUT RULE.—If, in the case of a
transaction between affiliated persons involving
the production by one of such persons of a
major input to the subject vessel, the administer-
ing authority has reasonable grounds to believe
or suspect that an amount represented as the
value of such input is less than the cost of pro-
duction of such input, then the administering
authority may determine the value of the major
input on the basis of the information available
regarding such cost of production, if such cost is
greater than the amount that would be deter-
mined for such input under paragraph (2).
‘‘SEC. 823. CURRENCY CONVERSION.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—In an injurious pricing
proceeding under this title, the administering
authority shall convert foreign currencies into
United States dollars using the exchange rate in
effect on the date of sale of the subject vessel,
except that if it is established that a currency
transaction on forward markets is directly
linked to a sale under consideration, the ex-
change rate specified with respect to such for-
eign currency in the forward sale agreement
shall be used to convert the foreign currency.

‘‘(b) DATE OF SALE.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, ‘date of sale’ means the date of the con-
tract of sale or, where appropriate, the date on
which the material terms of sale are otherwise
established. If the material terms of sale are sig-
nificantly changed after such date, the date of
sale is the date of such change. In the case of
such a change in the date of sale, the admin-
istering authority shall make appropriate ad-
justments to take into account any unreason-
able effect on the injurious pricing margin due
only to fluctuations in the exchange rate be-
tween the original date of sale and the new date
of sale.

‘‘Subtitle C—Procedures
‘‘SEC. 841. HEARINGS.

‘‘(a) UPON REQUEST.—The administering au-
thority and the Commission shall each hold a
hearing in the course of an investigation under
this title, upon the request of any party to the
investigation, before making a final determina-
tion under section 805.

‘‘(b) PROCEDURES.—Any hearing required or
permitted under this title shall be conducted
after notice published in the Federal Register,
and a transcript of the hearing shall be pre-
pared and made available to the public. The
hearing shall not be subject to the provisions of
subchapter II of chapter 5 of title 5, United
States Code, or to section 702 of such title.
‘‘SEC. 842. DETERMINATIONS ON THE BASIS OF

THE FACTS AVAILABLE.
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—If—
‘‘(1) necessary information is not available on

the record, or
‘‘(2) an interested party or any other person—
‘‘(A) withholds information that has been re-

quested by the administering authority or the
Commission under this title,

‘‘(B) fails to provide such information by the
deadlines for the submission of the information
or in the form and manner requested, subject to
subsections (b)(1) and (d) of section 844,

‘‘(C) significantly impedes a proceeding under
this title, or

‘‘(D) provides such information but the infor-
mation cannot be verified as provided in section
844(g),
the administering authority and the Commission
shall, subject to section 844(c), use the facts oth-
erwise available in reaching the applicable de-
termination under this title.

‘‘(b) ADVERSE INFERENCES.—If the administer-
ing authority or the Commission (as the case
may be) finds that an interested party has failed
to cooperate by not acting to the best of its abil-
ity to comply with a request for information
from the administering authority or the Commis-
sion, the administering authority or the Com-
mission (as the case may be), in reaching the ap-
plicable determination under this title, may use
an inference that is adverse to the interests of
that party in selecting from among the facts
otherwise available. Such adverse inference may
include reliance on information derived from—

‘‘(1) the petition, or
‘‘(2) any other information placed on the

record.
‘‘(c) CORROBORATION OF SECONDARY INFORMA-

TION.—When the administering authority or the
Commission relies on secondary information
rather than on information obtained in the
course of an investigation under this title, the
administering authority and the Commission, as
the case may be, shall, to the extent practicable,
corroborate that information from independent
sources that are reasonably at their disposal.
‘‘SEC. 843. ACCESS TO INFORMATION.

‘‘(a) INFORMATION GENERALLY MADE AVAIL-
ABLE.—

‘‘(1) PROGRESS OF INVESTIGATION REPORTS.—
The administering authority and the Commis-
sion shall, from time to time upon request, in-
form the parties to an investigation under this
title of the progress of that investigation.

‘‘(2) EX PARTE MEETINGS.—The administering
authority and the Commission shall maintain a
record of any ex parte meeting between—
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‘‘(A) interested parties or other persons pro-

viding factual information in connection with a
proceeding under this title, and

‘‘(B) the person charged with making the de-
termination, or any person charged with making
a final recommendation to that person, in con-
nection with that proceeding,

if information relating to that proceeding was
presented or discussed at such meeting. The
record of such an ex parte meeting shall include
the identity of the persons present at the meet-
ing, the date, time, and place of the meeting,
and a summary of the matters discussed or sub-
mitted. The record of the ex parte meeting shall
be included in the record of the proceeding.

‘‘(3) SUMMARIES; NON-PROPRIETARY SUBMIS-
SIONS.—The administering authority and the
Commission shall disclose—

‘‘(A) any proprietary information received in
the course of a proceeding under this title if it
is disclosed in a form which cannot be associ-
ated with, or otherwise be used to identify, oper-
ations of a particular person, and

‘‘(B) any information submitted in connection
with a proceeding which is not designated as
proprietary by the person submitting it.

‘‘(4) MAINTENANCE OF PUBLIC RECORD.—The
administering authority and the Commission
shall maintain and make available for public in-
spection and copying a record of all information
which is obtained by the administering author-
ity or the Commission, as the case may be, in a
proceeding under this title to the extent that
public disclosure of the information is not pro-
hibited under this chapter or exempt from dis-
closure under section 552 of title 5, United States
Code.

‘‘(b) PROPRIETARY INFORMATION.—
‘‘(1) PROPRIETARY STATUS MAINTAINED.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in sub-

section (a)(4) and subsection (c), information
submitted to the administering authority or the
Commission which is designated as proprietary
by the person submitting the information shall
not be disclosed to any person without the con-
sent of the person submitting the information,
other than—

‘‘(i) to an officer or employee of the admin-
istering authority or the Commission who is di-
rectly concerned with carrying out the inves-
tigation in connection with which the informa-
tion is submitted or any other proceeding under
this title covering the same subject vessel, or

‘‘(ii) to an officer or employee of the United
States Customs Service who is directly involved
in conducting an investigation regarding fraud
under this title.

‘‘(B) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS.—The ad-
ministering authority and the Commission shall
require that information for which proprietary
treatment is requested be accompanied by—

‘‘(i) either—
‘‘(I) a nonproprietary summary in sufficient

detail to permit a reasonable understanding of
the substance of the information submitted in
confidence, or

‘‘(II) a statement that the information is not
susceptible to summary, accompanied by a state-
ment of the reasons in support of the conten-
tion, and

‘‘(ii) either—
‘‘(I) a statement which permits the administer-

ing authority or the Commission to release
under administrative protective order, in accord-
ance with subsection (c), the information sub-
mitted in confidence, or

‘‘(II) a statement to the administering author-
ity or the Commission that the business propri-
etary information is of a type that should not be
released under administrative protective order.

‘‘(2) UNWARRANTED DESIGNATION.—If the ad-
ministering authority or the Commission deter-
mines, on the basis of the nature and extent of
the information or its availability from public
sources, that designation of any information as
proprietary is unwarranted, then it shall notify
the person who submitted it and ask for an ex-

planation of the reasons for the designation.
Unless that person persuades the administering
authority or the Commission that the designa-
tion is warranted, or withdraws the designation,
the administering authority or the Commission,
as the case may be, shall return it to the party
submitting it. In a case in which the administer-
ing authority or the Commission returns the in-
formation to the person submitting it, the person
may thereafter submit other material concerning
the subject matter of the returned information if
the submission is made within the time other-
wise provided for submitting such material.

‘‘(c) LIMITED DISCLOSURE OF CERTAIN PROPRI-
ETARY INFORMATION UNDER PROTECTIVE
ORDER.—

‘‘(1) DISCLOSURE BY ADMINISTERING AUTHOR-
ITY OR COMMISSION.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Upon receipt of an appli-
cation (before or after receipt of the information
requested) which describes in general terms the
information requested and sets forth the reasons
for the request, the administering authority or
the Commission shall make all business propri-
etary information presented to, or obtained by
it, during a proceeding under this title (except
privileged information, classified information,
and specific information of a type for which
there is a clear and compelling need to withhold
from disclosure) available to all interested par-
ties who are parties to the proceeding under a
protective order described in subparagraph (B),
regardless of when the information is submitted
during the proceeding. Customer names (other
than the name of the United States buyer of the
subject vessel) obtained during any investiga-
tion which requires a determination under sec-
tion 805(b) may not be disclosed by the admin-
istering authority under protective order until
either an order is published under section 806(a)
as a result of the investigation or the investiga-
tion is suspended or terminated. The Commis-
sion may delay disclosure of customer names
(other than the name of the United States buyer
of the subject vessel) under protective order dur-
ing any such investigation until a reasonable
time before any hearing provided under section
841 is held.

‘‘(B) PROTECTIVE ORDER.—The protective
order under which information is made avail-
able shall contain such requirements as the ad-
ministering authority or the Commission may
determine by regulation to be appropriate. The
administering authority and the Commission
shall provide by regulation for such sanctions as
the administering authority and the Commission
determine to be appropriate, including disbar-
ment from practice before the agency.

‘‘(C) TIME LIMITATIONS ON DETERMINATIONS.—
The administering authority or the Commission,
as the case may be, shall determine whether to
make information available under this para-
graph—

‘‘(i) not later than 14 days (7 days if the sub-
mission pertains to a proceeding under section
803(a)) after the date on which the information
is submitted, or

‘‘(ii) if—
‘‘(I) the person submitting the information

raises objection to its release, or
‘‘(II) the information is unusually voluminous

or complex,
not later than 30 days (10 days if the submission
pertains to a proceeding under section 803(a))
after the date on which the information is sub-
mitted.

‘‘(D) AVAILABILITY AFTER DETERMINATION.—If
the determination under subparagraph (C) is af-
firmative, then—

‘‘(i) the business proprietary information sub-
mitted to the administering authority or the
Commission on or before the date of the deter-
mination shall be made available, subject to the
terms and conditions of the protective order, on
such date, and

‘‘(ii) the business proprietary information sub-
mitted to the administering authority or the
Commission after the date of the determination
shall be served as required by subsection (d).

‘‘(E) FAILURE TO DISCLOSE.—If a person sub-
mitting information to the administering author-
ity refuses to disclose business proprietary infor-
mation which the administering authority deter-
mines should be released under a protective
order described in subparagraph (B), the admin-
istering authority shall return the information,
and any nonconfidential summary thereof, to
the person submitting the information and sum-
mary and shall not consider either.

‘‘(2) DISCLOSURE UNDER COURT ORDER.—If the
administering authority or the Commission de-
nies a request for information under paragraph
(1), then application may be made to the United
States Court of International Trade for an order
directing the administering authority or the
Commission, as the case may be, to make the in-
formation available. After notification of all
parties to the investigation and after an oppor-
tunity for a hearing on the record, the court
may issue an order, under such conditions as
the court deems appropriate, which shall not
have the effect of stopping or suspending the in-
vestigation, directing the administering author-
ity or the Commission to make all or a portion
of the requested information described in the
preceding sentence available under a protective
order and setting forth sanctions for violation of
such order if the court finds that, under the
standards applicable in proceedings of the
court, such an order is warranted, and that—

‘‘(A) the administering authority or the Com-
mission has denied access to the information
under subsection (b)(1),

‘‘(B) the person on whose behalf the informa-
tion is requested is an interested party who is a
party to the investigation in connection with
which the information was obtained or devel-
oped, and

‘‘(C) the party which submitted the informa-
tion to which the request relates has been noti-
fied, in advance of the hearing, of the request
made under this section and of its right to ap-
pear and be heard.

‘‘(d) SERVICE.—Any party submitting written
information, including business proprietary in-
formation, to the administering authority or the
Commission during a proceeding shall, at the
same time, serve the information upon all inter-
ested parties who are parties to the proceeding,
if the information is covered by a protective
order. The administering authority or the Com-
mission shall not accept any such information
that is not accompanied by a certificate of serv-
ice and a copy of the protective order version of
the document containing the information. Busi-
ness proprietary information shall only be
served upon interested parties who are parties to
the proceeding that are subject to protective
order, except that a nonconfidential summary
thereof shall be served upon all other interested
parties who are parties to the proceeding.

‘‘(e) INFORMATION RELATING TO VIOLATIONS
OF PROTECTIVE ORDERS AND SANCTIONS.—The
administering authority and the Commission
may withhold from disclosure any correspond-
ence, private letters of reprimand, settlement
agreements, and documents and files compiled
in relation to investigations and actions involv-
ing a violation or possible violation of a protec-
tive order issued under subsection (c), and such
information shall be treated as information de-
scribed in section 552(b)(3) of title 5, United
States Code.

‘‘(f) OPPORTUNITY FOR COMMENT BY VESSEL
BUYERS.—The administering authority and the
Commission shall provide an opportunity for
buyers of subject vessels to submit relevant in-
formation to the administering authority con-
cerning a sale at less than fair value or counter-
measures, and to the Commission concerning
material injury by reason of the sale of a vessel
at less than fair value.

‘‘(g) PUBLICATION OF DETERMINATIONS; RE-
QUIREMENTS FOR FINAL DETERMINATIONS.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Whenever the administer-
ing authority makes a determination under sec-
tion 802 whether to initiate an investigation, or
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the administering authority or the Commission
makes a preliminary determination under sec-
tion 803, a final determination under section
805, a determination under subsection (b), (c),
(d), (e)(3)(B)(ii), (g), or (i) of section 807, or a
determination to suspend an investigation under
this title, the administering authority or the
Commission, as the case may be, shall publish
the facts and conclusions supporting that deter-
mination, and shall publish notice of that deter-
mination in the Federal Register.

‘‘(2) CONTENTS OF NOTICE OR DETERMINA-
TION.—The notice or determination published
under paragraph (1) shall include, to the extent
applicable—

‘‘(A) in the case of a determination of the ad-
ministering authority—

‘‘(i) the names of the foreign producer and the
country of origin of the subject vessel,

‘‘(ii) a description sufficient to identify the
subject vessel,

‘‘(iii) with respect to an injurious pricing
charge, the injurious pricing margin established
and a full explanation of the methodology used
in establishing such margin,

‘‘(iv) with respect to countermeasures, the
scope and duration of countermeasures and, if
applicable, any changes thereto, and

‘‘(v) the primary reasons for the determina-
tion, and

‘‘(B) in the case of a determination of the
Commission—

‘‘(i) considerations relevant to the determina-
tion of injury, and

‘‘(ii) the primary reasons for the determina-
tion.

‘‘(3) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS FOR FINAL DE-
TERMINATIONS.—In addition to the requirements
set forth in paragraph (2)—

‘‘(A) the administering authority shall include
in a final determination under section 805 or
807(c) an explanation of the basis for its deter-
mination that addresses relevant arguments,
made by interested parties who are parties to
the investigation, concerning the establishment
of the injurious pricing charge with respect to
which the determination is made, and

‘‘(B) the Commission shall include in a final
determination of injury an explanation of the
basis for its determination that addresses rel-
evant arguments that are made by interested
parties who are parties to the investigation con-
cerning the effects and impact on the industry
of the sale of the subject vessel.
‘‘SEC. 844. CONDUCT OF INVESTIGATIONS.

‘‘(a) CERTIFICATION OF SUBMISSIONS.—Any
person providing factual information to the ad-
ministering authority or the Commission in con-
nection with a proceeding under this title on be-
half of the petitioner or any other interested
party shall certify that such information is ac-
curate and complete to the best of that person’s
knowledge.

‘‘(b) DIFFICULTIES IN MEETING REQUIRE-
MENTS.—

‘‘(1) NOTIFICATION BY INTERESTED PARTY.—If
an interested party, promptly after receiving a
request from the administering authority or the
Commission for information, notifies the admin-
istering authority or the Commission (as the
case may be) that such party is unable to submit
the information requested in the requested form
and manner, together with a full explanation
and suggested alternative forms in which such
party is able to submit the information, the ad-
ministering authority or the Commission (as the
case may be) shall consider the ability of the in-
terested party to submit the information in the
requested form and manner and may modify
such requirements to the extent necessary to
avoid imposing an unreasonable burden on that
party.

‘‘(2) ASSISTANCE TO INTERESTED PARTIES.—The
administering authority and the Commission
shall take into account any difficulties experi-
enced by interested parties, particularly small
companies, in supplying information requested

by the administering authority or the Commis-
sion in connection with investigations under
this title, and shall provide to such interested
parties any assistance that is practicable in sup-
plying such information.

‘‘(c) DEFICIENT SUBMISSIONS.—If the admin-
istering authority or the Commission determines
that a response to a request for information
under this title does not comply with the re-
quest, the administering authority or the Com-
mission (as the case may be) shall promptly in-
form the person submitting the response of the
nature of the deficiency and shall, to the extent
practicable, provide that person with an oppor-
tunity to remedy or explain the deficiency in
light of the time limits established for the com-
pletion of investigations or reviews under this
title. If that person submits further information
in response to such deficiency and either—

‘‘(1) the administering authority or the Com-
mission (as the case may be) finds that such re-
sponse is not satisfactory, or

‘‘(2) such response is not submitted within the
applicable time limits,
then the administering authority or the Commis-
sion (as the case may be) may, subject to sub-
section (d), disregard all or part of the original
and subsequent responses.

‘‘(d) USE OF CERTAIN INFORMATION.—In
reaching a determination under section 803, 805,
or 807, the administering authority and the
Commission shall not decline to consider infor-
mation that is submitted by an interested party
and is necessary to the determination but does
not meet all the applicable requirements estab-
lished by the administering authority or the
Commission if—

‘‘(1) the information is submitted by the dead-
line established for its submission,

‘‘(2) the information can be verified,
‘‘(3) the information is not so incomplete that

it cannot serve as a reliable basis for reaching
the applicable determination,

‘‘(4) the interested party has demonstrated
that it acted to the best of its ability in provid-
ing the information and meeting the require-
ments established by the administering author-
ity or the Commission with respect to the infor-
mation, and

‘‘(5) the information can be used without
undue difficulties.

‘‘(e) NONACCEPTANCE OF SUBMISSIONS.—If the
administering authority or the Commission de-
clines to accept into the record any information
submitted in an investigation under this title, it
shall, to the extent practicable, provide to the
person submitting the information a written ex-
planation of the reasons for not accepting the
information.

‘‘(f) PUBLIC COMMENT ON INFORMATION.—In-
formation that is submitted on a timely basis to
the administering authority or the Commission
during the course of a proceeding under this
title shall be subject to comment by other parties
within such reasonable time as the administer-
ing authority or the Commission shall provide.
The administering authority and the Commis-
sion, before making a final determination under
section 805 or 807, shall cease collecting informa-
tion and shall provide the parties with a final
opportunity to comment on the information ob-
tained by the administering authority or the
Commission (as the case may be) upon which
the parties have not previously had an oppor-
tunity to comment. Comments containing new
factual information shall be disregarded.

‘‘(g) VERIFICATION.—The administering au-
thority shall verify all information relied upon
in making a final determination under section
805.
‘‘SEC. 845. ADMINISTRATIVE ACTION FOLLOWING

SHIPBUILDING AGREEMENT PANEL
REPORTS.

‘‘(a) ACTION BY UNITED STATES INTER-
NATIONAL TRADE COMMISSION.—

‘‘(1) ADVISORY REPORT.—If a dispute settle-
ment panel under the Shipbuilding Agreement
finds in a report that an action by the Commis-

sion in connection with a particular proceeding
under this title is not in conformity with the ob-
ligations of the United States under the Ship-
building Agreement, the Trade Representative
may request the Commission to issue an advi-
sory report on whether this title permits the
Commission to take steps in connection with the
particular proceeding that would render its ac-
tion not inconsistent with the findings of the
panel concerning those obligations. The Trade
Representative shall notify the Committee on
Ways and Means of the House of Representa-
tives and the Committee on Finance of the Sen-
ate of such request.

‘‘(2) TIME LIMITS FOR REPORT.—The Commis-
sion shall transmit its report under paragraph
(1) to the Trade Representative within 30 cal-
endar days after the Trade Representative re-
quests the report.

‘‘(3) CONSULTATIONS ON REQUEST FOR COMMIS-
SION DETERMINATION.—If a majority of the Com-
missioners issues an affirmative report under
paragraph (1), the Trade Representatives shall
consult with the congressional committees listed
in paragraph (1) concerning the matter.

‘‘(4) COMMISSION DETERMINATION.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of this title, if a
majority of the Commissioners issues an affirma-
tive report under paragraph (1), the Commis-
sion, upon the written request of the Trade Rep-
resentative, shall issue a determination in con-
nection with the particular proceeding that
would render the Commission’s action described
in paragraph (1) not inconsistent with the find-
ings of the panel. The Commission shall issue its
determination not later than 120 calendar days
after the request from the Trade Representative
is made.

‘‘(5) CONSULTATIONS ON IMPLEMENTATION OF
COMMISSION DETERMINATION.—The Trade Rep-
resentative shall consult with the congressional
committees listed in paragraph (1) before the
Commission’s determination under paragraph
(4) is implemented.

‘‘(6) REVOCATION OF ORDER.—If, by virtue of
the Commission’s determination under para-
graph (4), an injurious pricing order is no
longer supported by an affirmative Commission
determination under this title, the Trade Rep-
resentative may, after consulting with the con-
gressional committees under paragraph (5), di-
rect the administering authority to revoke the
injurious pricing order.

‘‘(b) ACTION BY ADMINISTERING AUTHORITY.—
‘‘(1) CONSULTATIONS WITH ADMINISTERING AU-

THORITY AND CONGRESSIONAL COMMITTEES.—
Promptly after a report or other determination
by a dispute settlement panel under the Ship-
building Agreement is issued that contains find-
ings that—

‘‘(A) an action by the administering authority
in a proceeding under this title is not in con-
formity with the obligations of the United States
under the Shipbuilding Agreement,

‘‘(B) the due date for payment of an injurious
pricing charge contained in an order issued
under section 806 should be amended,

‘‘(C) countermeasures provided for in an order
issued under section 807 should be provisionally
suspended or reduced pending the final decision
of the panel, or

‘‘(D) the scope or duration of countermeasures
imposed under section 807 should be narrowed
or shortened,

the Trade Representative shall consult with the
administering authority and the congressional
committees listed in subsection (a)(1) on the
matter.

‘‘(2) DETERMINATION BY ADMINISTERING AU-
THORITY.—Notwithstanding any other provision
of this title, the administering authority shall,
in response to a written request from the Trade
Representative, issue a determination, or an
amendment to or suspension of an injurious
pricing or countermeasure order, as the case
may be, in connection with the particular pro-
ceeding that would render the administering
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authority’s action described in paragraph (1)
not inconsistent with the findings of the panel.

‘‘(3) TIME LIMITS FOR DETERMINATIONS.—The
administering authority shall issue its deter-
mination, amendment, or suspension under
paragraph (2)—

‘‘(A) with respect to a matter described in sub-
paragraph (A) of paragraph (1), within 180 cal-
endar days after the request from the Trade
Representative is made, and

‘‘(B) with respect to a matter described in sub-
paragraph (B), (C), or (D) of paragraph (1),
within 15 calendar days after the request from
the Trade Representative is made.

‘‘(4) CONSULTATIONS BEFORE IMPLEMENTA-
TION.—Before the administering authority im-
plements any determination, amendment, or sus-
pension under paragraph (2), the Trade Rep-
resentative shall consult with the administering
authority and the congressional committees list-
ed in subsection (a)(1) with respect to such de-
termination, amendment, or suspension.

‘‘(5) IMPLEMENTATION OF DETERMINATION.—
The Trade Representative may, after consulting
with the administering authority and the con-
gressional committees under paragraph (4), di-
rect the administering authority to implement,
in whole or in part, the determination, amend-
ment, or suspension made under paragraph (2).

‘‘(6) IMPLEMENTATION OF DETERMINATION; NO-
TICE OF IMPLEMENTATION.—The administering
authority shall implement the determination,
amendment, or suspension under paragraph
(2)—

‘‘(A) with respect to a matter described in sub-
paragraph (A) of paragraph (1), only if the in-
jurious pricing margin determined under para-
graph (2) differs from the injurious pricing mar-
gin in the determination reviewed by the panel,
and

‘‘(B) with respect to a matter described in sub-
paragraph (B), (C), or (D) of paragraph (1),
upon issuance of the determination, amend-
ment, or suspension under paragraph (2).
The administering authority shall publish notice
of such implementation in the Federal Register.

‘‘(c) OPPORTUNITY FOR COMMENT BY INTER-
ESTED PARTIES.—Before issuing a determination,
amendment, or suspension, the administering
authority, in a matter described in subsection
(b)(1)(A), or the Commission, in a matter de-
scribed in subsection (a)(1), as the case may be,
shall provide interested parties with an oppor-
tunity to submit written comments and, in ap-
propriate cases, may hold a hearing, with re-
spect to the determination.

‘‘Subtitle D—Definitions
‘‘SEC. 861. DEFINITIONS.

‘‘For purposes of this title:
‘‘(1) ADMINISTERING AUTHORITY.—The term

‘administering authority’ means the Secretary of
Commerce, or any other officer of the United
States to whom the responsibility for carrying
out the duties of the administering authority
under this title are transferred by law.

‘‘(2) COMMISSION.—The term ‘Commission’
means the United States International Trade
Commission.

‘‘(3) COUNTRY.—The term ‘country’ means a
foreign country, a political subdivision, depend-
ent territory, or possession of a foreign country
and, except as provided in paragraph
(16)(E)(iii), may not include an association of 2
or more foreign countries, political subdivisions,
dependent territories, or possessions of countries
into a customs union outside the United States.

‘‘(4) INDUSTRY.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as used in section

808, the term ‘industry’ means the producers as
a whole of a domestic like vessel, or those pro-
ducers whose collective capability to produce a
domestic like vessel constitutes a major propor-
tion of the total domestic capability to produce
a domestic like vessel.

‘‘(B) PRODUCER.—A ‘producer’ of a domestic
like vessel includes an entity that is producing
the domestic like vessel and an entity with the
capability to produce the domestic like vessel.

‘‘(C) CAPABILITY TO PRODUCE A DOMESTIC
LIKE VESSEL.—A producer has the ‘capability to
produce a domestic like vessel’ if it is capable of
producing a domestic like vessel with its present
facilities or could adapt its facilities in a timely
manner to produce a domestic like vessel.

‘‘(D) RELATED PARTIES.—(i) In an investiga-
tion under this title, if a producer of a domestic
like vessel and the foreign producer, seller
(other than the foreign producer), or United
States buyer of the subject vessel are related
parties, or if a producer of a domestic like vessel
is also a United States buyer of the subject ves-
sel, the domestic producer may, in appropriate
circumstances, be excluded from the industry.

‘‘(ii) For purposes of clause (i), a domestic
producer and the foreign producer, seller, or
United States buyer shall be considered to be re-
lated parties, if—

‘‘(I) the domestic producer directly or indi-
rectly controls the foreign producer, seller or
United States buyer,

‘‘(II) the foreign producer, seller, or United
States buyer directly or indirectly controls the
domestic producer,

‘‘(III) a third party directly or indirectly con-
trols the domestic producer and the foreign pro-
ducer, seller, or United States buyer, or

‘‘(IV) the domestic producer and the foreign
producer, seller, or United States buyer directly
or indirectly control a third party and there is
reason to believe that the relationship causes
the producer to act differently than a non-
related producer.
For purposes of this subparagraph, a party
shall be considered to directly or indirectly con-
trol another party if the party is legally or oper-
ationally in a position to exercise restraint or di-
rection over the other party.

‘‘(E) PRODUCT LINES.—In an investigation
under this title, the effect of the sale of the sub-
ject vessel shall be assessed in relation to the
United States production (or production capa-
bility) of a domestic like vessel if available data
permit the separate identification of production
(or production capability) in terms of such cri-
teria as the production process or the producer’s
profits. If the domestic production (or produc-
tion capability) of a domestic like vessel has no
separate identity in terms of such criteria, then
the effect of the sale shall be assessed by the ex-
amination of the production (or production ca-
pability) of the narrowest group or range of ves-
sels, which includes a domestic like vessel, for
which the necessary information can be pro-
vided.

‘‘(5) BUYER.—The term ‘buyer’ means any per-
son who acquires an ownership interest in a ves-
sel, including by way of lease or long-term
bareboat charter, in conjunction with the origi-
nal transfer from the producer, either directly or
indirectly, including an individual or company
which owns or controls a buyer. There may be
more than one buyer of any one vessel.

‘‘(6) UNITED STATES BUYER.—The term ‘United
States buyer’ means a buyer that is any of the
following:

‘‘(A) A United States citizen.
‘‘(B) A juridical entity, including any cor-

poration, company, association, or other organi-
zation, that is legally constituted under the
laws and regulations of the United States or a
political subdivision thereof, regardless of
whether the entity is organized for pecuniary
gain, privately or government owned, or orga-
nized with limited or unlimited liability.

‘‘(C) A juridical entity that is owned or con-
trolled by nationals or entities described in sub-
paragraphs (A) and (B). For the purposes of
this subparagraph—

‘‘(i) the term ‘own’ means having more than a
50 percent interest, and

‘‘(ii) the term ‘control’ means the actual abil-
ity to have substantial influence on corporate
behavior, and control is presumed to exist where
there is at least a 25 percent interest.
If ownership of a company is established under
clause (i), other control is presumed not to exist
unless it is otherwise established.

‘‘(7) OWNERSHIP INTEREST.—An ‘ownership in-
terest’ in a vessel includes any contractual or
proprietary interest which allows the bene-
ficiary or beneficiaries of such interest to take
advantage of the operation of the vessel in a
manner substantially comparable to the way in
which an owner may benefit from the operation
of the vessel. In determining whether such sub-
stantial comparability exists, the administering
authority shall consider—

‘‘(A) the terms and circumstances of the trans-
action which conveys the interest,

‘‘(B) commercial practice,
‘‘(C) whether the vessel subject to the trans-

action is integrated into the operations of the
beneficiary or beneficiaries, and

‘‘(D) whether in practice there is a likelihood
that the beneficiary or beneficiaries of such in-
terests will take advantage of and the risk for
the operation of the vessel for a significant part
of the life-time of the vessel.

‘‘(8) VESSEL.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise spe-

cifically provided under international agree-
ments, the term ‘vessel’ means—

‘‘(i) a self-propelled seagoing vessel of 100
gross tons or more used for transportation of
goods or persons or for performance of a special-
ized service (including, but not limited to, ice
breakers and dredgers), and

‘‘(ii) a tug of 365 kilowatts or more,
that is produced in a Shipbuilding Agreement
Party or a country that is not a Shipbuilding
Agreement Party and not a WTO member.

‘‘(B) EXCLUSIONS.—The term ‘vessel’ does not
include—

‘‘(i) any fishing vessel destined for the fishing
fleet of the country in which the vessel is built,

‘‘(ii) any military vessel, and
‘‘(iii) any vessel sold before the date that the

Shipbuilding Agreement enters into force with
respect to the United States, except that any
vessel sold after December 21, 1994, for delivery
more than 5 years after the date of the contract
of sale shall be a ‘vessel’ for purposes of this
title unless the shipbuilder demonstrates to the
administering authority that the extended deliv-
ery date was for normal commercial reasons and
not to avoid applicability of this title.

‘‘(C) SELF-PROPELLED SEAGOING VESSEL.—A
vessel is ‘self-propelled seagoing’ if its perma-
nent propulsion and steering provide it all the
characteristics of self-navigability in the high
seas.

‘‘(D) MILITARY VESSEL.—A ‘military vessel’ is
a vessel which, according to its basic structural
characteristics and ability, is intended to be
used exclusively for military purposes.

‘‘(9) LIKE VESSEL.—The term ‘like vessel’
means a vessel of the same type, same purpose,
and approximate size as the subject vessel and
possessing characteristics closely resembling
those of the subject vessel.

‘‘(10) DOMESTIC LIKE VESSEL.—The term ‘do-
mestic like vessel’ means a like vessel produced
in the United States.

‘‘(11) FOREIGN LIKE VESSEL.—Except as used
in section 822(e)(1)(B)(ii)(II), the term ‘foreign
like vessel’ means a like vessel produced by the
foreign producer of the subject vessel for sale in
the producer’s domestic market or in a third
country.

‘‘(12) SAME GENERAL CATEGORY OF VESSEL.—
The term ‘same general category of vessel’
means a vessel of the same type and purpose as
the subject vessel, but of a significantly dif-
ferent size.

‘‘(13) SUBJECT VESSEL.—The term ‘subject ves-
sel’ means a vessel subject to investigation
under section 801 or 808.

‘‘(14) FOREIGN PRODUCER.—The term ‘foreign
producer’ means the producer or producers of
the subject vessel.

‘‘(15) EXPORTING COUNTRY.—The term ‘export-
ing country’ means the country in which the
subject vessel was built.

‘‘(16) MATERIAL INJURY.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘material injury’

means harm which is not inconsequential, im-
material, or unimportant.
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‘‘(B) SALE AND CONSEQUENT IMPACT.—In mak-

ing determinations under sections 803(a) and
805(b), the Commission in each case—

‘‘(i) shall consider—
‘‘(I) the sale of the subject vessel,
‘‘(II) the effect of the sale of the subject vessel

on prices in the United States for a domestic like
vessel, and

‘‘(III) the impact of the sale of the subject ves-
sel on domestic producers of the domestic like
vessel, but only in the context of production op-
erations within the United States, and

‘‘(ii) may consider such other economic factors
as are relevant to the determination regarding
whether there is or has been material injury by
reason of the sale of the subject vessel.

In the notification required under section
805(d), the Commission shall explain its analysis
of each factor considered under clause (i), and
identify each factor considered under clause (ii)
and explain in full its relevance to the deter-
mination.

‘‘(C) EVALUATION OF RELEVANT FACTORS.—For
purposes of subparagraph (B)—

‘‘(i) SALE OF THE SUBJECT VESSEL.—In evalu-
ating the sale of the subject vessel, the Commis-
sion shall consider whether the sale, either in
absolute terms or relative to production or de-
mand in the United States, in terms of either
volume or value, is or has been significant.

‘‘(ii) PRICE.—In evaluating the effect of the
sale of the subject vessel on prices, the Commis-
sion shall consider whether—

‘‘(I) there has been significant price undersell-
ing of the subject vessel as compared with the
price of a domestic like vessel, and

‘‘(II) the effect of the sale of the subject vessel
otherwise depresses or has depressed prices to a
significant degree or prevents or has prevented
price increases, which otherwise would have oc-
curred, to a significant degree.

‘‘(iii) IMPACT ON AFFECTED DOMESTIC INDUS-
TRY.—In examining the impact required to be
considered under subparagraph (B)(i)(III), the
Commission shall evaluate all relevant economic
factors which have a bearing on the state of the
industry in the United States, including, but not
limited to—

‘‘(I) actual and potential decline in output,
sales, market share, profits, productivity, return
on investments, and utilization of capacity,

‘‘(II) factors affecting domestic prices, includ-
ing with regard to sales,

‘‘(III) actual and potential negative effects on
cash flow, employment, wages, growth, ability
to raise capital, and investment,

‘‘(IV) actual and potential negative effects on
the existing development and production efforts
of the domestic industry, including efforts to de-
velop a derivative or more advanced version of
a domestic like vessel, and

‘‘(V) the magnitude of the injurious pricing
margin.

The Commission shall evaluate all relevant eco-
nomic factors described in this clause within the
context of the business cycle and conditions of
competition that are distinctive to the affected
industry.

‘‘(D) STANDARD FOR DETERMINATION.—The
presence or absence of any factor which the
Commission is required to evaluate under sub-
paragraph (C) shall not necessarily give decisive
guidance with respect to the determination by
the Commission of material injury.

‘‘(E) THREAT OF MATERIAL INJURY.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—In determining whether an

industry in the United States is threatened with
material injury by reason of the sale of the sub-
ject vessel, the Commission shall consider,
among other relevant economic factors—

‘‘(I) any existing unused production capacity
or imminent, substantial increase in production
capacity in the exporting country indicating the
likelihood of substantially increased sales of a
foreign like vessel to United States buyers, tak-
ing into account the availability of other export
markets to absorb any additional exports,

‘‘(II) whether the sale of a foreign like vessel
or other factors indicate the likelihood of sig-
nificant additional sales to United States buy-
ers,

‘‘(III) whether sale of the subject vessel or sale
of a foreign like vessel by the foreign producer
are at prices that are likely to have a significant
depressing or suppressing effect on domestic
prices, and are likely to increase demand for
further sales,

‘‘(IV) the potential for product-shifting if pro-
duction facilities in the exporting country,
which can presently be used to produce a for-
eign like vessel or could be adapted in a timely
manner to produce a foreign like vessel, are cur-
rently being used to produce other types of ves-
sels,

‘‘(V) the actual and potential negative effects
on the existing development and production ef-
forts of the domestic industry, including efforts
to develop a derivative or more advanced version
of a domestic like vessel, and

‘‘(VI) any other demonstrable adverse trends
that indicate the probability that there is likely
to be material injury by reason of the sale of the
subject vessel.

‘‘(ii) BASIS FOR DETERMINATION.—The Com-
mission shall consider the factors set forth in
clause (i) as a whole. The presence or absence of
any factor which the Commission is required to
consider under clause (i) shall not necessarily
give decisive guidance with respect to the deter-
mination. Such a determination may not be
made on the basis of mere conjecture or suppo-
sition.

‘‘(iii) EFFECT OF INJURIOUS PRICING IN THIRD-
COUNTRY MARKETS.—

‘‘(I) IN GENERAL.—The Commission shall con-
sider whether injurious pricing in the markets of
foreign countries (as evidenced by injurious
pricing findings or injurious pricing remedies of
other Shipbuilding Agreement Parties, or anti-
dumping determinations of, or measures imposed
by, other countries, against a like vessel pro-
duced by the producer under investigation) sug-
gests a threat of material injury to the domestic
industry. In the course of its investigation, the
Commission shall request information from the
foreign producer or United States buyer con-
cerning this issue.

‘‘(II) EUROPEAN COMMUNITIES.—For purposes
of this clause, the European Communities as a
whole shall be treated as a single foreign coun-
try.

‘‘(F) CUMULATION FOR DETERMINING MATERIAL
INJURY.—

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of clauses (i)
and (ii) of subparagraph (C), and subject to
clause (ii) of this subparagraph, the Commission
shall cumulatively assess the effects of sales of
foreign like vessels from all foreign producers
with respect to which—

‘‘(I) petitions were filed under section 802(b)
on the same day,

‘‘(II) investigations were initiated under sec-
tion 802(a) on the same day, or

‘‘(III) petitions were filed under section 802(b)
and investigations were initiated under section
802(a) on the same day,

if, with respect to such vessels, the foreign pro-
ducers compete with each other and with pro-
ducers of a domestic like vessel in the United
States market.

‘‘(ii) EXCEPTIONS.—The Commission shall not
cumulatively assess the effects of sales under
clause (i)—

‘‘(I) with respect to which the administering
authority has made a preliminary negative de-
termination, unless the administering authority
subsequently made a final affirmative deter-
mination with respect to those sales before the
Commission’s final determination is made, or

‘‘(II) from any producer with respect to which
the investigation has been terminated.

‘‘(iii) RECORDS IN FINAL INVESTIGATIONS.—In
each final determination in which it cumula-
tively assesses the effects of sales under clause

(i), the Commission may make its determinations
based on the record compiled in the first inves-
tigation in which it makes a final determina-
tion, except that when the administering au-
thority issues its final determination in a subse-
quently completed investigation, the Commission
shall permit the parties in the subsequent inves-
tigation to submit comments concerning the sig-
nificance of the administering authority’s final
determination, and shall include such comments
and the administering authority’s final deter-
mination in the record for the subsequent inves-
tigation.

‘‘(G) CUMULATION FOR DETERMINING THREAT
OF MATERIAL INJURY.—To the extent practicable
and subject to subparagraph (F)(ii), for pur-
poses of clause (i) (II) and (III) of subparagraph
(E), the Commission may cumulatively assess
the effects of sales of like vessels from all coun-
tries with respect to which—

‘‘(i) petitions were filed under section 802(b)
on the same day,

‘‘(ii) investigations were initiated under sec-
tion 802(a) on the same day, or

‘‘(iii) petitions were filed under section 802(b)
and investigations were initiated under section
802(a) on the same day,

if, with respect to such vessels, the foreign pro-
ducers compete with each other and with pro-
ducers of a domestic like vessel in the United
States market.

‘‘(17) INTERESTED PARTY.—The term ‘inter-
ested party’ means, in a proceeding under this
title—

‘‘(A)(i) the foreign producer, seller (other than
the foreign producer), and the United States
buyer of the subject vessel, or

‘‘(ii) a trade or business association a majority
of the members of which are the foreign pro-
ducer, seller, or United States buyer of the sub-
ject vessel,

‘‘(B) the government of the country in which
the subject vessel is produced or manufactured,

‘‘(C) a producer that is a member of an indus-
try,

‘‘(D) a certified union or recognized union or
group of workers which is representative of an
industry,

‘‘(E) a trade or business association a majority
of whose members are producers in an industry,

‘‘(F) an association, a majority of whose mem-
bers is composed of interested parties described
in subparagraph (C), (D), or (E), and

‘‘(G) for purposes of section 807, a purchaser
who, after the effective date of an order issued
under that section, entered into a contract of
sale with the foreign producer that is subject to
the order.

‘‘(18) AFFIRMATIVE DETERMINATIONS BY DI-
VIDED COMMISSION.—If the Commissioners vot-
ing on a determination by the Commission are
evenly divided as to whether the determination
should be affirmative or negative, the Commis-
sion shall be deemed to have made an affirma-
tive determination. For the purpose of applying
this paragraph when the issue before the Com-
mission is to determine whether there is or has
been—

‘‘(A) material injury to an industry in the
United States,

‘‘(B) threat of material injury to such an in-
dustry, or

‘‘(C) material retardation of the establishment
of an industry in the United States,

by reason of the sale of the subject vessel, an af-
firmative vote on any of the issues shall be
treated as a vote that the determination should
be affirmative.

‘‘(19) ORDINARY COURSE OF TRADE.—The term
‘ordinary course of trade’ means the conditions
and practices which, for a reasonable time be-
fore the sale of the subject vessel, have been
normal in the shipbuilding industry with respect
to a like vessel. The administering authority
shall consider the following sales and trans-
actions, among others, to be outside the ordi-
nary course of trade:
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‘‘(A) Sales disregarded under section 822(b)(1).
‘‘(B) Transactions disregarded under section

822(f)(2).
‘‘(20) NONMARKET ECONOMY COUNTRY.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘nonmarket econ-

omy country’ means any foreign country that
the administering authority determines does not
operate on market principles of cost or pricing
structures, so that sales of vessels in such coun-
try do not reflect the fair value of the vessels.

‘‘(B) FACTORS TO BE CONSIDERED.—In making
determinations under subparagraph (A) the ad-
ministering authority shall take into account—

‘‘(i) the extent to which the currency of the
foreign country is convertible into the currency
of other countries,

‘‘(ii) the extent to which wage rates in the for-
eign country are determined by free bargaining
between labor and management,

‘‘(iii) the extent to which joint ventures or
other investments by firms of other foreign
countries are permitted in the foreign country,

‘‘(iv) the extent of government ownership or
control of the means of production,

‘‘(v) the extent of government control over the
allocation of resources and over the price and
output decisions of enterprises, and

‘‘(vi) such other factors as the administering
authority considers appropriate.

‘‘(C) DETERMINATION IN EFFECT.—
‘‘(i) Any determination that a foreign country

is a nonmarket economy country shall remain in
effect until revoked by the administering au-
thority.

‘‘(ii) The administering authority may make a
determination under subparagraph (A) with re-
spect to any foreign country at any time.

‘‘(D) DETERMINATIONS NOT IN ISSUE.—Not-
withstanding any other provision of law, any
determination made by the administering au-
thority under subparagraph (A) shall not be
subject to judicial review in any investigation
conducted under subtitle A.

‘‘(21) SHIPBUILDING AGREEMENT.—The term
‘Shipbuilding Agreement’ means The Agreement
Respecting Normal Competitive Conditions in
the Commercial Shipbuilding and Repair Indus-
try, resulting from negotiations under the aus-
pices of the Organization for Economic Coopera-
tion and Development, and entered into on De-
cember 21, 1994.

‘‘(22) SHIPBUILDING AGREEMENT PARTY.—The
term ‘Shipbuilding Agreement Party’ means a
state or separate customs territory that is a
Party to the Shipbuilding Agreement, and with
respect to which the United States applies the
Shipbuilding Agreement.

‘‘(23) WTO AGREEMENT.—The term ‘WTO
Agreement’ means the Agreement defined in sec-
tion 2(9) of the Uruguay Round Agreements Act.

‘‘(24) WTO MEMBER.—The term ‘WTO mem-
ber’ means a state, or separate customs territory
(within the meaning of Article XII of the WTO
Agreement), with respect to which the United
States applies the WTO Agreement.

‘‘(25) TRADE REPRESENTATIVE.—The term
‘Trade Representative’ means the United States
Trade Representative.

‘‘(26) AFFILIATED PERSONS.—The following
persons shall be considered to be ‘affiliated’ or
‘affiliated persons’:

‘‘(A) Members of a family, including brothers
and sisters (whether by the whole or half blood),
spouse, ancestors, and lineal descendants.

‘‘(B) Any officer or director of an organiza-
tion and such organization.

‘‘(C) Partners.
‘‘(D) Employer and employee.
‘‘(E) Any person directly or indirectly owning,

controlling, or holding with power to vote, 5
percent or more of the outstanding voting stock
or shares of any organization, and such organi-
zation.

‘‘(F) Two or more persons directly or indi-
rectly controlling, controlled by, or under com-
mon control with, any person.

‘‘(G) Any person who controls any other per-
son, and such other person.

For purposes of this paragraph, a person shall
be considered to control another person if the
person is legally or operationally in a position
to exercise restraint or direction over the other
person.

‘‘(27) INJURIOUS PRICING.—The term ‘injurious
pricing’ refers to the sale of a vessel at less than
fair value.

‘‘(28) INJURIOUS PRICING MARGIN.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘injurious pricing

margin’ means the amount by which the normal
value exceeds the export price of the subject ves-
sel.

‘‘(B) MAGNITUDE OF THE INJURIOUS PRICING
MARGIN.—The magnitude of the injurious pric-
ing margin used by the Commission shall be—

‘‘(i) in making a preliminary determination
under section 803(a) in an investigation (includ-
ing any investigation in which the Commission
cumulatively assesses the effect of sales under
paragraph (16)(F)(i)), the injurious pricing mar-
gin or margins published by the administering
authority in its notice of initiation of the inves-
tigation; and

‘‘(ii) in making a final determination under
section 805(b), the injurious pricing margin or
margins most recently published by the admin-
istering authority before the closing of the Com-
mission’s administrative record.

‘‘(29) COMMERCIAL INTEREST REFERENCE
RATE.—The term ‘Commercial Interest Reference
Rate’ or ‘CIRR’ means an interest rate that the
administering authority determines to be con-
sistent with Annex III, and appendices and
notes thereto, of the Understanding on Export
Credits for Ships, resulting from negotiations
under the auspices of the Organization for Eco-
nomic Cooperation, and entered into on Decem-
ber 21, 1994.

‘‘(30) ANTIDUMPING.—
‘‘(A) WTO MEMBERS.—In the case of a WTO

member, the term ‘antidumping’ refers to action
taken pursuant to the Agreement on Implemen-
tation of Article VI of the General Agreement on
Tariffs and Trade 1994.

‘‘(B) OTHER CASES.—In the case of any coun-
try that is not a WTO member, the term ‘anti-
dumping’ refers to action taken by the country
against the sale of a vessel at less than fair
value that is comparable to action described in
subparagraph (A).

‘‘(31) BROAD MULTIPLE BID.—The term ‘broad
multiple bid’ means a bid in which the proposed
buyer extends an invitation to at least all the
producers in the industry known by the buyer
to be capable of building the subject vessel.’’.
SEC. 102. ENFORCEMENT OF COUNTER-

MEASURES.
Part II of title IV of the Tariff Act of 1930 is

amended by adding at the end the following:
‘‘SEC. 468. SHIPBUILDING AGREEMENT COUNTER-

MEASURES.
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any other

provision of law, upon receiving from the Sec-
retary of Commerce a list of vessels subject to
countermeasures under section 807, the Customs
Service shall deny any request for a permit to
lade or unlade passengers, merchandise, or bag-
gage from or onto those vessels so listed.

‘‘(b) EXCEPTIONS.—Subsection (a) shall not be
applied to deny a permit for the following:

‘‘(1) To unlade any United States citizen or
permanent legal resident alien from a vessel in-
cluded in the list described in subsection (a), or
to unlade any refugee or any alien who would
otherwise be eligible to apply for asylum and
withholding of deportation under the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act.

‘‘(2) To lade or unlade any crewmember of
such vessel.

‘‘(3) To lade or unlade coal and other fuel
supplies (for the operation of the listed vessel),
ships’ stores, sea stores, and the legitimate
equipment of such vessel.

‘‘(4) To lade or unlade supplies for the use or
sale on such vessel.

‘‘(5) To lade or unlade such other merchan-
dise, baggage, or passenger as the Customs Serv-

ice shall determine necessary to protect the im-
mediate health, safety, or welfare of a human
being.

‘‘(c) CORRECTION OF MINISTERIAL OR CLERI-
CAL ERRORS.—

‘‘(1) PETITION FOR CORRECTION.—If the master
of any vessel whose application for a permit to
lade or unlade has been denied under this sec-
tion believes that such denial resulted from a
ministerial or clerical error, not amounting to a
mistake of law, committed by any Customs offi-
cer, the master may petition the Customs Service
for correction of such error, as provided by regu-
lation.

‘‘(2) INAPPLICABILITY OF SECTIONS 514 AND
520.—Notwithstanding paragraph (1), imposition
of countermeasures under this section shall not
be deemed an exclusion or other protestable de-
cision under section 514, and shall not be subject
to correction under section 520.

‘‘(3) PETITIONS SEEKING ADMINISTRATIVE RE-
VIEW.—Any petition seeking administrative re-
view of any matter regarding the Secretary of
Commerce’s decision to list a vessel under sec-
tion 807 must be brought under that section.

‘‘(d) PENALTIES.—In addition to any other
provision of law, the Customs Service may im-
pose a civil penalty of not to exceed $10,000
against the master of any vessel—

‘‘(1) who submits false information in request-
ing any permit to lade or unlade; or

‘‘(2) who attempts to, or actually does, lade or
unlade in violation of any denial of such permit
under this section.’’.
SEC. 103. JUDICIAL REVIEW IN INJURIOUS PRIC-

ING AND COUNTERMEASURE PRO-
CEEDINGS.

(a) JUDICIAL REVIEW.—Part III of title IV of
the Tariff Act of 1930 is amended by inserting
after section 516A the following:
‘‘SEC. 516B. JUDICIAL REVIEW IN INJURIOUS

PRICING AND COUNTERMEASURE
PROCEEDINGS.

‘‘(a) REVIEW OF DETERMINATION.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Within 30 days after the

date of publication in the Federal Register of—
‘‘(A)(i) a determination by the administering

authority under section 802(c) not to initiate an
investigation,

‘‘(ii) a negative determination by the Commis-
sion under section 803(a) as to whether there is
or has been reasonable indication of material in-
jury, threat of material injury, or material re-
tardation,

‘‘(iii) a determination by the administering
authority to suspend or revoke an injurious
pricing order under section 806(d) or (e),

‘‘(iv) a determination by the administering au-
thority under section 807(c),

‘‘(v) a determination by the administering au-
thority in a review under section 807(d),

‘‘(vi) a determination by the administering au-
thority concerning whether to extend the scope
or duration of a countermeasure order under
section 807(e)(3)(B)(ii),

‘‘(vii) a determination by the administering
authority to amend a countermeasure order
under section 807(e)(6),

‘‘(viii) a determination by the administering
authority in a review under section 807(g),

‘‘(ix) a determination by the administering au-
thority under section 807(i) to terminate pro-
ceedings, or to amend or revoke a counter-
measure order,

‘‘(x) a determination by the administering au-
thority under section 845(b), with respect to a
matter described in paragraph (1)(D) of that sec-
tion, or

‘‘(B)(i) an injurious pricing order based on a
determination described in subparagraph (A) of
paragraph (2),

‘‘(ii) notice of a determination described in
subparagraph (B) of paragraph (2),

‘‘(iii) notice of implementation of a determina-
tion described in subparagraph (C) of para-
graph (2), or

‘‘(iv) notice of revocation of an injurious pric-
ing order based on a determination described in
subparagraph (D) of paragraph (2),
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an interested party who is a party to the pro-
ceeding in connection with which the matter
arises may commence an action in the United
States Court of International Trade by filing
concurrently a summons and complaint, each
with the content and in the form, manner, and
style prescribed by the rules of that court, con-
testing any factual findings or legal conclusions
upon which the determination is based.

‘‘(2) REVIEWABLE DETERMINATIONS.—The de-
terminations referred to in paragraph (1)(B)
are—

‘‘(A) a final affirmative determination by the
administering authority or by the Commission
under section 805, including any negative part
of such a determination (other than a part re-
ferred to in subparagraph (B)),

‘‘(B) a final negative determination by the ad-
ministering authority or the Commission under
section 805,

‘‘(C) a determination by the administering au-
thority under section 845(b), with respect to a
matter described in paragraph (1)(A) of that sec-
tion, and

‘‘(D) a determination by the Commission
under section 845(a) that results in the revoca-
tion of an injurious pricing order.

‘‘(3) EXCEPTION.—Notwithstanding the 30-day
limitation imposed by paragraph (1) with regard
to an order described in paragraph (1)(B)(i), a
final affirmative determination by the admin-
istering authority under section 805 may be con-
tested by commencing an action, in accordance
with the provisions of paragraph (1), within 30
days after the date of publication in the Federal
Register of a final negative determination by the
Commission under section 805.

‘‘(4) PROCEDURES AND FEES.—The procedures
and fees set forth in chapter 169 of title 28, Unit-
ed States Code, apply to an action under this
section.

‘‘(b) STANDARDS OF REVIEW.—
‘‘(1) REMEDY.—The court shall hold unlawful

any determination, finding, or conclusion
found—

‘‘(A) in an action brought under subpara-
graph (A) of subsection (a)(1), to be arbitrary,
capricious, an abuse of discretion, or otherwise
not in accordance with law, or

‘‘(B) in an action brought under subpara-
graph (B) of subsection (a)(1), to be unsup-
ported by substantial evidence on the record, or
otherwise not in accordance with law.

‘‘(2) RECORD FOR REVIEW.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this sub-

section, the record, unless otherwise stipulated
by the parties, shall consist of—

‘‘(i) a copy of all information presented to or
obtained by the administering authority or the
Commission during the course of the administra-
tive proceeding, including all governmental
memoranda pertaining to the case and the
record of ex parte meetings required to be kept
by section 843(a)(2); and

‘‘(ii) a copy of the determination, all tran-
scripts or records of conferences or hearings,
and all notices published in the Federal Reg-
ister.

‘‘(B) CONFIDENTIAL OR PRIVILEGED MATE-
RIAL.—The confidential or privileged status ac-
corded to any documents, comments, or informa-
tion shall be preserved in any action under this
section. Notwithstanding the preceding sen-
tence, the court may examine, in camera, the
confidential or privileged material, and may dis-
close such material under such terms and condi-
tions as it may order.

‘‘(c) STANDING.—Any interested party who
was a party to the proceeding under title VIII
shall have the right to appear and be heard as
a party in interest before the United States
Court of International Trade in an action under
this section. The party filing the action shall
notify all such interested parties of the filing of
an action under this section, in the form, man-
ner, and within the time prescribed by rules of
the court.

‘‘(d) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion:

‘‘(1) ADMINISTERING AUTHORITY.—The term
‘administering authority’ has the meaning given
that term in section 861(1).

‘‘(2) COMMISSION.—The term ‘Commission’
means the United States International Trade
Commission.

‘‘(3) INTERESTED PARTY.—The term ‘interested
party’ means any person described in section
861(17).’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) JURISDICTION OF THE COURT.—Section

1581(c) of title 28, United States Code, is amend-
ed by inserting ‘‘or 516B’’ after ‘‘section 516A’’.

(2) RELIEF.—Section 2643 of title 28, United
States Code, is amended—

(A) in subsection (c)(1) by striking ‘‘and (5)’’
and inserting ‘‘(5), and (6)’’; and

(B) in subsection (c) by adding at the end the
following new paragraph:

‘‘(6) In any civil action under section 516B of
the Tariff Act of 1930, the Court of Inter-
national Trade may not issue injunctions or any
other form of equitable relief, except with regard
to implementation of a countermeasure order
under section 468 of that Act, upon a proper
showing that such relief is warranted.’’.

TITLE II—OTHER PROVISIONS
SEC. 201. EQUIPMENT AND REPAIR OF VESSELS.

Section 466 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C.
1466), is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new subsection:

‘‘(i) The duty imposed by subsection (a) shall
not apply with respect to activities occurring in
a Shipbuilding Agreement Party, as defined in
section 861(22), with respect to—

‘‘(1) self-propelled seagoing vessels of 100 gross
tons or more that are used for transportation of
goods or persons or for performance of a special-
ized service (including, but not limited to, ice
breakers and dredges), and

‘‘(2) tugs of 365 kilowatts or more.

A vessel shall be considered ‘self-propelled sea-
going’ if its permanent propulsion and steering
provide it all the characteristics of self-naviga-
bility in the high seas.’’.
SEC. 202. EFFECT OF AGREEMENT WITH RESPECT

TO PRIVATE REMEDIES.
No person other than the United States—
(1) shall have any cause of action or defense

under the Shipbuilding Agreement or by virtue
of congressional approval of the agreement, or

(2) may challenge, in any action brought
under any provision of law, any action or inac-
tion by any department, agency, or other instru-
mentality of the United States, the District of
Columbia, any State, any political subdivision
of a State, or any territory or possession of the
United States on the ground that such action or
inaction is inconsistent with such agreement.
SEC. 203. IMPLEMENTING REGULATIONS.

After the date of the enactment of this Act,
the heads of agencies with functions under this
Act and the amendments made by this Act may
issue such regulations as may be necessary to
ensure that this Act is appropriately imple-
mented on the date the Shipbuilding Agreement
enters into force with respect to the United
States.
SEC. 204. AMENDMENTS TO THE MERCHANT MA-

RINE ACT, 1936.
The Merchant Marine Act, 1936, is amended

as follows:
(1) Section 511(a)(2) (46 App. U.S.C.

1161(a)(2)) is amended by inserting after ‘‘1939,’’
the following: ‘‘or, if the vessel is a Shipbuilding
Agreement vessel, constructed in a Shipbuilding
Agreement Party, but only with regard to mon-
eys deposited, on or after the date on which the
Shipbuilding Trade Agreement Act takes effect,
into a construction reserve fund established
under subsection (b)’’.

(2) Section 601(a) (46 App. U.S.C. 1171(a)) is
amended by striking ‘‘, and that such vessel or
vessels were built in the United States, or have
been documented under the laws of the United
States not later than February 1, 1928, or actu-

ally ordered and under construction for the ac-
count of citizens of the United States prior to
such date’’ and inserting ‘‘and that such vessel
or vessels were built in the United States, or, if
the vessel or vessels are Shipbuilding Agreement
vessels, in a Shipbuilding Agreement Party’’.

(3) Section 606(6) (46 App. U.S.C. 1176(6)) is
amended by inserting ‘‘or, if the vessel is a Ship-
building Agreement vessel, in a Shipbuilding
Agreement Party or in the United States’’ before
‘‘, except in an emergency.’’.

(4) Section 607 (46 App. U.S.C. 1177) is amend-
ed as follows:

(A) Subsection (a) is amended by inserting
‘‘or, if the vessel is a Shipbuilding Agreement
vessel, in a Shipbuilding Agreement Party,’’
after ‘‘built in the United States’’.

(B) Subsection (k) is amended as follows:
(i) Paragraph (1) is amended by striking sub-

paragraph (A) and inserting the following:
‘‘(A)(i) constructed in the United States and,

if reconstructed, reconstructed in the United
States or in a Shipbuilding Agreement Party, or

‘‘(ii) that is a Shipbuilding Agreement vessel
and is constructed in a Shipbuilding Agreement
Party and, if reconstructed, is reconstructed in
a Shipbuilding Agreement Party or in the Unit-
ed States,’’.

(ii) Paragraph (2)(A) is amended to read as
follows:

‘‘(A)(i) constructed in the United States and,
if reconstructed, reconstructed in the United
States or in a Shipbuilding Agreement Party, or

‘‘(ii) that is a Shipbuilding Agreement vessel
and is constructed in a Shipbuilding Agreement
Party and, if reconstructed, is reconstructed in
a Shipbuilding Agreement Party or in the Unit-
ed States, but only with regard to moneys depos-
ited into the fund on or after the date on which
the Shipbuilding Trade Agreement Act takes ef-
fect,’’.

(5) Section 610 (46 App. U.S.C. 1180) is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘shall be built in a domestic yard
or shall have been documented under the laws
of the United States not later than February 1,
1928, or actually ordered and under construc-
tion for the account of citizens of the United
States prior to such date,’’ and inserting ‘‘shall
be built in the United States or, if the vessel is
a Shipbuilding Agreement vessel, in a Shipbuild-
ing Agreement Party,’’.

(6) Section 901(b)(1) (46 App. U.S.C. 1241(b)(1))
is amended by striking the third sentence and
inserting the following:

‘‘For purposes of this section, the term ‘pri-
vately owned United States-flag commercial ves-
sels’ shall be deemed to include—

‘‘(A) any privately owned United States-flag
commercial vessel constructed in the United
States, and if rebuilt, rebuilt in the United
States or in a Shipbuilding Agreement Party on
or after the date on which the Shipbuilding
Trade Agreement Act takes effect, and

‘‘(B) any privately owned vessel constructed
in a Shipbuilding Agreement Party on or after
the date on which the Shipbuilding Trade
Agreement Act takes effect, and if rebuilt, re-
built in a Shipbuilding Agreement Party or in
the United States, that is documented pursuant
to chapter 121 of title 46, United States Code.

The term ‘privately owned United States-flag
commercial vessels’ shall also be deemed to in-
clude any cargo vessel that so qualified pursu-
ant to section 615 of this Act or this paragraph
before the date on which the Shipbuilding Trade
Agreement Act takes effect. The term ‘privately
owned United States-flag commercial vessels’
shall not be deemed to include any liquid bulk
cargo vessel that does not meet the requirements
of section 3703a of title 46, United States Code.’’.

(7) Section 905 (46 App. U.S.C. 1244) is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(h) The term ‘Shipbuilding Agreement’
means the Agreement Respecting Normal Com-
petitive Conditions in the Commercial Shipbuild-
ing and Repair Industry, which resulted from
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negotiations under the auspices of the Organi-
zation for Economic Cooperation and Develop-
ment, and was entered into on December 21,
1994.

‘‘(i) The term ‘Shipbuilding Agreement Party’
means a state or separate customs territory that
is a Party to the Shipbuilding Agreement, and
with respect to which the United States applies
the Shipbuilding Agreement.

‘‘(j) The term ‘Shipbuilding Agreement vessel’
means a vessel to which the Secretary deter-
mines Article 2.1 of the Shipbuilding Agreement
applies.

‘‘(k) The term ‘Export Credit Understanding’
means the Understanding on Export Credits for
Ships which resulted from negotiations under
the auspices of the Organization for Economic
Cooperation and Development and was entered
into on December 21, 1994.

‘‘(l) The term ‘Export Credit Understanding
vessel’ means a vessel to which the Secretary de-
termines the Export Credit Understanding ap-
plies.’’.

(8) Section 1104A (46 App. U.S.C. 1274) is
amended as follows:

(A) Paragraph (5) of subsection (b) is amended
to read as follows:

‘‘(5) shall bear interest (exclusive of charges
for the guarantee and service charges, if any) at
rates not to exceed such percent per annum on
the unpaid principal as the Secretary deter-
mines to be reasonable, taking into account the
range of interest rates prevailing in the private
market for similar loans and the risks assumed
by the Secretary, except that, with respect to
Export Credit Understanding vessels, and Ship-
building Agreement vessels, the obligations shall
bear interest at a rate the Secretary determines
to be consistent with obligations of the United
States under the Export Credit Understanding
or the Shipbuilding Agreement, as the case may
be;’’.

(B) Subsection (i) is amended to read as fol-
lows:

‘‘(i)(1) Except as provided in paragraph (2),
the Secretary may not, with respect to—

‘‘(A) the general 75 percent or less limitation
contained in subsection (b)(2),

‘‘(B) the 871⁄2 percent or less limitation con-
tained in the 1st, 2nd, 4th, or 5th proviso to sub-
section (b)(2) or in section 1112(b), or

‘‘(C) the 80 percent or less limitation in the 3rd
proviso to such subsection,
establish by rule, regulation, or procedure any
percentage within any such limitation that is, or
is intended to be, applied uniformly to all guar-
antees or commitments to guarantee made under
this section that are subject to the limitation.

‘‘(2) With respect to Export Credit Under-
standing vessels and Shipbuilding Agreement
vessels, the Secretary may establish by rule, reg-
ulation, or procedure a uniform percentage that
the Secretary determines to be consistent with
obligations of the United States under the Ex-
port Credit Understanding or the Shipbuilding
Agreement, as the case may be.’’.

(C) Section 1104B(b) (46 App. U.S.C. 1274a(b))
is amended by striking the period at the end and
inserting the following:

‘‘, except that, with respect to Export Credit Un-
derstanding vessels and Shipbuilding Agreement
vessels, the Secretary may establish by rule, reg-
ulation, or procedure a uniform percentage that
the Secretary determines to be consistent with
obligations of the United States under the Ex-
port Credit Understanding or the Shipbuilding
Agreement, as the case may be.’’.
SEC. 205. WITHDRAWAL FROM THE AGREEMENT.

(a) WITHDRAWAL.—
(1) NOTICE.—The President shall give notice,

under Article 14 of the Shipbuilding Agreement,
of intent of the United States to withdraw from
the Shipbuilding Agreement, as soon as is prac-
ticable after one or more Shipbuilding Agree-
ment Parties give notice, under such article, of
intent to withdraw from the Shipbuilding Agree-
ment, if paragraph (2) applies.

(2) TONNAGE OF NEW CONSTRUCTION IN WITH-
DRAWING PARTIES.—This paragraph applies if
the combined gross tonnage of new Shipbuilding
Agreement vessels constructed in all Shipbuild-
ing Agreement Parties who have given notice to
withdraw from the Shipbuilding agreement,
which were delivered in the calendar year pre-
ceding the calendar year in which the notice is
given, is 15 percent or more of the gross tonnage
of new Shipbuilding Agreement vessels that
were constructed in all Shipbuilding Agreement
Parties and were delivered in the calendar year
preceding the calendar year in which the notice
is given.

(3) TERMINATION OF WITHDRAWAL.—If a Ship-
building Agreement Party described in para-
graph (2) takes action to terminate its with-
drawal from the Shipbuilding Agreement, so
that paragraph (2) would not apply if that
Party had not given the notice to withdraw, the
President may take the necessary steps to termi-
nate the notice of withdrawal of the United
States from the Shipbuilding Agreement.

(b) REINSTATEMENT OF LAWS.—If the United
States withdraws from the Shipbuilding agree-
ment on the date on which such withdrawal be-
comes effective, the amendments made by sec-
tion 204 shall be deemed not to have been made,
and the provisions of law amended by section
204 shall, on and after such date, be effective as
if this Act had not been enacted.
SEC. 206. DEFINITIONS.

As used in this title—
(1) the terms ‘‘Shipbuilding Agreement’’,

‘‘Shipbuilding agreement Party’’, and ‘‘Ship-
building Agreement vessel’’ have the meanings
given those terms in subsections (h), (i), and (j),
respectively, of section 905 of the Merchant Ma-
rine Act, 1936, as added by section 204(7) of this
Act; and

(2) the terms ‘‘GATT 1994’’ and ‘‘Uruguay
Round Agreements’’ have the meanings given
those terms in section 2 of the Uruguay Round
Agreements Act.

TITLE III—REVENUE OFFSET
SEC. 301. PENALTIES FOR FAILURE TO DISCLOSE

POSITION THAT CERTAIN INTER-
NATIONAL SHIPPING INCOME IS NOT
INCLUDIBLE IN GROSS INCOME.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 883 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by adding at
the end the following new subsection:

‘‘(d) PENALTIES FOR FAILURE TO DISCLOSE PO-
SITION THAT CERTAIN INTERNATIONAL SHIPPING
INCOME IS NOT INCLUDIBLE IN GROSS INCOME.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A taxpayer who, with re-
spect to any tax imposed by this title, takes the
position that any of its gross income derived
from the international operation of a ship or
ships is not includible in gross income by reason
of subsection (a)(1) or section 872(b)(1) shall be
entitled to such treatment only if such position
is disclosed (in such manner as the Secretary
may prescribe) on the return of tax for such tax
(or any statement attached to such return).

‘‘(2) ADDITIONAL PENALTIES FOR FAILING TO
DISCLOSE POSITION.—If a taxpayer fails to meet
the requirement of paragraph (1) with respect to
any taxable year—

‘‘(A) the amount of the income from the inter-
national operation of a ship or ships—

‘‘(i) which is from sources without the United
States, and

‘‘(ii) which is attributable to a fixed place of
business in the United States,
shall be treated for purposes of this title as ef-
fectively connected with the conduct of a trade
or business within the United States, and

‘‘(B) no deductions or credits shall be allowed
which are attributable to income from the inter-
national operation of a ship or ships.

‘‘(3) REASONABLE CAUSE EXCEPTION.—This
subsection shall not apply to a failure to dis-
close a position if it is shown that such failure
is due to reasonable cause and not due to willful
neglect.’’

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—

(1) Paragraph (1) of section 872(b) of such
Code is amended by striking ‘‘Gross income’’
and inserting ‘‘Except as provided in section
883(d), gross income’’.

(2) Paragraph (1) of section 883(a) of such
Code is amended by striking ‘‘Gross income’’
and inserting ‘‘Except as provided in subsection
(d), gross income’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding section 3,

the amendments made by this section shall
apply to taxable years beginning after the later
of—

(A) December 31, 1996, or
(B) the date that the Shipbuilding Agreement

enters into force with respect to the United
States.

(2) COORDINATION WITH TREATIES.—The
amendments made by this section shall not
apply in any case where their application would
be contrary to any treaty obligation of the Unit-
ed States.

(d) INFORMATION TO BE PROVIDED BY CUS-
TOMS SERVICE.—The United States Custom Serv-
ice shall provide the Secretary of the Treasury
or his delegate with such information as may be
specified by such Secretary in order to enable
such Secretary to determine whether ships
which are not registered in the United States
are engaged in transportation to or from the
United States.

The CHAIRMAN. No other amend-
ment is in order except the amendment
printed in part 2 of the report. That
amendment may be offered only by a
member designated in the report, shall
be considered read, shall be debatable
for 1 hour, equally divided and con-
trolled by the proponent and an oppo-
nent, shall not be subject to amend-
ment, and shall not be subject to a de-
mand for division of the question.

It is now in order to consider the
amendment printed in part 2 of the re-
port.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BATEMAN

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

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

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BATEMAN: In
section 3 (page 2, line 15), strike ‘‘This’’ and
insert ‘‘Except as provided in section 206,
this’’.

Redesignate section 206 as section 209, and
insert the following after section 205:
SEC. 296. APPLICABILITY OF TITLE XI AMEND-

MENTS.
(a) EFFECTIVE DATE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any pro-

vision of the Shipbuilding Agreement or the
Export Credit Understanding, the amend-
ments made by paragraph (8) of section 204
shall not apply with respect to any commit-
ment to guarantee made under title XI of the
Merchant Marine Act, 1936, before January 1,
1999, with respect to a vessel delivered—

(A) before January 1, 2002, or
(B) in the case of unusual circumstances to

which paragraph (2) applies, as soon after
January 1, 2002, as is practicable.

(2) UNUSUAL CIRCUMSTANCES.—This para-
graph applies in a case in which unusual cir-
cumstances beyond the control of the parties
concerned prevent the delivery of a vessel by
January 1, 2002. As used in this paragraph,
the term ‘‘unusual circumstances’’ means
acts of God (other than ordinary storms or
inclement weather conditions), labor strikes,
acts of sabotage, explosions, fires, or vandal-
ism, and similar circumstances.
SEC. 207. OTHER LAWS NOT AFFECTED.

The Shipbuilding Agreement shall not af-
fect, directly or indirectly, the Merchant
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Marine Act, 1920, the Act of June 19, 1886 (46
U.S.C. App. 289), or any other provision of
law set forth in Accompanying Note 2 to
Annex II to the Shipbuilding Agreement, and
shall not provide any mechanism to subject
any producer of vessels in the United States
to financial penalties, duties, bid restric-
tions, unfavorable bid preferences, or with-
drawal of concessions under the GATT 1994
or other Uruguay Round Agreements, in the
competition for international commercial
vessel construction or reconstruction orders
because of construction of vessels by United
States shipbuilders for operation in the
coastwise trade of the United States.
SEC. 208. PROTECTION OF UNITED STATES IN-

TERESTS.
Nothing in the Shipbuilding Agreement

shall be construed to prevent the United
States from taking any action which it con-
siders necessary for the protection of essen-
tial security interests or from invoking its
sovereign authority to define, for purposes of
exclusion from coverage under the Ship-
building Agreement and from any dispute or
challenge based on Annex I to the Shipbuild-
ing Agreement, ‘‘military vessel’’, ‘‘military
reserve vessel’’, or ‘‘essential security inter-
est’’ on a case by case basis, as determined
by the Secretary of Defense.

In paragraph (1) of section 209 (as redesig-
nated by this amendment), strike ‘‘and
‘Shipbuilding Agreement vessel’ have the
meanings given those terms in subsections
(h), (i), and (j)’’ and insert ‘‘ ‘Shipbuilding
Agreement vessel’, and ‘Export Credit Under-
standing’ have the meanings given those
terms in subsections (h), (i), (j), and (k)’’

Page 6, strike line 19 and all that follows
through page 7, line 2.

Page 7, line 3, insert ‘‘(I) if’’ before ‘‘the pe-
titioner’’.

Page 7, strike lines 9 through 11 and insert
the following:

‘‘(II) if the petitioner was not invited to
tender a bid, the petition’’.

Page 7, line 19, strike ‘‘(i)(III)’’ and insert
‘‘(i)(II)’’.

Page 9, line 10, strike ‘‘(i) or (ii)’’ and in-
sert ‘‘(i)(I)’’.

Page 9, line 18, strike ‘‘(1)(B)(iii)’’ and in-
sert ‘‘(1)(B)(i)(II)’’.

Page 49, add the following after line 24:
‘‘SEC. 809. THIRD COUNTRY SALES.

‘‘(a) FILING OF PETITION.—Any interested
party that would be eligible to file a petition
under section 802(b)(1) with respect to a sale
if such sale had been to a United States
buyer may, with respect to a sale of a vessel
by a foreign producer in a Shipbuilding
Agreement Party to a buyer in a third coun-
try that is a Shipbuilding Agreement Party,
file with the Trade Representative a petition
alleging that—

‘‘(1) such vessel has been sold at less than
fair value; and

‘‘(2) the industry in the United States pro-
ducing or capable of producing a like vessel
is materially injured by reason of such sale.

‘‘(b) DETERMINATION.—Upon receipt of a pe-
tition under subsection (a), the Trade Rep-
resentative shall request the following deter-
minations to be made in accordance with
substantive and procedural requirements
specified by the Trade Representative, not-
withstanding any other provision of this
title:

‘‘(1) The administering authority shall de-
termine whether there is reasonable cause to
believe that the subject vessel has been sold
at less than fair value.

‘‘(2) The Commission shall determine
whether there is reasonable cause to believe
that the industry in the United States is ma-
terially injured by reason of such sale.

‘‘(c) COMPLAINT BY TRADE REPRESENTA-
TIVE.—If the administering authority makes

an affirmative determination under para-
graph (1) of subsection (b), and the Commis-
sion makes an affirmative determination
under paragraph (2) of subsection (b), the
Trade Representative shall make application
to the country of the buyer of the subject
vessel for an injurious pricing action and re-
lief similar to that available under section
808. The Trade Representative shall advise
the petitioner of the proceedings undertaken
by the third country in response to such ap-
plication and shall permit the petitioner to
participate in such proceedings to the great-
est extent practicable.’’

Page 102, line 9, strike ‘‘or 808’’ and insert
‘‘, 808, or 809’’.

In the table of contents for chapter 8 of
title VII of the Tariff Act of 1930 (page 3,
after line 9), insert the following after the
item relating to section 808:
‘‘Sec. 809. Third country sales.’’

Page 100, line 20, strike ‘‘and’’; on line 21,
strike ‘‘(iii)’’ and insert ‘‘(iv)’’, and insert
the following after line 20:

‘‘(iii) a military reserve vessel, and’’.
Page 101, insert the following after line 15:
‘‘(E) MILITARY RESERVE VESSEL.—A ‘mili-

tary reserve vessel’ is a vessel that has been
constructed with national defense features
and characteristics required by the Sec-
retary of Defense for the purpose of support-
ing the United States Armed Forces in a con-
tingency.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the gentleman from Virginia [Mr.
BATEMAN] and a Member opposed will
each control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Virginia [Mr. BATEMAN].

Mr. BATEMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that 15 minutes of
the time allotted to me on the Com-
mittee on National Security be as-
signed to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. DELLUMS].

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

There was no objection.
Mr. BATEMAN. Mr. Chairman, I

yield myself as much time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, my amendment will
address a number of deficiencies in the
underlying text of H.R. 2754. Again I
wish to emphasize that my complaints
with this agreement are not over the
pros and cons of subsidizing this indus-
try or any other industry. This is not a
fight over subsidies. It is, however, a
fight over the fairness of this agree-
ment as it relates to our large domes-
tic shipyards.

This amendment will not make the
agreement perfect, but it will negate to
some degree its negative impact on the
large shipyards which have been com-
mitted to building naval vessels.

Let me explain how this agreement
works from the perspective of our ship-
yards during the process of
transitioning from 100 percent Navy
work to a combination of Navy and
commercial work. Take, for example,
the title XI loan guarantee program
which my amendment addresses. Under
the agreement in H.R. 2754, as pres-
ently before my colleagues, the favor-
able terms are offered effective July 15,
1996. Current law, which my amend-
ment seeks to retain for a period of 30

months, allows U.S. Maritime Adminis-
tration to issue loan guarantees for the
construction of vessels in U.S. yards.
Those guarantees allow for a loan re-
payment period of up to 25 years and a
downpayment required of 12.5 percent.
Under this agreement this will change
to a repayment term of only 12 years
and require a downpayment of 20 per-
cent.

In simple terms, the shipowner will
have to pay off the mortgage twice as
fast and will have to come up with al-
most double the downpayment if he
chooses to build in a U.S. shipyard.

The more favorable terms which my
amendment seeks to retain for only 30
additional months was the product of
extensive debate between the House
and the Senate during consideration of
the fiscal year 1994 defense authoriza-
tion bill. The Senate had, at the urging
of the administration, sought to adopt
at that time the less favorable terms
which we are being asked to adopt now.
The House version recognized that if
we were to offer any chance to our
large U.S. yards to move to commer-
cial ship construction, that we had to
offer a program to encourage foreign
purchases to at least give U.S. ship-
yards one competitive tool.

The Committee on National Security
was well aware that our foreign com-
petitors had received literally billions
of dollars annually in subsidies. We
also knew that it would take more
than 24 months to have our yards re-
tooled and market a totally new prod-
uct. Remarkably two of our shipyards,
Newport News in Virginia and
Avondale in Louisiana are making the
transition having recently begun con-
struction, thanks to title XI loan guar-
antees, on double-hull commercial
tankers.

It is important to keep in mind that
our northern competitors have bene-
fited from literally billions of dollars
in subsidies over the years. As my col-
leagues can see from charts that we
put before them, the annual average
has exceeded $8 billion for our six
major competitors. Our title XI pro-
gram has amounted to an average of
only $50 billion since fiscal year 1994.

The advantage of my amendment is
severalfold. It brings to an end sub-
sidies. Yes, it is a compromise. It also
recognizes that we cannot wish budg-
ets, as tight as they are, to afford to
get in subsidy battles with other na-
tions. With the compromise here is
that it recognizes that our foreign
competitors were able to retain under
the guise of restructuring a large pack-
age which lasts well into 1999.

In other words, my amendment, as it
addresses title XI, brings some measure
of fairness to this agreement, fairness
which our negotiators choose not to in-
sist on. It is now up to the Congress to
step up and correct the deficiency.

Let me briefly respond to charges
that this amendment will result in the
agreement falling apart. Our nego-
tiators are already at work getting an
extension of the delivery date on ves-
sels which are built using the title XI
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guarantees. They have already gained a
delay of 6 months from the original ef-
fective date.

Now, I appreciate that they do not
wish to approach our trading partners
again but for what is, by any fair as-
sessment, a very modest extension.
However, it is the obligation and the
duty of Congress not to accept every
agreement that has been negotiated.
We are not here to simply rubber
stamp an agreement if we think it is
wrong.

Finally, my amendment corrects sev-
eral other deficiencies, particularly as
they relate to the Jones Act and DOD
procurements. As presently drafted,
this agreement may be used as a wedge
against the Jones Act. The Jones Act
requires that all merchandise trans-
ported to points in the United States
must be carried on U.S.-registered and
U.S.-built vessels. This agreement ap-
pears to allow foreign countries to re-
taliate against U.S. companies if U.S.
shipbuilders construct more than
200,000 tons of Jones Act trade vessels
annually for the first 3 years. After 3
years, any construction creates a pre-
sumption that the rights and balances
of the parties is upset and sanctions
can be imposed.

This part of the en bloc amendment
simply assures that exemption from
the Jones Act, which our trade nego-
tiators tell us is consistent with the
agreement even though the OECD rep-
resentatives insist the Jones Act must
go away. The U.S. Trade Representa-
tives noted in our hearing that Euro-
pean Union interpretation of the Jones
Act provisions were wrong. We are sim-
ply making it absolutely clear that
nothing in this agreement affects the
Jones Act. The Committee on National
Security believes the changes to do-
mestic law within the jurisdiction of
the Congress and the imposition of pen-
alties by foreign entities for compli-
ance with the domestic statute is inap-
propriate. My amendment prevents
this from happening. If our Trade Rep-
resentative is correct and the Jones
Act is not affected, my amendment
clearly can do no harm. If they are in-
correct, my amendment is critically
needed. We should protect the Jones
Act and do so, and to do so my col-
leagues should vote for my amend-
ment.

Last, my amendment would clarify
that nothing in the agreement should
be construed as preventing the United
States from taking any action which it
considers necessary for the protection
of its essential security interests. This
part of the amendment would allow the
United States to invoke its sovereign
authority to define for the purposes of
exclusion from the agreement the
terms, quote, military vessel, unquote,
military reserve vessel, or, quote, es-
sential security interests on a case-by-
case basis as determined by the Sec-
retary of Defense. This part of the
amendment would prevent an inter-
national trade organization from defin-
ing what is or is not in the national se-
curity interests of the United States.

Finally, this amendment would allow
greater rights for U.S. shipbuilders to
petition the U.S. Trade Representative
if they believe other countries are sell-
ing ships at less than the cost to for-
eign countries.

In conclusion, the Committee on Na-
tional Security changes are modest,
reasonable, and crucial. They will not
bring down this agreement as the oppo-
nents would have us believe. If it does,
it demonstrates the signatories are not
seriously interested in ending ship-
building subsidies, and if they are not
so interested, then the agreement is
worthless.

I urge my colleagues’ support if they
believe it is important to preserve a
strong defense industrial base that will
be available if, God forbid, we ever
need to mobilize our shipbuilders.

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

The CHAIRMAN. Is the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. CRANE] opposed to
the amendment?

Mr. CRANE. I am, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman

from Illinois is recognized for 30 min-
utes.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I am adamantly op-
posed to this amendment. If imple-
mented, it would cause the agreement
to disintegrate, leaving us with noth-
ing but many wasted years. Make no
mistake: the amendment violates the
agreement in a fatal way. We have re-
ceived letters from a number of our
trading partners telling us that if this
amendment is adopted, we will not
have implemented the agreement and
that they will not renegotiate the
agreement. We cannot afford to have
them walk away.

Let me rebut the arguments raised
by the supporters of this amendment.
First, we do not need to eliminate our
title XI program in order to comply
with the agreement. We merely have to
scale it back to meet the agreement re-
quirements, just as our trading part-
ners must. We will achieve balance in-
stead of a war of escalation that we
cannot and will not win.

Second, our national security is com-
pletely protected under the agreement.
The agreement contains an exception
that allows a government to back away
if it believes its national security in-
terests are at stake. The Department
of defense has also sent us a letter stat-
ing, and I quote, that ‘‘the Agreement
will not adversely affect our national
security.’’ This statement is powerful
evidence that the agreement does not
threaten our national security.

Third, our negotiators were able to
achieve an exception for the Jones Act,
something no other country was able
to achieve. Although I agree that the
Jones Act is not affected, I do not be-
lieve that we need specific statutory
language that says so. But more impor-
tantly, I believe that this amendment
goes too far. I am concerned that we
could potentially violate a whole series

of agreements, let alone the Shipbuild-
ing Agreement, by prohibiting such
measures from taking effect. There is
no need to put us at such risk. As the
Defense Department stated in the let-
ter I quoted earlier, the agreement
‘‘does not change cabotage laws, that
are clearly vital to our national secu-
rity.’’

We have heard some discussion that
the amendment represents a com-
promise position because there are
some members that wanted even
tougher language. Mr. Chairman, a se-
rious violation is still a serious viola-
tion. Merely because the amendment
keeps the current title XI program in
effect for 30 months as opposed to a
longer period of time does not change
the fact that any extension of the cur-
rent title XI program violates the
agreement.

Nor can it be said that the amend-
ment merely extends the transition pe-
riod. Let us not be naive. We would be
asking for more benefits than we cur-
rently have but, at the same time,
would be requiring our trading part-
ners to implement all of the terms of
the agreement immediately. But trade
agreements do not work that way. We
have to give up something, too. But the
reality is that our shipyards will feel
the pinch considerably less than our
trading partners: Our $50 million in
title XI loan guarantees compared to
billions of dollars in foreign subsidies.
And we do not even have to give up our
$50 million. Instead, we just have to
make sure that we do not make guar-
antees in a manner that violates the
agreement.

Let me read what our administration
and some of our trading partners have
said about the amendment. U.S. Trade
Representative Charlene Barshefsky
has stated:

I want to make clear that the substitute
amendment to H.R. 2754 approved by the Na-
tional Security Committee * * * modifies
the legislation in ways that are clearly in-
compatible with the agreement and unac-
ceptable to the other signatories.

The EU Ambassador to the United
States has stated:

This amendment clearly is inconsistent
with the terms of the agreement as nego-
tiated between the parties. * * * This signifi-
cant amendment would not be acceptable to
the European Community since it would be
contrary to the basic objectives and balance
of mutual concessions contained in the
agreement. I cannot envisage the cir-
cumstances under which signatories of the
OECD agreement would be willing to reopen
negotiations. The adoption of the amend-
ment would put the agreement in serious
jeopardy.

The OECD has stated:
If this amendment is attached to H.R. 2754

and passed by the House of Representatives,
the United States is putting in jeopardy the
entry into force of the Agreement.

For all of these reasons, Mr. Chair-
man, let me be clear that a vote for the
amendment is a vote against the agree-
ment. Contrary to what the supporters
are arguing, this amendment would not
improve the agreement; it would de-
stroy it. I urge my colleagues to join
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together in a bipartisan effort to sup-
port our shipbuilding industry and to
oppose the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I include the following
information for the RECORD:

ORGANISATION FOR ECONOMIC
CO-OPERATION AND DEVELOPMENT,

Paris, June 4, 1996.
Hon. HERBERT H. BATEMAN,
House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN: I understand that the
mark-up by the House National Security
Committee of HR 2754, a bill to approve and
implement the provisions of the 1994 ‘‘Agree-
ment Respecting Normal Competitive Condi-
tions in the Commercial Shipbuilding and
Repair Industry’’ has led to an amendment
by yourself, among others, that would ex-
tend the provisions of the present Title XI
Loan Guarantee Program until January 1999,
with the vessels constructed using these
terms being required to be delivered by Jan-
uary 1, 2002. It is clear that this proposal will
be in contradiction to the Agreement and a
breach of its provisions. As you know, the es-
sential approach to shipbuilding subsidiza-
tion in the Agreement and a guarantee of its
effectiveness is equal treatment of all Par-
ties and quick elimination, i.e. by entry into
force, of all existing support measures.

Let me therefore express my great concern
that if this amendment is attached to HR
2754 and passed by the House of Representa-
tives, the United States is putting in jeop-
ardy the entry into force of the Agreement.

Failure to bring the Agreement into effect,
though possibly of some advantage for the
US shipbuilding industry in the very short-
term, will be of great harm to it in the
longer-term. Failure will, inter alia, prompt
a resurgence of shipbuilding subsidies in the
other countries—which as you know have se-
verely affected the competitiveness of US
yards in the past. Furthermore, it would de-
prive the United States shipbuilding indus-
try of the tool to act against dumping in the
world shipbuilding market.

I therefore urge you to reconsider your
amendment as the legislation makes its
progress on the floor of the House of Rep-
resentatives. Strict and immediate imple-
mentation of the Agreement seems to me to
be the way of ensuring the long-term viabil-
ity of the shipbuilding industries in the
United States, as well as those of the other
Parties to the Agreement.

Sincerely,
P.M. OLBERG,

Ambassador.

EUROPEAN UNION, DELEGATION
OF THE EUROPEAN COMMISSION,

Washington, DC, May 31, 1996.
Hon. HERBERT H. BATEMAN,
House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN: I am writing on behalf
of the European Commission to express our
considerable concern with respect to the
amendment passed by the House National
Security Committee in its mark-up of the
OECD shipbuilding implementing legisla-
tion. The amendment calls for an extension
of the term of Title XI financing for ship
construction for thirty months. Furthermore
the amendment would clearly state that the
agreement does not require changes in the
Jones Act and that certain Department of
Defense procurements are not covered.

This amendment clearly is inconsistent
with the terms of the agreement as nego-
tiated between the parties.

The agreement is the result of five years of
complex negotiations which have led to the
adoption of the basic principles originally
proposed by the United States (i.e. the prohi-

bition of virtually all forms of future govern-
ment subsidies). Therefore this significant
amendment would not be acceptable to the
European Community since it would be con-
trary to the basic objectives and balance of
mutual concessions contained in the agree-
ment. I cannot envisage the circumstances
under which signatories of the OECD agree-
ment would be willing to reopen negotia-
tions.

The adoption of the amendment would put
the agreement in serious jeopardy. There-
fore, I should like to urge you to take the
above into account in future consideration of
the bill.

Sincerely Yours,
HUGO PAEMEN,

Ambassador.

EMBASSY OF JAPAN,
Washington, DC, June 5, 1996.

Hon. PHILIP M. CRANE,
House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN CRANE: Upon the in-
struction from my government, I wish to
draw your attention to an important and ur-
gent matter concerning the ‘‘OECD Ship-
building Agreement’’ (the Agreement re-
specting Normal Competitive Conditions in
the Commercial Shipbuilding and Repair In-
dustry) which is to be ratified by 15 June.

Recently we were informed that the
amendments of the implementing bill, which
would not be consistent with the obligations
under the Agreement, was made in a U.S.
House committee. We noted with surprise
that such an action has been taken in the
U.S., which was the initiator and driving
force behind the negotiations of the Agree-
ment.

This Agreement was negotiated for several
years and aims to reach normal competitive
conditions in the world commercial ship-
building and repair industry. We are gravely
concerned that amending the Agreement
would, in fact, make it impossible to enter
into force. It would seriously undermine the
credibility of the U.S., if the Agreement,
made by the U.S. initiatives, would not enter
into force due to the U.S. failure to conclude
it.

In Japan, this Agreement was approved by
the House of Representatives on 31 May and
is to be put to a vote in the responsible com-
mittee of the House of Councilors in the very
near future. The implementing legislation
was already approved by the Diet on 5 June.
Thus, we are approaching to the goal in time
for the target date of 15 June.

I would like to invite you to review the
above situations and impacts and strongly
encourage the U.S. to quickly conclude this
Agreement as it is.

Sincerely,
——— SAITO,

Ambassador of Japan.

ROYAL NORWEGIAN EMBASSY,
Washington, DC, June 5, 1996.

Hon. CHARLENE BARSHEFSKY,
Acting U.S. Trade Representative,
Washington, DC.

DEAR AMBASSADOR BARSHEFSKY: I am writ-
ing to you to express the Norwegian Govern-
ment’s grave concern regarding the amend-
ments passed by the National Security Com-
mittee of the House of Representatives in its
mark-up last week of the legislation for im-
plementation of the OECD Shipbuilding
Agreement.

Several of the amendments, most notably
the provisions for extending the Title XI
shipbuilding loan guarantee program and the
provisions for removing the applicability of
the Agreement with respect to the building
of Jones Act vessels, are clearly inconsistent
with the terms of Agreement.

The OECD Shipbuilding Agreement is the
result of many years of complex negotiations
and represents a carefully crafted com-
promise between the parties to the Agree-
ment. My Government holds the view that
the Agreement is of vital importance for the
return to normal competitive conditions in
the commercial shipbuilding industry.

Norway has ratified the OECD Agreement,
and would find that the introduction of
amendments such as those proposed by the
National Security Committee would destroy
the balance of obligations and, thus, under-
mine the foundation upon which the Agree-
ment was built. On the Norwegian side, we
do not foresee circumstances whereby the
signatories of the OECD Agreement would be
prepared to reopen negotiations.

Hoping that you will convey to Congress
Norway’s concern that adoption of the afore-
mentioned amendments would seriously
jeopardize the OECD Agreement, I remain.

Sincerely yours.
KARSTEN KLEPSVIK,

Chargé d’Affaires ai.
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Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance

of my time.
Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I

yield 1 minute to my distinguished col-
league, the gentlewoman from Oregon
[Ms. FURSE].

Ms. FURSE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support of the Bateman amend-
ment. It is absolutely essential for our
national security and the security of
our economy that we continue to have
a shipbuilding industry. It seems to
me, Mr. Chairman, that there is no bet-
ter public-private partnership than the
loan guarantee. I want to congratulate
the gentleman from Virginia [Mr.
BATEMAN] for having brought this abso-
lutely vital amendment to us. I urge
my colleagues to support it, both for
the economy and for our national secu-
rity.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 4 minutes to my distinguished
colleague, the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. LIPINSKI].

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I want
to thank the gentleman from Califor-
nia for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Chairman, as the former chair-
man of the Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries, or as the chair-
man of the late Committee on Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries, I rise
today in very strong support of the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Virginia [Mr. BATEMAN]. Mr.
BATEMAN and I, when we had the Com-
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fish-
eries, worked very, very hard on behalf
of the maritime industry. I am very
happy that he has continued to do so
over on the Committee on National Se-
curity, as I have tried to do on the
Committee on Infrastructure and
Transportation.

Mr. Chairman, I commend the gen-
tleman from Virginia and the other
members of the National Security
Committee for recognizing the need to
improve the OECD Shipbuilding Trade
Agreement to make it more equitable
for the United States shipbuilding in-
dustry.

The United States initiated negotia-
tions for the OECD Shipbuilding Trade
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Agreement 5 years ago in order to end
the massive government subsidies that
give foreign shipbuilders an unfair
competitive advantage. Unfortunately,
the final OECD agreement fails to meet
the objective of eliminating foreign
government shipbuilding subsidies. For
instance, the agreement contains a
major restricting loophole which Euro-
pean Governments are using to spend
millions of dollars for the moderniza-
tion of their shipyards. In fact, the
French Government refused to even
sign the agreement until it was allowed
to spend $480 million for such restruc-
turing of its shipyards. In addition,
United States trade negotiators agreed
to grandfather certain subsidy pro-
grams by South Korea and Germany,
which were initiated during the nego-
tiations. Yet, the United States is ex-
pected to immediately depredate the
title XI loan guarantee program for
U.S. shipbuilders—despite the fact that
U.S. shipbuilders have not enjoyed a di-
rect Government subsidy in over a dec-
ade.

The OECD agreement is full of loop-
holes and exemptions that will benefit
foreign shipbuilders. Moreover, the
agreement does not even cover such
major shipbuilding nations such as Po-
land, China, Taiwan, and Russia, allow-
ing those countries to continue their
direct and substantial subsidization of
their domestic shipbuilding. Yet, the
United States is expected to imme-
diately reduce the current Title XI:
Loan Guarantee Program. This will
cause immediate harm to the U.S. ship-
building industry.

With Navy shipbuilding at an all
time low, it is critical for our yards to
secure commercial work. And, for the
first time in 35 years, American ship-
builders are experiencing a resurgence
in commercial business. These recently
signed commercial contracts were
made possible by the Title XI: Ship
Loan Guarantee Program. Yet, the
OECD agreement and the bill would
bring a screeching halt to this resur-
gence by rendering the title XI pro-
gram ineffective.

A 30-month extension of the modest
title XI, as provided in the Bateman
amendment, is needed to give U.S.
shipyards an adequate transition pe-
riod to ensure their continued viabil-
ity. This is a reasonable request when
compared to the unfair competitive ad-
vantage subsidized foreign shipbuilders
have enjoyed for the past decade—and
will continue to enjoy in China, Po-
land, and other nonsignatory nations.

This amendment is the absolute min-
imum we can, and must, enact. I urge
my colleagues to support the Bateman
amendment.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Washington [Ms. DUNN].

Ms. DUNN of Washington. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
H.R. 2754 as approved by the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means, and to com-

mend the chairman of the committee
and the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
GIBBONS] for their steadfast work in se-
curing enactment of this historic
agreement.

Unfortunately, in spite of their ef-
forts, some individuals argue that no
agreement is better than this agree-
ment. In reality, if the Bateman
amendment is adopted, that is exactly
what we would have: No agreement.

To all those people, I say, take off
your blinders and recognize that, em-
bodied in this agreement, is our best
chance to revitalize our domestic in-
dustry. For years we have witnessed
the continued decline of the U.S. ship-
building industry at the hands of mas-
sive foreign subsidization. The remain-
ing American commercial shipbuilders
have become the most efficient in the
world. Yet no amount of belt-tighten-
ing could ever overcome the enormous
subsidy margins provided by their for-
eign competitors.

Over the past several years, many
have expressed frustration with the ne-
gotiating of this agreement. I must say
that while the road to this final agree-
ment has been extremely difficult, I
am confident that this agreement pro-
vides our domestic shipbuilders with
the best opportunity to compete in a
fair world market.

If Members believe they are helping
our domestic shipbuilding industry by
voting for the Bateman amendment,
let me tell the Members, I believe they
are wrong. Our failure to pass this
measure as approved by the Committee
on Ways and Means will likely spur ex-
isting subsidies by our foreign competi-
tors to record levels, and this would
certainly be the final and fatal blow to
our domestic shipbuilding industry.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to defeat the Bateman amendment and
adopt this historic and sound inter-
national agreement.

Mr. BATEMAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 21⁄2 minutes to the gentleman
from California [Mr. CUNNINGHAM].

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I
commend the loyalty of the gentle-
woman from Washington [Ms. DUNN] to
the chairman of the committee she
serves on, but I believe she is wrong.

Mr. Chairman, let me go to a little
different direction. I truly believe that
both under Republican and Democrat
administrations, our State Department
has been the weak link of this country.
While we have strong militaries, the
American worker can compete against
any nation in the world, but yet our
trade agreements which I supported,
NAFTA and GATT, they have been
treated very, very poorly as far as the
administration of them. Who ends up
paying for that? The American worker,
Mr. Chairman.

If we take a look in which title XI
uses $50 million, why was it created in
the last couple of years? Under OPA 90
we wanted to build dual hull tankers.
There is no money to build ships in the
United States, because foreign nations
have subsidized by billions of dollars

and cut on the west coast. NASCO is
the only shipbuilder left on the west
coast. We only built one ship in this
decade, because foreign nations, with
their cutthroat economic tactics, have
cut and killed the American worker. So
we established it not only to help the
environment, so we could build tank-
ers, but to neutralize that system.

In the meantime, while we build one
ship, they build 100. I cannot tell the
Members just the economy of scale. If
you build 100 ships, it is much cheaper
to build those ships. They say let us do
away with title XI, and that will neu-
tralize this situation. No, it will not,
Mr. Chairman, because they still have
the advantage of all of these orders and
all of these ships they are building,
which makes our ships cost much
more, which we cannot sell. All we are
asking is to give us a level playing
field.

Mr. Chairman, I think for the first
time this country has a chance to walk
softly and carry a big stick. Let us ap-
proach this trade agreement for a
change with a benefit to the American
worker, not to the benefit of foreign
trading interests. The President was
right on his trading policies, but we
have to get tough.

Do Members think the Secretary of
State, under either Republican or
Democratic administrations, is going
to push and support this? No, they are
not. Let us support the American
worker, let us support the Bateman
amendment.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. DEUTSCH].

Mr. DEUTSCH. Mr. Chairman, the
agreement that is really before us, the
OECD agreement, is an agreement
which I think all of us would argue, at
least the concept of the agreement,
will greatly benefit the United States
of America. It would end the subsidies
that other countries have been doing
for years, the dumping that other
countries have done for years to ad-
versely affect the American shipbuild-
ing industry.

All we need to do is look at the facts
on the ground in this country today, or
the facts in the shipyards. Those facts
are that the United States right now
does not sell very many ships in terms
of the world market, an infinitesimal
percentage of those ships in the world
market, because of the type of system
that exists today and that this agree-
ment is trying to end.

Now in front of us, the Bateman
amendment says, well, this agreement
is going to adversely affect the defense
of the United States of America, our
national security. That is why we need
the Batement amendment. I would re-
iterate what actually has been pointed
out by the chairman of the subcommit-
tee previously, the gentleman from Il-
linois [Mr. CRANE], that the Defense
Department, the Joint Chiefs, have ob-
viously gone through this agreement,
have sent correspondence to the chair-
man of the committee the gentleman
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from South Carolina, [Mr. SPENCE] spe-
cifically, categorically stating that
there would be no adverse effect. There
is a specific national defense exemp-
tion that exists in the agreement.

Mr. Chairman, I think it is really un-
fortunate to raise this issue, really al-
most as a scare tactic, versus what the
facts are as based through the Joint
Chiefs.
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The other issue that I would raise is,
it has been brought out, the whole
issue that this is a jobs loss issue for
the United States of America. Let us
look at the facts. The facts are we are
not producing a heck of a lot of jobs in
terms of commercial production and,
in fact, the commercial production
that would exist, the potential for us
to compete in that market is far great-
er than really any potential loss that
exists.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, let me surface an
issue that has not been dealt with and
just put it on the table so we all can
look at it. That is that this bill, there
is joint jurisdiction on this piece of
legislation.

The tragedy of this institution is
that we tend to get caught up and see
the world in very narrow terms, and
that is through the narrow prism of our
committee jurisdiction. But someone
was wise enough, Mr. Chairman, to
refer this bill to two committees.

I would hope that the process would
allow us to bring together the perspec-
tives and the perceptions of both com-
mittees in the hope that in joining
those two perceptions, we will arrive at
the wisest decision, so we do not get
caught up in knee-jerk responses on
the basis of a committee jurisdiction. I
do not know taxes. I am not on Ways
and Means. But I will debate anyone in
this town on national security matters,
because that has been my job for 25
years here.

We looked at this bill. Where are we
in agreement? First, that this is a mar-
itime nation. Second, that we need to
stimulate shipbuilding. Third, that we
need to stimulate commercial ship-
building. Fourth, that American work-
ers and shipbuilders believe that it is
in their mutual self-interest to end
government subsidies of shipbuilding.
So let us take that off the table. We all
agree with that, so we do not have to
sword fight over these issues.

Where is the area of disagreement?
The area of disagreement is that we be-
lieve that this agreement is flawed
with respect to its transition implica-
tions. When speaking to the persons
that negotiated the agreement, they
admitted that they never sought tran-
sition assistance to the American ship-
building industry.

Did other countries do it? The answer
is yes. I repeat, and underscore for the
purposes of emphasis: Spain, $1.4 bil-
lion in restructuring aid; Portugal, $110

million in restructuring aid; Belgium,
$74 million in restructuring aid; South
Korea, restructuring aid, we believe
that that amount is somewhere around
$750 million plus bailout guarantees to
the Daewoo shipbuilding industry.

France, unknown total amount at
this time, but we know minimally $480
million. Special offers are currently
being made by other members of the
European Community to gain France’s
support for this agreement. Germany, a
package to modernize, restructure, and
cover losses of shipyards in the former
East Germany.

So some other Nation’s negotiators
looked at transition, and these sub-
sidies that I spoke to were granted to
January 31, 1999, Mr. Chairman. So
somebody saw the need for transition.

We are being asked to ratify an
agreement, as I have said on more than
one occasion today, and we have a re-
sponsibility to bring our intellectual
capacity, our economic understanding
and our political prowess to this situa-
tion and make the best decision. We
tend to engage in hyperbole around
here. ‘‘Killer amendment.’’ I have not
seen anything die in the 25 years I have
been around here, and I have gone after
some things to try to kill them, so that
is a bunch of hyperbole, Mr. Chairman.

As I said before, the world wants this
agreement, we want this agreement, I
want this agreement, the shipbuilders
want the agreement, and thousands
and thousands of American workers
want this agreement. They are the
stakeholders. But when they looked at
the agreement, they said, ‘‘Hey, fel-
lows, what about the transition? What
about us until January 1999?’’ All the
Bateman amendment does is says,
‘‘Here is some transition assistance, 30
months.’’

Loan guarantee program. Where were
all the people around here when we put
in this loan guarantee program and
fought to get a measly $50 million in
loan guarantees for an economic con-
version program because a lot of people
said, ‘‘Wait a minute, you’re spending
DOD dollars to stimulate commercial
shipbuilding development?’’ We said
that if we do not build some kind of
ships, we are going to lose our indus-
trial base.

That is why we have a National Secu-
rity Committee. That is why we have
Ways and Means. We study certain
things, but our collective perception is
where the great wisdom is.

We are simply saying that this is an
important agreement, it is a wonderful
agreement. I have complimented the
gentleman from Florida and I said,
without equivocation, I am one of his
greatest fans on the floor of this Con-
gress. There is no finer person in this
institution.

I am simply saying that my point of
departure is on the basis of the prob-
lems that it gives our American ship-
building industry in the transition, and
our American workers, who are ex-
tremely sensitive to these issues. They
have all communicated with all of us

here and said, ‘‘We want the agree-
ment, the intent makes sense, but in
the transition, we feel disadvantaged.’’

I do not think this agreement dies,
because there is an imperative larger
than this amendment. It is the world
community coming together. But we
can enter that stage, that world stage,
as rational and intelligent people and
say, just as these other nations did in
their restructuring aid, that we can re-
structure as well.

That is what this gentleman’s argu-
ment is all about, not to kill the agree-
ment. That would be stupid. It would
be bizarre. It would be extreme. It
would be self-defeating. But it would
seem to me to allow it to go forward
when other nations continue to have
this kind of extraordinary advantage
to January 1999 stabs at the agreement,
the very people we choose to help, the
American shipbuilding industry, the
American worker, and at the end of the
day the American citizen, because we
are a maritime Nation.

That is this gentleman’s argument,
so I am not trying to engage in any
scare tactics, but I would make this
point. We have six major shipbuilding
industries, and when Ronald Reagan
was spending $300 billion a year on the
military budget, everybody was build-
ing ships, they were coming out of our
ears. That day is over. There is no such
thing as a 600-ship Navy anymore. The
gentleman from Mississippi pointed
out we are moving toward a 150-ship
Navy.

So if we are not going to build naval
ships because we are cutting the mili-
tary budget, we have got to build some
other kind of ships to keep this going,
keep these people working, keep the
economy moving. It is in the area of
commercial ships, in a post-cold-war
environment, where our future lies. So
we want to see this agreement, but we
want to see the transition period speak
to us as eloquently as this restructur-
ing speaks to these other countries
that are moving toward signing this
agreement.

A final point. One of my colleagues
said that this amendment would vio-
late the agreement. We cannot violate
anything that we have not agreed to as
yet. That is why we are here, to use our
brains, to use our ingenuity, to use our
competence to decide how and what we
will agree with.

I hope my colleagues will join me in
overwhelming support of the Bateman
amendment, overwhelming support of
the American shipbuilding industry,
overwhelming support of the hundreds
of thousands of American workers who
desperately need us to do this, and
overwhelming support for a transition
period that speaks to the dignity of the
respect and the reality of the American
shipbuilding industry.

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

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. SAWYER].
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Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Chairman, the

comments of our colleague from Cali-
fornia are eloquent as always. I take a
back seat to no one in my admiration
of the work that he has done in the in-
terests of economic conversion. Noth-
ing could be more important to the
economy of this Nation.

Mr. Chairman, in many areas, Amer-
ican industries and their workers have
had to complete against heavily sub-
sidized European firms. Even where the
gap between the level of subsidies has
been the greatest—most notably in the
areas of aerospace and agriculture—
American industries have largely been
able to overcome this added challenge.

However, in shipbuilding, American
firms have simply been at too great a
disadvantage. We have two choices of
actions to address this: complete by en-
acting—and inevitably increasing—our
own subsidies, or use our economic le-
verage to convince our trading part-
ners to reduce their own subsidies.

As public sector deficits have
emerged as an increasing drag on the
economies of all nations, those part-
ners have seen the advantages of reduc-
ing their spending on subsidies. That is
part of the reason we have this agree-
ment before us today.

We must also recognize the reality
that we cannot afford a subsidy war.
The continuation of the title XI pro-
gram unchanged for another 3 years, as
the Bateman amendment would accom-
plish, will not alter that fact. It will
only convince our trading partners to
resurrect the subsidies that have crip-
pled our ability to compete in the past.

The complexities and challenges of
international competition will con-
tinue to cause pain and disruption in
this country and across the world. But
when we can convince other nations to
level the international playing fiend,
the opportunities of trade become that
much more apparent. The decision we
face today is between seizing such an
opportunity or hanging on to the
vestiges of a disappointing past. I urge
my colleagues to oppose the Bateman
amendment and support the bill.

Mr. BATEMAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman
from Maine [Mr. LONGLEY].

Mr. LONGLEY. Mr. Chairman, I will
be supporting the Bateman amend-
ments, but I also want to make clear
that I do not think the shipbuilding
agreement itself is the solution. It will
in all likelihood make much more dif-
ficult if not impossible U.S. ship-
builders’ pursuit of commercial ship-
building orders in the international
market.

This agreement is fatally flawed in
that it permits other governments to
continue direct subsidy shipbuilding
payments to their yards until 1999 as
long as those subsidies are committed
by the end of this year. The last direct
U.S. commercial subsidy program was
unilaterally terminated by our Govern-
ment in 1981, a full 15 years ago. I find
it appalling that U.S. negotiators took
part in formulation of an agreement in

which numerous exceptions are granted
to specific subsidizing foreign govern-
ments totaling billions of dollars. How
this combination of provisions does
anything other than make the inter-
national commercial playing field even
more lopsided against unsubsidized
American shipbuilders escapes me.

A French shipyard received a subsidy
package in the range of $480 million
after the agreements were concluded
and our negotiators had returned
home. That event alone should have
provided more than ample grounds for
our Government to insist on reopening
the negotiations for the purpose of
gaining more equitable treatment for
the unsubsidized U.S. industry. Other
subsidies are actually provided for in
the agreement, including subsidies to
Spain, Portugal, and Belgium.

It is unfortunate, to say the least,
that the administration chose to ig-
nore this information and not respond
favorably last December to the formal
request of the six major U.S. ship-
builders which represent 95 percent of
all active American shipbuilding work-
ers that the United States not sign the
agreement in its present form.

I will support the Bateman amend-
ments but I will also oppose final pas-
sage. Bateman will fix some of the
weaknesses in the bill, but, by the
same token, they do not go far enough.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from New
Mexico [Mr. RICHARDSON].

(Mr. RICHARDSON asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)
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Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, I

speak as a 14-year member of the
Democratic Party with a 90-percent
labor voting record. The AFL–CIO has
been mentioned here. Yes, they are op-
posed, but let me state that their oppo-
sition stems from following the lead of
the big Navy-oriented yards.

Mr. Chairman, while 80 percent or
more of total employment in shipbuild-
ing is in these big yards, these yards
primarily build Navy ships, not com-
mercial ships. Over 90 percent of com-
mercial ships are build in yards other
than these Navy yards. The bill does
not affect military ships. The big Navy
yards are hopeful for big new subsidies
for commercial ships. That is very en-
lightening. Jobs would be created for
commercial yards to build more, but
they cannot compete with the much
larger subsidies from foreigners.

Foreign subsidies are more than $4
billion. U.S. subsidies are $50 million.
This is the reason for the agreement to
eliminate these subsidies, so we can
create more American jobs, so our
shipbuilders are more active and can
compete more. The agreement would
eliminate these unfair subsidies that
we cannot compete with.

This is a good bill, this is an amend-
ment that would violate the fair trade
agreement.

Significant growth is projected for the highly
competitive international shipbuilding market,

while domestic military and commercial mar-
kets are expected to be small. The commer-
cial shipbuilding market is projected to be
$265 billion for the period 1992 to 2001.

American shipbuilders are being squeezed
out of this market by heavy foreign govern-
ment shipyard subsidiaries. This agreement
eliminates those subsidies and allows the
American builders to compete on a level play-
ing field with the major shipbuilding countries
of the world.

We are in the midst of tight fiscal pressures
to reduce our own spending, we cannot com-
pete with major industrialized nations in a race
to subsidize our shipping industries.

The United States must take the lead in im-
plementing this agreement. It will signal our
commitment to freer markets to the inter-
national community. The strength of U.S. in-
dustry is its ability to compete. This agreement
will give American shipbuilders the opportunity
to expand operations and increase their pro-
duction.

International leadership requires courage
and vision. Let’s demonstrate to the world that
we are looking forward and embracing the
principles that have made America great.

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

Mr. RICHARDSON. I yield to the
gentleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. STUDDS. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding to me, and
I want to associate myself with his re-
marks and rise in opposition to the
amendment and in support of the bill.

Let me say sadly and somewhat so-
berly that we have been here before. In
the early 1980’s, this country decided
that it could no longer afford to and no
longer wished to try to compete with
the subsidies of foreign nations for the
construction of vessels. We withdrew
and, ironically, this agreement before
us, the ratification of it, is a result, ul-
timately, of a suit brought under our
own trade laws by our own shipbuilding
industry, which concluded they could
not possibly win a battle of competi-
tion with the subsidies of foreign na-
tions.

We cannot afford to go back there. I
think in the long run our best bet is a
world without these subsidies and,
therefore, I complement the gentleman
and join him in his remarks.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

The gentleman from Virginia [Mr.
BATEMAN] stated earlier that because
the USTR is reopening the agreement
to add 6 months to the delivery date,
that it can renegotiate to permit us to
retain title XI. And I want to explain
to colleagues that is not correct. It will
be impossible to reopen the agreement,
as Mr. BATEMAN suggests.

The agreement currently provides
that no subsidies may be awarded
under the agreement after the effective
date of the agreement, July 15. Sub-
sidies may be granted before that point
as long as the vessel is constructed by
December 31, 1998. The signatories had
originally agreed that the agreement
would take effect on February 1, 1996.
That date had to be delayed 6 months
because the United States was not
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ready to implement. However, the De-
cember 31, 1998, delivery date remained
in place.

The administration is merely seeking
a change applicable to all countries
that would extend the delivery date 6
months to match the delayed starting
date. The administration is not renego-
tiating the agreement. This change can
be made merely through an under-
standing.

Our trading partners appear to be
willing to discuss this limited change
that applies to all countries equally.
However, our trading partners have
told us that they will not renegotiate
the agreement under the terms set
forth in the Bateman amendment be-
cause it would destroy the balance in
the agreement and give the United
States an undue advantage.

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

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

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time. I want to make a couple of clos-
ing remarks, first to my friend, the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. CRANE], a
dear friend and one of the real leaders
in this Congress with respect to trade.
I know that the President’s, the Clin-
ton administration’s appointees in the
Pentagon have said there is no threat
to national security. They also told us
the other day and repeated in a state-
ment there is no threat to this country
in terms of incoming ballistic missiles.
Both of us disagree with the second
statement that they made, and I think
we should both disagree with the first
statement they have made.

Mr. Chairman, I want to remind my
colleagues that all of the nations which
are signatories to this agreement, all
the major nations that are asking us to
give up our national shipbuilding pro-
gram, are nations that in this century
have been saved militarily or protected
militarily by America’s national ship-
building program. They will wait for us
to work this agreement and make it
right before they sign it.

Second, my colleagues, this is a sov-
ereignty issue. We are doing the same
thing we did in the World Trade Orga-
nization, where we are giving up the
right to a foreign judge to decide what
is a military program. And I would just
remind Members that the latest World
Trade Organization ruling under WTO,
in which foreign judges said Brazil and
Venezuela can send dirty gas into the
United States and, in the absence of
that, retaliate against Americans, be-
cause they said that our environmental
laws were in conflict with the World
Trade Organization’s ideas of what
those laws should be. We will see ex-
actly the same thing here because
these foreign tribunals reserve to
themselves the definition of what is an
American military shipbuilding pro-
gram.

This is a sovereignty issue. Every
single conservative should vote against

the bill and for the Bateman amend-
ment because it fixes some of those
sovereignty problems on that basis.
This is also predominantly a national
security issue. I would hope that when
national security goes head to head
with economic considerations, national
security with respect to maritime
power should predominate. Please vote
for the Bateman amendment.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

On the question of whether the agree-
ment unfairly disadvantages the Unit-
ed States, let me reassure colleagues
that other countries are not permitted
to transition, as the gentleman from
California [Mr. DELLUMS] had earlier
suggested. The agreement does provide
for some existing shipbuilding restruc-
turing programs to be phased out in
Spain, Portugal, and Belgium; how-
ever, these programs are primarily for
the express purpose of reducing capac-
ity in the respective shipbuilding in-
dustries of these nations, not for ex-
panding the industry or supporting spe-
cific ship construction activities.

The precise terms of these programs,
the amounts of funding, the purpose
and deadlines for completion of these
programs are spelled out in the agree-
ment. The downsizing of European
shipbuilding capacity is in the best in-
terest of this Nation and the United
States shipbuilding industry and
should be encouraged. The special pro-
visions result in an advantage, not a
disadvantage to United States ship-
builders that wish to compete in the
world shipbuilding marketplace.

No other countries have received spe-
cial deals. Without the OECD agree-
ment there would be no way to monitor
or control these programs. They could
continue indefinitely at any level of
funding for whatever purpose they
chose. The Bateman amendment would
not provide us with transition; it would
completely and unequivocally kill the
agreement and all we have achieved.

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

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, may I
inquire as to the remaining amount of
time on either side?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from California [Mr. DELLUMS] has 11⁄2
minutes remaining; the gentleman
from Virginia [Mr. BATEMAN] has 2
minutes remaining; and the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. CRANE] has 141⁄2 min-
utes remaining.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield the balance of my time, 11⁄2 min-
utes, to my distinguished colleague,
the gentlewoman from Ohio [Ms. KAP-
TUR].

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time and I rise in strong support of the
Bateman amendment and want to talk
a little bit with the membership about
why the agreement without this
amendment is so flawed.

The agreement essentially will not
end foreign subsidy and dumping prac-
tices, it will, however, kill the recent

rebirth of commercial shipbuilding in
our country. It will eliminate thou-
sands of highly skilled jobs in our ship-
yards and in the thousands of indus-
tries throughout 46 States which sup-
ply our shipyards.

While our Trade Representative was
at the negotiating table, it is impor-
tant to point out that South Korea an-
nounced a $750 million bailout of its
Daewoo Shipyard, which has been
dumping ships on the world’s market;
Germany granted a $4 billion shipyard
modernization subsidy to its shipyards,
monies which are still being disbursed.

Our negotiators agreed to grand-
father these special subsidies, and
though our trade negotiator maintains
that restructuring is supposed to be
tied to closure of facilities and associ-
ated worker restraining, that is not
how foreign governments see it. In
fact, Spain is spending $723 million to
modernize all of its existing facilities
with no closures planned.

Further, the overall agreement fails
to discipline the ship dumping prac-
tices of Japan and South Korea, and
even though China has just begun to
target shipbuilding as a means to de-
velop its manufacturing industries,
China is not a signatory to this agree-
ment, nor is Poland, nor is Russia.

So what did America get out of this
deal? Nothing. What did American
shipbuilders get out of this deal? Noth-
ing. And what did American workers
get out of this deal? Nothing. In fact,
our negotiators agreed to immediately
gut the modest title XI ship loan pro-
gram that is included in the Bateman
amendment. So without the Bateman
amendment we will kiss more U.S.
shipyard jobs goodbye.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to support the Bateman amendment
and, without its inclusion, to oppose
the bill.

Mr. BATEMAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself the remainder of my time,
and say in closing the debate on behalf
of the Committee on National Security
that it is passing strange to have heard
my amendment referred to as reason-
able on its face and modest, and at the
same time be told that we are going to
unravel an agreement and that we are
violating an agreement.

Mr. Chairman, we will not be violat-
ing an agreement. What we are con-
templating is essentially a proposed
agreement until and unless this Con-
gress, in the exercise of its sovereign
right for the people of the United
States, determines that this is an
agreement that should be imple-
mented.

My amendment, contrary to some
who would have me taking a position
of total opposition to any agreement,
is a midpoint. It simply says there are
flaws in this proposed agreement which
had been identified, and, in the interest
and protection of American shipbuild-
ing because of its importance to Amer-
ican national security, need to be
modified.

If the other nations who purport to
be in agreement on this agreement are
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unwilling to accept these modest tran-
sition provisions, it speaks volumes to
me as to whether or not they were seri-
ously interested in ending shipbuilding
subsidies. I am. We should be.

This is not about doing that. This is
about modest, reasonable transition
provisions in protection of the core
American shipbuilding capability,
which is absolutely essential to our na-
tional security. And it is those ship-
yards and the workers in those ship-
yards and the merchant mariners who
man American ships, and because of
the importance of that merchant ma-
rine to the United States, that ask that
Members vote for the Bateman amend-
ment.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the remainder of my time to the gen-
tleman from Florida, SAM GIBBONS, our
distinguished ranking minority mem-
ber for closing remarks, and I want to
pay tribute to him again as the man
who served for so long as chairman of
the trade subcommittee on which I
served in my ranking minority posi-
tion. We have worked collegially for
years together and I pay tribute to this
great man from Florida.
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Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
CRANE] and others of my colleagues
who have recognized my service here,
and I want to say to them I close this
debate with certainly no personal ran-
cor toward them or to the cause that
they advocate.

I am here to give the best of my
knowledge to the Members of this
House, and the best of my judgment
about the outcomes of actions we may
take, what will follow.

Mr. Chairman, over the years, ever
since World War II, the United States
has been backing out of the subsidy in
shipbuilding. Through the 1950’s and
the 1960’s we cut back on our appro-
priations to commercial shipbuilding
subsidies. Through the 1970’s we did the
same thing, and finally in the 1980’s,
under a procedure here on the budget
reconciliation bill, the minority, to-
gether with some Members of the ma-
jority, got control of the situation
through the Gramm-Latta substitute
and actually abolished all the ship-
building subsidies they could find. So
since the 1980’s the United States has
had absolutely no shipbuilding sub-
sidies of any consequence.

Now, as I sat here attentively listen-
ing to this debate today, I had been
hoping that I would find something
that I had not heard before that per-
haps I could respond to or answer a
question about.

Now, I know that negotiations are a
tedious process. I participated in the
launching of these negotiations many,
many years ago. The negotiations have
actually gone on for more than 5 years.
Prior to that, I met with all of the
shipbuilding industry in the United
States. They all, because of my respon-
sibilities, came by to see me. I sat

down with them all in my office over
here in the Rayburn building and we
agreed to launch these negotiations.

Now, as I hear these negotiations dis-
cussed, I would have to believe that
they were not even a party to the nego-
tiations, but they sent representatives
to these negotiations that sat there
with our negotiators and participated
in all of these negotiations. Nobody
was surprised about anything that was
brought up. They would come back
from these negotiations and come to
see me and we would discuss these
points.

Mr. Chairman, I started unilateral
U.S. action against these countries be-
cause at first they would not even ne-
gotiate with us on this. They would
just come to the sessions and say no.
Finally, they got concerned enough
about the actions of Congress here to
come to the negotiations and really
truthfully begin the negotiations, and 5
tortuous years of negotiations took
place.

During those 5 tortuous years, every-
body in the shipbuilding industry had
somebody around the negotiating table
there to kibitz and to add their sugges-
tions as to what should be done. Con-
cessions were made back and forth.
Deals were entered into and agreed to.
Finally, all of these mutual conces-
sions and negotiations came to an
agreement.

I celebrated, as did the shipbuilding
industry at that time, because we
thought we had a good agreement and
I believe we still do have a good agree-
ment.

One thing was overlooked. The Com-
mittee on National Security found and
rejuvenated an old, old subsidy that
goes back to 1936; one that had been
overlooked in the 1981 abolishment of
all subsidies. Perfectly all right.

Under the standstill agreement that
is a part of the general agreement we
are talking about here today, all coun-
tries agreed to stand still and not to go
out and create new additional sub-
sidies, and this little subsidy for $50
million that the Committee on Na-
tional Security found qualified as one
of those that could still be used. So,
Mr. Chairman, some of our yards got a
little jump out of that.

But tomorrow, Mr. Chairman, June
15, is the deadline for us to take affirm-
ative action on this agreement. If we
do not take affirmative action in this
House today to ratify this agreement,
all of the other nations that have
agreed to this agreement will back out
of it. They have not just told us that;
they put it in writing, and it is in yes-
terday’s CONGRESSIONAL RECORD there
for my colleagues’ examination.

Now, I know my friend, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. DELLUMS],
believes that they will come back to
the negotiating table. Well, I do not
have the optimism that he has. Per-
haps my lack of optimism is caused by
having followed this agreement so
closely over the years. All of these
other nations are having trouble with

their own shipbuilders, and the only
reason they are standing still is be-
cause their word is good. But once we
back out of the agreement, I do not see
them coming back to the negotiating
table to do what the gentleman from
Virginia [Mr. BATEMAN] wants to do
here.

Mr. Chairman, let me say this. This
agreement was negotiated with every-
body participating. Every American
shipbuilder in the United States had an
opportunity and most of them did par-
ticipate in this agreement. It was an
agreement that had concessions on all
sides. On our side, the Jones Act people
put up a good case, and every other na-
tion on Earth that participated in this
agreement got rid of their so-called
Jones Act subsidies or protection ex-
cept the United States. We got a con-
cession there. But a resulting conces-
sion had to come in, and that is that
the Jones Act people, acting under the
protection that they get from the
Jones Act, would not take the eco-
nomic advantage that they got from
their Jones Act protection and go out
and get a double dip under the inter-
national marketplace agreement that
was negotiated here. That is all that is
involved here.

Now, the Department of Defense has
signed off on this agreement. They fol-
lowed the negotiation, both Republican
and Democratic administrations. They
have been a part of it. They know the
consequences of it, and they are not
concerned about it at all. The letter
from the Secretary of Defense is also in
the record.

So, Mr. Chairman, this is not a na-
tional security issue; it is an economic
issue for America. We stand on the
verge of entering into the international
shipbuilding market for the first time
since 1981. If we do not take this advan-
tage, we are going to lose a lot of jobs
that we already have in the United
States, and we are not going to take
the opportunity to get the new jobs
that are coming about because of the
rapid obsolescence of the world’s mer-
chant marine fleet. American ship-
yards are competitive. They can com-
pete against the best shipyards around
the world. Our labor costs are low. Let
me repeat that: Our labor costs are low
and our technology is high.

What has defeated us all these years
is that all of the other nations on
Earth continued their subsidies, con-
tinued their unfair pricing, and we sat
with our hands tied. Do not let us go
down today with our hands continually
tied behind us. Give our yards an op-
portunity to get out and compete.

Shipbuilders from all over the United
States have come and talked to me
about, ‘‘Mr. GIBBONS, if we could only
get there subsidies ended, we can com-
pete. But if we cannot end these sub-
sidies right now, we are going to have
to go on welfare.’’

Now, that is not fair. There are many
conflicting interests in all of this in
the United States, and I respect every-
one’s interest in this. I accuse no one
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of any unfair, undemocratic practices.
But the problem is we have got a once-
in-a-lifetime opportunity to get rid of
these pernicious worldwide subsidies. If
we do not do it now, the RECORD al-
ready reflects that our trading part-
ners will back out. We cannot afford to
do that.

It is really bigger than this ship-
building issue. Ever since I have had a
responsibility for monitoring our inter-
national trade negotiations, the rest of
the world is structured politically dif-
ferent than we. No one has a Congress
or a lawmaking body that is as power-
ful and as intrusive in the process as
the Congress of the United States, and
all of the rest of the world understands
that and knows that.

That is the reason why they will not
deal with us on any kind of inter-
national agreement unless we have
what we call fast track. A horrible mis-
nomer, but I think all of us know what
it is. They accuse us time and time
again, in all international negotia-
tions, of coming back to the House
floor and the Senate floor and unravel-
ing all of the mutual concessions that
were made in the agreement.

That is really what we are doing here
today. I know we do not recognize it
but they recognize it. They are resist-
ing that, not only because of shipbuild-
ing but because of all of the other ne-
gotiations that they have carried on
with us and will carry on with us over
the period of time.

So this is a big issue. It is a big issue
about how we organize a peaceful
world, a world that lives under law, a
world that lives under law openly de-
veloped and put forward and negotiated
and agreed to by the different bodies of
this country.

Certainly the Committee on National
Security has a role in all of this. I
guess I regret as I stand here now that
they probably were not involved in it
enough during the negotiating process.
I am sorry I did not call it to their at-
tention. But I though that all of the
shipbuilders in this country, particu-
larly the large Navy yards that are so
dependent on national security con-
tracts, were keeping in touch with
their other Members of Congress. I can
tell my colleagues that I spent a lot of
other time with them, time that I
could have better spent on Florida con-
cerns rather than on national concerns.

So believe me, we have got an oppor-
tunity here today. We have got an op-
portunity to get a good agreement.
This is the best agreement that Amer-
ican negotiators, including the private
sector in all of these negotiations,
could work out in 5 tortuous years.
Four sets of negotiators, Republican
and Democrat. We wore out in these
negotiations. We cannot go back and
undo all of that again because of these
rather last-minute concessions.

At best, if the Bateman amendment
succeeds, it will last until Monday. It
will last until Monday, and then it is
gone, because it is only protected by
the standstill agreement that is in this

basic agreement. The other nations
have told us, ‘‘If you are not going to
agree to it, we are not going to stand
still,’’ and they will meet and match on
Monday the Bateman amendment sub-
sidy, and there will be no more advan-
tage, as temporary as it is, for the
United States under the Bateman
amendment. That is what all of this is
about.

This is perhaps my swan song on
trade. I may have a few words on some
other things around here before my
term expires, but I want to thank the
Members of Congress for listening to
me, and I want to thank you also for
this opportunity to participate.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from Ala-
bama [Mr. CALLAHAN].

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
just want to echo what the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. GIBBONS] was talking
about, and to tell the gentleman that
the day has already arrived.

Mr. Chairman, just yesterday in my
district, a press release came from the
Alabama shipyard, and it is based upon
whether or not this agreement is en-
acted, where they signed a contract for
five Russian tankers to be built in the
State of Alabama. We are talking
about 600 new jobs.

Mr. Chairman, I chair or have
chaired for the past 8 years, the revi-
talization of the shipbuilding industry
in this country. This is the biggest
thing that we have going for us. We are
now here. We already have achieved
contracts, created jobs. If we turn this
back, then we are going to lose Amer-
ican jobs.

So, Mr. Chairman, I would encourage
my colleagues to vote against the
Bateman amendment and encourage
them to support the bill once the Bate-
man amendment is rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-
pired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Virginia
[Mr. BATEMAN].

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

RECORDED VOTE

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

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 278, noes 149,
not voting 7, as follows:

[Roll No. 237]

AYES—278

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Andrews
Baesler
Baker (LA)
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Bateman
Becerra
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley

Blute
Boehlert
Bonior
Borski
Boucher
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant (TN)
Bryant (TX)
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Calvert
Chambliss
Chenoweth

Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coburn
Coleman
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Condit
Conyers
Cooley
Costello
Coyne
Crapo
Cummings
Cunningham

Danner
Davis
Deal
DeFazio
DeLauro
Dellums
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Dornan
Doyle
Duncan
Durbin
Edwards
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
Eshoo
Evans
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Fields (TX)
Filner
Flake
Flanagan
Foglietta
Forbes
Ford
Fox
Frank (MA)
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frost
Funderburk
Furse
Gallegly
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Geren
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Graham
Green (TX)
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hansen
Harman
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefner
Hilleary
Hinchey
Hoke
Holden
Horn
Hostettler
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson (SD)

Jones
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kildee
Kleczka
Klink
LaFalce
LaHood
Lantos
LaTourette
Lazio
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Livingston
Lofgren
Longley
Lowey
Lucas
Maloney
Manton
Markey
Martinez
Martini
Mascara
McHale
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Mink
Moakley
Molinari
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Moran
Morella
Murtha
Myers
Nadler
Neal
Neumann
Ney
Norwood
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Packard
Pallone
Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Pickett
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Poshard
Quillen
Rahall
Reed
Regula

Riggs
Rivers
Roberts
Roemer
Rogers
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanders
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Schumer
Scott
Seastrand
Serrano
Shuster
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stark
Stockman
Stokes
Stump
Stupak
Talent
Tanner
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Tejeda
Thompson
Thornberry
Thornton
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Traficant
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Vucanovich
Walsh
Wamp
Ward
Waters
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wicker
Williams
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wynn
Yates
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOES—149

Allard
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker (CA)
Barrett (NE)
Barton
Bass
Beilenson
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berman
Bevill
Bilbray
Blumenauer
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Brewster

Browder
Brownback
Bunn
Bunning
Callahan
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cardin
Castle
Chabot
Chapman
Christensen
Chrysler
Clinger
Coble
Collins (GA)
Combest
Cox

Cramer
Crane
Cremeans
Cubin
de la Garza
DeLay
Deutsch
Dicks
Dreier
Dunn
Ehlers
English
Ensign
Everett
Fawell
Foley
Fowler
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
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Ganske
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Goss
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hancock
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hefley
Heineman
Herger
Hilliard
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoyer
Istook
Jacobs
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Johnston
Kasich
Kennelly
Kim
King
Kingston
Klug
Knollenberg

Kolbe
Largent
Latham
Laughlin
Leach
Levin
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Linder
LoBiondo
Luther
Manzullo
Matsui
McCarthy
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
Meyers
Miller (FL)
Minge
Myrick
Nethercutt
Nussle
Orton
Parker
Paxon
Peterson (FL)
Petri
Portman
Pryce
Quinn

Radanovich
Ramstad
Rangel
Richardson
Rohrabacher
Roth
Royce
Salmon
Sanford
Sawyer
Schroeder
Sensenbrenner
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Skaggs
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Stearns
Stenholm
Studds
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thurman
Walker
Waxman
White
Whitfield
Zeliff
Zimmer

NOT VOTING—7

Gillmor
Greene (UT)
Houghton

Lincoln
McDade
Miller (CA)

Oxley

b 1321
Messrs. KIM, KNOLLENBERG,

FOLEY, MCCOLLUM, ZELIFF,
SHADEGG, CANADY of Florida, and
HOYER changed their vote from ‘‘aye’’
to ‘‘no.’’

Messrs. GILMAN, EWING, WELLER,
Mrs. MEEK of Florida, and Mr.
BARRETT of Wisconsin changed their
vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the amendment was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on

the committee amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute, as amended.

The Committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute, as amended, was
agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. BARRETT
of Nebraska) having assumed the chair,
Mr. GUTKNECHT, Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union, reported that that Com-
mittee, having had under consideration
the bill (H.R. 2754), to approve and im-
plement the OECD Shipbuilding Trade
Agreement, pursuant to House Resolu-
tion 448, he reported the bill back to
the House with an amendment adopted
by the Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule the previous question is or-
dered.

Is a separate vote demanded on the
amendment to the Committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute
adopted by the Committee of the
Whole? If not, the question is on the
Committee amendment in the nature
of a substitute.

The Committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute amendment was
agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. DAVIS. Mr. Speaker, I demand a
recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 325, noes 100,
not voting 9, as follows:

[Roll No. 238]

AYES—325

Ackerman
Allard
Andrews
Baesler
Baker (LA)
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Beilenson
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berman
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blute
Boehlert
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boucher
Brewster
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bryant (TX)
Bunn
Burr
Calvert
Campbell
Canady
Cardin
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chapman
Christensen
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clinger
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Coleman
Collins (MI)
Condit
Conyers
Crane
Cremeans
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis
Deal
DeFazio
DeLauro
Dellums
Deutsch
Dickey
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Dreier

Duncan
Durbin
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
Ensign
Eshoo
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Fawell
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Fields (TX)
Filner
Flake
Flanagan
Foglietta
Forbes
Ford
Fox
Frank (MA)
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Frost
Funderburk
Furse
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Geren
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Greene (UT)
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hamilton
Hancock
Hansen
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Heineman
Herger
Hinchey
Hoekstra
Hoke
Horn
Hostettler
Hoyer
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.

Johnston
Jones
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kim
King
Kleczka
Knollenberg
LaFalce
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lightfoot
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Martini
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy
McCollum
McHale
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Molinari
Moorhead
Moran
Morella
Murtha
Myers
Myrick
Nadler
Neal
Ney
Norwood
Olver
Ortiz
Orton
Owens

Packard
Pallone
Parker
Pastor
Paxon
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Pelosi
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickett
Pomeroy
Porter
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Rangel
Reed
Regula
Richardson
Riggs
Rivers
Roberts
Roemer
Rogers
Roth
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Sabo
Sanders
Sawyer

Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Schumer
Scott
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Shaw
Shays
Shuster
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (TX)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stark
Stenholm
Stokes
Studds
Stupak
Talent
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Tejeda

Thomas
Thornberry
Thornton
Thurman
Torkildsen
Torres
Towns
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Vucanovich
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Ward
Waters
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wicker
Williams
Wilson
Wolf
Woolsey
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zeliff

NOES—100

Abercrombie
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker (CA)
Barr
Barton
Bevill
Boehner
Bonilla
Browder
Bunning
Burton
Callahan
Camp
Chenoweth
Chrysler
Collins (GA)
Collins (IL)
Combest
Cooley
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crapo
Cubin
de la Garza
DeLay
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Doolittle
Dornan
Dunn

English
Evans
Everett
Foley
Fowler
Graham
Gunderson
Hall (TX)
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hobson
Holden
Hunter
Jacobs
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Kingston
Klink
Klug
Kolbe
Lantos
Laughlin
Lewis (KY)
LoBiondo
Longley
McCrery
McDermott
Mollohan
Montgomery
Nethercutt
Neumann
Nussle

Oberstar
Obey
Pombo
Portman
Poshard
Rahall
Ramstad
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose
Royce
Rush
Salmon
Sanford
Schroeder
Shadegg
Smith (NJ)
Smith (WA)
Stearns
Stockman
Stump
Tanner
Taylor (MS)
Thompson
Tiahrt
Torricelli
Traficant
White
Whitfield
Wise
Yates
Zimmer

NOT VOTING—9

Buyer
Edwards
Gillmor

Green (TX)
Houghton
Lincoln

McDade
Meyers
Oxley

b 1342

Mr. MCNULTY changed his vote from
‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the bill was passed.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, on rollcall vote No. 238 earlier
today I was unavoidably detained. Had
I been present, I would have voted
‘‘aye.’’
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GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
on H.R. 2754, the bill just passed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BARRETT of Nebraska). Is there objec-
tion to the request of the gentleman
from New York?

There was no objection.
f

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 3610, DEPARTMENT OF
DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
1997

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 453 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 453
Resolved, That at any time after the adop-

tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 1(b) of rule XXIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 3610) making
appropriations for the Department of De-
fense for the fiscal year ending September
30,1997, and for other purposes. The first
reading of the bill shall be dispensed with.
Points of order against consideration of the
bill for failure to comply with clause 2(l)(6)
of rule XI, clause 7 of rule XXI, or section
302(c) of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974
are waived. General debate shall be confined
to the bill and shall not exceed one hour
equally divided and controlled by the chair-
man and ranking minority member of the
Committee on Appropriations. After general
debate the bill shall be considered for
amendment under the five-minute rule.
Points of order against provisions in the bill
for failure to comply with clause 2 or 6 of
rule XXI are waived. Before consideration of
any other amendment it shall be in order
without intervention of any point of order to
consider the amendment printed in the re-
port of the Committee on Rules accompany-
ing this resolution, if offered by Representa-
tive Young of Florida or his designee. That
amendment shall be considered as read, may
amend portions of the bill not yet read for
amendment, shall be debatable for twenty
minutes equally divided and controlled by
the proponent and an opponent, shall not be
subject to amendment, and shall not be sub-
ject to a demand for division of the question
in the House or in the Committee of the
Whole. If that amendment is adopted, the
bill, as amended, shall be considered as the
original bill for the purpose of further
amendment. After disposition of that amend-
ment, during further consideration of the
bill pursuant to this resolution, the appro-
priate allocation of new discretionary budget
authority within the meaning of section
302(f)(1) of the Congressional Budget Act of
1974 shall be $245,065,000,000. The correspond-
ing level of budget outlays shall be
$243,372,000,000. During further consideration
of the bill for amendment, the Chairman of
the Committee of the Whole may accord pri-
ority in recognition on the basis of whether
the Member offering an amendment has
caused it to be printed in the portion of the
Congressional Record designated for that
purpose in clause 6 of rule XXIII. Amend-
ments so printed shall be considered as read.
The Chairman of the Committee of the

Whole may postpone until a time during fur-
ther consideration in the Committee of the
Whole a request for a recorded vote on any
amendment. The Chairman of the Commit-
tee of the Whole may reduce to not less than
five minutes the time for voting by elec-
tronic device on any postponed question that
immediately follows another vote by elec-
tronic device without intervening business,
provided that the time for voting by elec-
tronic device on the first in any series of
questions shall not be less than fifteen min-
utes. After the reading of the final lines of
the bill, a motion that the Committee of the
Whole rise and report the bill to the House
with such amendments as may have been
adopted shall, if offered by the majority
leader or a designee, have precedence over a
motion to amend. At the conclusion of con-
sideration of the bill for amendment the
Committee shall rise and report the bill to
the House with such amendments as may
have been adopted. The previous question
shall be considered as ordered on the bill and
amendments thereto to final passage with-
out intervening motion except one motion to
recommit with or without instructions.

b 1345

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington). The gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON]
is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. FROST], pending which
I yield myself such time as I may
consume. During consideration of the
resolution, all time yielded is for de-
bate purposes only.

(Mr. SOLOMON asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial.)

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, House
Resolution 453 is an open rule provid-
ing for the consideration H.R. 3610, the
Defense Department appropriations
bill for fiscal year 1997.

The rule provides for 1 hour of gen-
eral debate equally divided between the
chairman and ranking minority mem-
ber of the Appropriations Committee.
The rule waives the 3-day availability
requirements for the committee report
and the published hearings.

The report was filed Tuesday morn-
ing and was available to Members yes-
terday. So today is the second day of
its availability.

The rule contains a technical waiver
of section 302(c) of the Budget Act
which prohibits consideration of an ap-
propriations bill until the committee
has made allocations pursuant to the
most recent budget resolution. Since
the House just last night adopted the
conference report on the budget resolu-
tion for fiscal 1997, and the Appropria-
tions Committee has not yet filed its
new subcommittee allocations based on
that resolution, this technical waiver
is necessary.

However, the rule does provide a
mechanism for bringing the bill within
its new suballocations which were
voted on in committee this morning.

Under the rule, a manager’s amend-
ment by Subcommittee Chairman
YOUNG, which is printed in the report

on the rule, will be considered at the
outset.

That amendment reduces the funding
level in the bill by another $500 mil-
lion, thereby bringing the bill back
under its new 602(b) allocations.

The manager’s amendment will be
debated for 20 minutes divided between
the proponent and opponent.

While it is nonamendable at the out-
set, if it is adopted its provisions will
be folded into the base text for pur-
poses of further amendment under the
open amendment process.

In addition, if the amendment is
adopted, the rule provides that the new
discretionary ceilings for budget au-
thority and outlays will be in effect for
the consideration of the bill.

Mr. Speaker, the rule further waives
clauses 2 and 6 of House Rule XXI
against provisions in the bill. Those
rules prohibit the consideration of un-
authorized and legislative provisions in
appropriations bills, and the transfers
of unobligated balances.

While the House has passed its de-
fense authorization bill, it has not yet
become law. However, we are informed
that this bill closely tracks the deci-
sions we made on that authorization
bill, and that the chairman of the Na-
tional Security Committee has no ob-
jection to these waivers. The rule fur-
ther provides priority in recognition to
Members whose amendments have been
pre-printed in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD. It allows the Chairman of the
Committee of the Whole to postpone
and cluster recorded votes to save the
time of the House.

In addition, the rule permits the ma-
jority leader to offer the privileged mo-
tion to rise and report the bill back to
the House at any time after the final
lines of the bill have been read. Fi-
nally, the rule provides for one motion
to recommit, with or without instruc-
tions.

In summary on the rule, Mr. Speak-
er, this is a complicated rule, admit-
tedly, given the transition we are mak-
ing from the previous budget alloca-
tions to the new ones. But in so doing,
the rule brings the bill into conformity
with the budget conference report
adopted yesterday and the new alloca-
tions proposed by the Appropriations
Committee today.

It is important that we comply with
our budgetary decisions, and this rule
makes that possible.

In the final analysis, this is a fair
and open rule. That was reflected in
the rule’s unanimous adoption by voice
vote in the Rules Committee yester-
day, and its support by Chairman BILL
YOUNG and Ranking Member JOHN
MURTHA who have worked very hard to-
gether to conform this bill to the budg-
et conference agreement. In that same,
bipartisan spirit, I urge the adoption of
the rule by the House today.

On the bill itself, I would like to
commend Chairman YOUNG and Mr.
MURTHA for once again putting to-
gether an excellent bill that takes care
of this Nation’s defense needs within
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the very tight budget constraints we
all face.

Mr. Speaker, for the fourth year in a
row, the Clinton administration has
sent to Congress a defense budget re-
quest that is simply inadequate to this
country’s needs.

Of particular note was this year’s
weapons procurement requests of only
$39 billion, which is $21 billion short of
where the joint Chiefs of Staff tell us
that we need to be in just a few years.

And that is important, Mr. Speaker.
The joint Chiefs of Staff and this Na-
tion’s military commanders are telling
us that the modernization of our weap-
onry is grossly underfunded. So let’s
remember that when we here the cat-
calls that we are going beyond the Pen-
tagon request in this bill.

It is the President’s political request
that we are going beyond, and well we
should, because the needs of our men
and women in uniform outweigh any
political need. So I commend the com-
mittee for adding $5.7 billion dollars to
the President’s weapons procurement
request.

Mr. Speaker, weapons purchases have
declined by 70 percent since 1985, and
that is precisely what has led to to-
day’s severe modernization problems.

This increase, along with a large in-
crease in the President’s ammunition
request, will help fulfill one of the
most sacred obligations the U.S. Gov-
ernment has: Ensuring that American
soldiers and sailors have a plentiful
supply of the best weapons and equip-
ment available so that they can ade-
quately defend themselves in battle.

Anything less than that is unforgiv-
able.

Our military personnel are also
helped in this bill by a full 3 percent
pay increase as well as a 4.6 percent in-
crease in the basic housing allowance.

This bill makes positive strides in
other categories as well. The Appro-
priations Committee added $2.9 billion
to the President’s request for Research
and Development, including $704 mil-
lion for missile defense.

On that note, let me just say that it’s
high time for this President to commit
himself to defending the American peo-
ple against ballistic missiles. The time
for talk is over. There are no more ex-
cuses for not protecting ourselves from
this threat.

Mr. Speaker, the long slide in defense
spending must come to an end. The end
of the cold war did not mean that
American forces don’t need the best

equipment and weaponry they can pos-
sibly get. They do. And the end of the
Cold War certainly didn’t mean that
there are no threats to peace in the
world. There are.

Anybody reading the papers lately
knows that Communist China, for in-
stance, is both massively increasing its
own military and helping to transfer
the technology to build weapons of
mass destruction to rogue nations like
Iran.

Slashing our defense budget, refusing
to build missile defenses and appeasing
countries like Communist China is no
way to deal with these threats. Unfor-
tunately, that is precisely what Presi-
dent Clinton is doing. Fortunately,
however, we are beginning to take
steps in this Congress to reverse this
situation. And we can continue that re-
versal by adopting this bill before us
today.

Once again, Chairman YOUNG, Mr.
MURTHA, and their staffs deserve high
praise for their work and I urge sup-
port for this rule and this critical legis-
lation.

Mr. Speaker, I include the following
material for the RECORD:

THE AMENDMENT PROCESS UNDER SPECIAL RULES REPORTED BY THE RULES COMMITTEE,1 103D CONGRESS V. 104TH CONGRESS
[As of June 13, 1996]

Rule type
103d Congress 104th Congress

Number of rules Percent of total Number of rules Percent of total

Open/Modified-Open 2 ......................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 46 44 73 59
Structured/Modified Closed 3 .............................................................................................................................................................................................................. 49 47 33 27
Closed 4 .............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 9 9 17 14

Total ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 104 100 123 100

1 This table applies only to rules which provide for the original consideration of bills, joint resolutions or budget resolutions and which provide for an amendment process. It does not apply to special rules which only waive points of
order against appropriations bills which are already privileged and are considered under an open amendment process under House rules.

2 An open rule is one under which any Member may offer a germane amendment under the five-minute rule. A modified open rule is one under which any Member may offer a germane amendment under the five-minute rule subject only
to an overall time limit on the amendment process and/or a requirement that the amendment be preprinted in the Congressional Record.

3 A structured or modified closed rule is one under which the Rules Committee limits the amendments that may be offered only to those amendments designated in the special rule or the Rules Committee report to accompany it, or
which preclude amendments to a particular portion of a bill, even though the rest of the bill may be completely open to amendment.

4 A closed rule is one under which no amendments may be offered (other than amendments recommended by the committee in reporting the bill).

SPECIAL RULES REPORTED BY THE RULES COMMITTEE, 104TH CONGRESS
[As of June 12, 1996]

H. Res. No. (Date rept.) Rule type Bill No. Subject Disposition of rule

H. Res. 38 (1/18/95) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 5 .............................. Unfunded Mandate Reform ................................................................................................. A: 350–71 (1/19/95).
H. Res. 44 (1/24/95) ...................................... MC ................................... H. Con. Res. 17 ...............

H.J. Res. 1 .......................
Social Security .....................................................................................................................
Balanced Budget Amdt .......................................................................................................

A: 255–172 (1/25/95).

H. Res. 51 (1/31/95) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 101 .......................... Land Transfer, Taos Pueblo Indians ................................................................................... A: voice vote (2/1/95).
H. Res. 52 (1/31/95) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 400 .......................... Land Exchange, Arctic Nat’l. Park and Preserve ................................................................ A: voice vote (2/1/95).
H. Res. 53 (1/31/95) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 440 .......................... Land Conveyance, Butte County, Calif ............................................................................... A: voice vote (2/1/95).
H. Res. 55 (2/1/95) ........................................ O ...................................... H.R. 2 .............................. Line Item Veto ..................................................................................................................... A: voice vote (2/2/95).
H. Res. 60 (2/6/95) ........................................ O ...................................... H.R. 665 .......................... Victim Restitution ................................................................................................................ A: voice vote (2/7/95).
H. Res. 61 (2/6/95) ........................................ O ...................................... H.R. 666 .......................... Exclusionary Rule Reform .................................................................................................... A: voice vote (2/7/95).
H. Res. 63 (2/8/95) ........................................ MO ................................... H.R. 667 .......................... Violent Criminal Incarceration ............................................................................................ A: voice vote (2/9/95).
H. Res. 69 (2/9/95) ........................................ O ...................................... H.R. 668 .......................... Criminal Alien Deportation .................................................................................................. A: voice vote (2/10/95).
H. Res. 79 (2/10/95) ...................................... MO ................................... H.R. 728 .......................... Law Enforcement Block Grants ........................................................................................... A: voice vote (2/13/95).
H. Res. 83 (2/13/95) ...................................... MO ................................... H.R. 7 .............................. National Security Revitalization .......................................................................................... PQ: 229–199; A: 227–197 (2/15/95).
H. Res. 88 (2/16/95) ...................................... MC ................................... H.R. 831 .......................... Health Insurance Deductibility ............................................................................................ PQ: 230–191; A: 229–188 (2/21/95).
H. Res. 91 (2/21/95) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 830 .......................... Paperwork Reduction Act .................................................................................................... A: voice vote (2/22/95).
H. Res. 92 (2/21/95) ...................................... MC ................................... H.R. 889 .......................... Defense Supplemental ......................................................................................................... A: 282–144 (2/22/95).
H. Res. 93 (2/22/95) ...................................... MO ................................... H.R. 450 .......................... Regulatory Transition Act .................................................................................................... A: 252–175 (2/23/95).
H. Res. 96 (2/24/95) ...................................... MO ................................... H.R. 1022 ........................ Risk Assessment ................................................................................................................. A: 253–165 (2/27/95).
H. Res. 100 (2/27/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 926 .......................... Regulatory Reform and Relief Act ...................................................................................... A: voice vote (2/28/95).
H. Res. 101 (2/28/95) .................................... MO ................................... H.R. 925 .......................... Private Property Protection Act ........................................................................................... A: 271–151 (3/2/95).
H. Res. 103 (3/3/95) ...................................... MO ................................... H.R. 1058 ........................ Securities Litigation Reform ................................................................................................
H. Res. 104 (3/3/95) ...................................... MO ................................... H.R. 988 .......................... Attorney Accountability Act ................................................................................................. A: voice vote (3/6/95).
H. Res. 105 (3/6/95) ...................................... MO ................................... .......................................... .............................................................................................................................................. A: 257–155 (3/7/95).
H. Res. 108 (3/7/95) ...................................... Debate ............................. H.R. 956 .......................... Product Liability Reform ...................................................................................................... A: voice vote (3/8/95).
H. Res. 109 (3/8/95) ...................................... MC ................................... .......................................... .............................................................................................................................................. PQ: 234–191 A: 247–181 (3/9/95).
H. Res. 115 (3/14/95) .................................... MO ................................... H.R. 1159 ........................ Making Emergency Supp. Approps ...................................................................................... A: 242–190 (3/15/95).
H. Res. 116 (3/15/95) .................................... MC ................................... H.J. Res. 73 ..................... Term Limits Const. Amdt .................................................................................................... A: voice vote (3/28/95).
H. Res. 117 (3/16/95) .................................... Debate ............................. H.R. 4 .............................. Personal Responsibility Act of 1995 ................................................................................... A: voice vote (3/21/95).
H. Res. 119 (3/21/95) .................................... MC ................................... .......................................... .............................................................................................................................................. A: 217–211 (3/22/95).
H. Res. 125 (4/3/95) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1271 ........................ Family Privacy Protection Act .............................................................................................. A: 423–1 (4/4/95).
H. Res. 126 (4/3/95) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 660 .......................... Older Persons Housing Act ................................................................................................. A: voice vote (4/6/95).
H. Res. 128 (4/4/95) ...................................... MC ................................... H.R. 1215 ........................ Contract With America Tax Relief Act of 1995 .................................................................. A: 228–204 (4/5/95).
H. Res. 130 (4/5/95) ...................................... MC ................................... H.R. 483 .......................... Medicare Select Expansion .................................................................................................. A: 253–172 (4/6/95).
H. Res. 136 (5/1/95) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 655 .......................... Hydrogen Future Act of 1995 .............................................................................................. A: voice vote (5/2/95).
H. Res. 139 (5/3/95) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1361 ........................ Coast Guard Auth. FY 1996 ................................................................................................ A: voice vote (5/9/95).
H. Res. 140 (5/9/95) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 961 .......................... Clean Water Amendments ................................................................................................... A: 414–4 (5/10/95).
H. Res. 144 (5/11/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 535 .......................... Fish Hatchery—Arkansas .................................................................................................... A: voice vote (5/15/95).
H. Res. 145 (5/11/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 584 .......................... Fish Hatchery—Iowa ........................................................................................................... A: voice vote (5/15/95).
H. Res. 146 (5/11/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 614 .......................... Fish Hatchery—Minnesota .................................................................................................. A: voice vote (5/15/95).
H. Res. 149 (5/16/95) .................................... MC ................................... H. Con. Res. 67 ............... Budget Resolution FY 1996 ................................................................................................ PQ: 252–170 A: 255–168 (5/17/95).
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H. Res. 155 (5/22/95) .................................... MO ................................... H.R. 1561 ........................ American Overseas Interests Act ........................................................................................ A: 233–176 (5/23/95).
H. Res. 164 (6/8/95) ...................................... MC ................................... H.R. 1530 ........................ Nat. Defense Auth. FY 1996 ............................................................................................... PQ: 225–191 A: 233–183 (6/13/95).
H. Res. 167 (6/15/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1817 ........................ MilCon Appropriations FY 1996 .......................................................................................... PQ: 223–180 A: 245–155 (6/16/95).
H. Res. 169 (6/19/95) .................................... MC ................................... H.R. 1854 ........................ Leg. Branch Approps. FY 1996 ........................................................................................... PQ: 232–196 A: 236–191 (6/20/95).
H. Res. 170 (6/20/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1868 ........................ For. Ops. Approps. FY 1996 ................................................................................................ PQ: 221–178 A: 217–175 (6/22/95).
H. Res. 171 (6/22/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1905 ........................ Energy & Water Approps. FY 1996 ..................................................................................... A: voice vote (7/12/95).
H. Res. 173 (6/27/95) .................................... C ...................................... H.J. Res. 79 ..................... Flag Constitutional Amendment .......................................................................................... PQ: 258–170 A: 271–152 (6/28/95).
H. Res. 176 (6/28/95) .................................... MC ................................... H.R. 1944 ........................ Emer. Supp. Approps ........................................................................................................... PQ: 236–194 A: 234–192 (6/29/95).
H. Res. 185 (7/11/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1977 ........................ Interior Approps. FY 1996 ................................................................................................... PQ: 235–193 D: 192–238 (7/12/95).
H. Res. 187 (7/12/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1977 ........................ Interior Approps. FY 1996 #2 ............................................................................................. PQ: 230–194 A: 229–195 (7/13/95).
H. Res. 188 (7/12/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1976 ........................ Agriculture Approps. FY 1996 ............................................................................................. PQ: 242–185 A: voice vote (7/18/95).
H. Res. 190 (7/17/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2020 ........................ Treasury/Postal Approps. FY 1996 ...................................................................................... PQ: 232–192 A: voice vote (7/18/95).
H. Res. 193 (7/19/95) .................................... C ...................................... H.J. Res. 96 ..................... Disapproval of MFN to China ............................................................................................. A: voice vote (7/20/95).
H. Res. 194 (7/19/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2002 ........................ Transportation Approps. FY 1996 ....................................................................................... PQ: 217–202 (7/21/95).
H. Res. 197 (7/21/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 70 ............................ Exports of Alaskan Crude Oil .............................................................................................. A: voice vote (7/24/95).
H. Res. 198 (7/21/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2076 ........................ Commerce, State Approps. FY 1996 ................................................................................... A: voice vote (7/25/95).
H. Res. 201 (7/25/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2099 ........................ VA/HUD Approps. FY 1996 .................................................................................................. A: 230–189 (7/25/95).
H. Res. 204 (7/28/95) .................................... MC ................................... S. 21 ................................ Terminating U.S. Arms Embargo on Bosnia ....................................................................... A: voice vote (8/1/95).
H. Res. 205 (7/28/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2126 ........................ Defense Approps. FY 1996 .................................................................................................. A: 409–1 (7/31/95).
H. Res. 207 (8/1/95) ...................................... MC ................................... H.R. 1555 ........................ Communications Act of 1995 ............................................................................................. A: 255–156 (8/2/95).
H. Res. 208 (8/1/95) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2127 ........................ Labor, HHS Approps. FY 1996 ............................................................................................. A: 323–104 (8/2/95).
H. Res. 215 (9/7/95) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1594 ........................ Economically Targeted Investments .................................................................................... A: voice vote (9/12/95).
H. Res. 216 (9/7/95) ...................................... MO ................................... H.R. 1655 ........................ Intelligence Authorization FY 1996 ..................................................................................... A: voice vote (9/12/95).
H. Res. 218 (9/12/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1162 ........................ Deficit Reduction Lockbox ................................................................................................... A: voice vote (9/13/95).
H. Res. 219 (9/12/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1670 ........................ Federal Acquisition Reform Act ........................................................................................... A: 414–0 (9/13/95).
H. Res. 222 (9/18/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1617 ........................ CAREERS Act ....................................................................................................................... A: 388–2 (9/19/95).
H. Res. 224 (9/19/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2274 ........................ Natl. Highway System ......................................................................................................... PQ: 241–173 A: 375–39–1 (9/20/95).
H. Res. 225 (9/19/95) .................................... MC ................................... H.R. 927 .......................... Cuban Liberty & Dem. Solidarity ........................................................................................ A: 304–118 (9/20/95).
H. Res. 226 (9/21/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 743 .......................... Team Act ............................................................................................................................. A: 344–66–1 (9/27/95).
H. Res. 227 (9/21/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1170 ........................ 3-Judge Court ...................................................................................................................... A: voice vote (9/28/95).
H. Res. 228 (9/21/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1601 ........................ Internatl. Space Station ...................................................................................................... A: voice vote (9/27/95).
H. Res. 230 (9/27/95) .................................... C ...................................... H.J. Res. 108 ................... Continuing Resolution FY 1996 .......................................................................................... A: voice vote (9/28/95).
H. Res. 234 (9/29/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2405 ........................ Omnibus Science Auth ........................................................................................................ A: voice vote (10/11/95).
H. Res. 237 (10/17/95) .................................. MC ................................... H.R. 2259 ........................ Disapprove Sentencing Guidelines ...................................................................................... A: voice vote (10/18/95).
H. Res. 238 (10/18/95) .................................. MC ................................... H.R. 2425 ........................ Medicare Preservation Act ................................................................................................... PQ: 231–194 A: 227–192 (10/19/95).
H. Res. 239 (10/19/95) .................................. C ...................................... H.R. 2492 ........................ Leg. Branch Approps ........................................................................................................... PQ: 235–184 A: voice vote (10/31/95).
H. Res. 245 (10/25/95) .................................. MC ................................... H. Con. Res. 109 .............

H.R. 2491 ........................
Social Security Earnings Reform .........................................................................................
Seven-Year Balanced Budget ..............................................................................................

PQ: 228–191 A: 235–185 (10/26/95).

H. Res. 251 (10/31/95) .................................. C ...................................... H.R. 1833 ........................ Partial Birth Abortion Ban .................................................................................................. A: 237–190 (11/1/95).
H. Res. 252 (10/31/95) .................................. MO ................................... H.R. 2546 ........................ D.C. Approps. ....................................................................................................................... A: 241–181 (11/1/95).
H. Res. 257 (11/7/95) .................................... C ...................................... H.J. Res. 115 ................... Cont. Res. FY 1996 ............................................................................................................. A: 216–210 (11/8/95).
H. Res. 258 (11/8/95) .................................... MC ................................... H.R. 2586 ........................ Debt Limit ............................................................................................................................ A: 220–200 (11/10/95).
H. Res. 259 (11/9/95) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2539 ........................ ICC Termination Act ............................................................................................................ A: voice vote (11/14/95).
H. Res. 262 (11/9/95) .................................... C ...................................... H.R. 2586 ........................ Increase Debt Limit ............................................................................................................. A: 220–185 (11/10/95).
H. Res. 269 (11/15/95) .................................. O ...................................... H.R. 2564 ........................ Lobbying Reform .................................................................................................................. A: voice vote (11/16/95).
H. Res. 270 (11/15/95) .................................. C ...................................... H.J. Res. 122 ................... Further Cont. Resolution ..................................................................................................... A: 249–176 (11/15/95).
H. Res. 273 (11/16/95) .................................. MC ................................... H.R. 2606 ........................ Prohibition on Funds for Bosnia ......................................................................................... A: 239–181 (11/17/95).
H. Res. 284 (11/29/95) .................................. O ...................................... H.R. 1788 ........................ Amtrak Reform .................................................................................................................... A: voice vote (11/30/95).
H. Res. 287 (11/30/95) .................................. O ...................................... H.R. 1350 ........................ Maritime Security Act .......................................................................................................... A: voice vote (12/6/95).
H. Res. 293 (12/7/95) .................................... C ...................................... H.R. 2621 ........................ Protect Federal Trust Funds ................................................................................................ PQ: 223–183 A: 228–184 (12/14/95).
H. Res. 303 (12/13/95) .................................. O ...................................... H.R. 1745 ........................ Utah Public Lands ............................................................................................................... PQ: 221–197 A: voice vote (5/15/96).
H. Res. 309 (12/18/95) .................................. C ...................................... H. Con. Res. 122 ............. Budget Res. W/President ..................................................................................................... PQ: 230–188 A: 229–189 (12/19/95).
H. Res. 313 (12/19/95) .................................. O ...................................... H.R. 558 .......................... Texas Low-Level Radioactive ............................................................................................... A: voice vote (12/20/95).
H. Res. 323 (12/21/95) .................................. C ...................................... H.R. 2677 ........................ Natl. Parks & Wildlife Refuge ............................................................................................. Tabled (2/28/96).
H. Res. 366 (2/27/96) .................................... MC ................................... H.R. 2854 ........................ Farm Bill .............................................................................................................................. PQ: 228–182 A: 244–168 (2/28/96).
H. Res. 368 (2/28/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 994 .......................... Small Business Growth ....................................................................................................... Tabled (4/17/96).
H. Res. 371 (3/6/96) ...................................... C ...................................... H.R. 3021 ........................ Debt Limit Increase ............................................................................................................. A: voice vote (3/7/96).
H. Res. 372 (3/6/96) ...................................... MC ................................... H.R. 3019 ........................ Cont. Approps. FY 1996 ...................................................................................................... PQ: voice vote A: 235–175 (3/7/96).
H. Res. 380 (3/12/96) .................................... C ...................................... H.R. 2703 ........................ Effective Death Penalty ....................................................................................................... A: 251–157 (3/13/96).
H. Res. 384 (3/14/96) .................................... MC ................................... H.R. 2202 ........................ Immigration ......................................................................................................................... PQ: 233–152 A: voice vote (3/19/96).
H. Res. 386 (3/20/96) .................................... C ...................................... H.J. Res. 165 ................... Further Cont. Approps ......................................................................................................... PQ: 234–187 A: 237–183 (3/21/96).
H. Res. 388 (3/21/96) .................................... C ...................................... H.R. 125 .......................... Gun Crime Enforcement ...................................................................................................... A: 244–166 (3/22/96).
H. Res. 391 (3/27/96) .................................... C ...................................... H.R. 3136 ........................ Contract w/America Advancement ...................................................................................... PQ: 232–180 A: 232–177, (3/28/96).
H. Res. 392 (3/27/96) .................................... MC ................................... H.R. 3103 ........................ Health Coverage Affordability ............................................................................................. PQ: 229–186 A: Voice Vote (3/29/96).
H. Res. 395 (3/29/96) .................................... MC ................................... H.J. Res. 159 ................... Tax Limitation Const. Amdmt. ............................................................................................ PQ: 232–168 A: 234–162 (4/15/96).
H. Res. 396 (3/29/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 842 .......................... Truth in Budgeting Act ....................................................................................................... A: voice vote (4/17/96).
H. Res. 409 (4/23/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2715 ........................ Paperwork Elimination Act .................................................................................................. A: voice vote (4/24/96).
H. Res. 410 (4/23/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 1675 ........................ Natl. Wildlife Refuge ........................................................................................................... A: voice vote (4/24/96).
H. Res. 411 (4/23/96) .................................... C ...................................... H.J. Res. 175 ................... Further Cont. Approps. FY 1996 ......................................................................................... A: voice vote (4/24/96).
H. Res. 418 (4/30/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2641 ........................ U.S. Marshals Service ......................................................................................................... PQ: 219–203 A: voice vote (5/1/96).
H. Res. 419 (4/30/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2149 ........................ Ocean Shipping Reform ...................................................................................................... A: 422–0 (5/1/96).
H. Res. 421 (5/2/96) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2974 ........................ Crimes Against Children & Elderly ..................................................................................... A: voice vote (5/7/96).
H. Res. 422 (5/2/96) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 3120 ........................ Witness & Jury Tampering .................................................................................................. A: voice vote (5/7/96).
H. Res. 426 (5/7/96) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 2406 ........................ U.S. Housing Act of 1996 ................................................................................................... PQ: 218–208 A: voice vote (5/8/96).
H. Res. 427 (5/7/96) ...................................... O ...................................... H.R. 3322 ........................ Omnibus Civilian Science Auth ........................................................................................... A: voice vote (5/9/96).
H. Res. 428 (5/7/96) ...................................... MC ................................... H.R. 3286 ........................ Adoption Promotion & Stability ........................................................................................... A: voice vote (5/9/96).
H. Res. 430 (5/9/96) ...................................... S ...................................... H.R. 3230 ........................ DoD Auth. FY 1997 .............................................................................................................. A: 235–149 (5/10/96).
H. Res. 435 (5/15/96) .................................... MC ................................... H. Con. Res. 178 ............. Con. Res. on the Budget, 1997 .......................................................................................... PQ: 227–196 A: voice vote (5/16/96).
H. Res. 436 (5/16/96) .................................... C ...................................... H.R. 3415 ........................ Repeal 4.3 cent fuel tax ..................................................................................................... PQ: 221–181 A: voice vote (5/21/96).
H. Res. 437 (5/16/96) .................................... MO ................................... H.R. 3259 ........................ Intell. Auth. FY 1997 ........................................................................................................... A: voice vote (5/21/96).
H. Res. 438 (5/16/96) .................................... MC ................................... H.R. 3144 ........................ Defend America Act .............................................................................................................
H. Res. 440 (5/21/96) .................................... MC ................................... H.R. 3448 ........................ Small Bus. Job Protection ................................................................................................... A: 219–211 (5/22/96).

MC ................................... H.R. 1227 ........................ Employee Commuting Flexibility ..........................................................................................
H. Res. 442 (5/29/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 3517 ........................ Mil. Const. Approps. FY 1997 ............................................................................................. A: voice vote (5/30/96).
H. Res. 445 (5/30/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 3540 ........................ For. Ops. Approps. FY 1997 ................................................................................................ A: voice vote (6/5/96).
H. Res. 446 (6/5/96) ...................................... MC ................................... H.R. 3562 ........................ WI Works Waiver Approval ................................................................................................... A: 363–59 (6/6/96).
H. Res. 448 (6/6/96) ...................................... MC ................................... H.R. 2754 ........................ Shipbuilding Trade Agreement ............................................................................................ A: voice vote (6/12/96).
H. Res. 450 (6/10/96) .................................... O ...................................... H.R. 3603 ........................ Agriculture Appropriations, FY 1997 ................................................................................... A: voice vote (6/11/96).
H. Res. ——— (6/12/96) ............................. O ...................................... H.R. 3610 ........................ Defense Appropriations, FY 1997 ........................................................................................

Codes: O-open rule; MO-modified open rule; MC-modified closed rule; S/C-structured/closed rule; A-adoption vote; D-defeated; PQ-previous question vote. Source: Notices of Action Taken, Committee on Rules, 104th Congress.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Florida [Mr. YOUNG],
the chairman of the subcommittee,
who has done such a great job here to
explain the necessity and the brevity of
this bill.

Mr YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time.

Mr. Speaker, I want to point out this
is an open rule, and we ought to be able
to expedite the consideration of the
rule and even adopt it by a voice vote,

I would hope. We are already an hour
past the time we expected to be start-
ing this bill. I know that Members have
plans for tomorrow that do not involve
being here in the Chamber, so our plan
is to finish this bill tonight. The sooner
we can expedite it, the sooner Members
can get about their other plans, and I
know at the White House, the Presi-
dent is having a significant function
there tonight that some Members who

have been invited would like to get to.
Hopefully, we can expedite the rule,
move on to the bill and get into the
substance of the bill without any
delay.

Mr. SALMON. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of this
rule and of this bill. Maintaining a
strong defense of our Nation is one of
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the paramount responsibilities of Con-
gress, and I am pleased that this bill
meets that responsibility head on.

As reported, H.R. 3610 provides appro-
priations of $245.8 billion for the func-
tions of the Department of Defense in
fiscal year 1997 which is $11.1 billion
above the administration’s request.
While some may disagree with the
funding levels and priorities estab-
lished by this bill, the simple fact is
that in end, these priorities will pro-
tect the best interests of the United
States. These priorities will keep us
strong and deserve our support.

Mr. Speaker, the rule will allow any
Member to offer amendments to cut
funding levels in the bill and thus en-
sures that we will have a full and fair
debate on the defense programs funded
here. In addition, the manager’s
amendment made in order in the rule
will cut an additional $800 million from
the reported bill to bring it in line with
the conference agreement on the budg-
et for fiscal year 1997. I commend
Chairman YOUNG and his ranking mem-
ber, Mr. MURTHA, for their willingness
to adjust this bill to meet the require-
ments of the budget resolution.

I would also like to commend the Ap-
propriations Committee for not includ-
ing in the bill the social issues that
generated such controversy in the fis-
cal year 1996 appropriation. Mr. Speak-
er, the purpose of this appropriation is
to fund programs of the Department of
Defense that relate to our military pre-
paredness. Passage of this appropria-
tion for those important programs
should not be slowed by adding to them
social issues that are of importance to
a certain extreme element of the Re-
publican Party. I am gratified that this
year my Republican colleagues have
seen the wisdom of adhering to the
rules of the House and have kept those
controversial issues out of the appro-
priations bill.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 3610 is a forward
looking appropriation. This bill accel-
erates the acquisition of several impor-
tant weapons systems, accelerates the
research and development programs re-
lating to the next generation of several
others, and funds quality-of-life pro-
grams that insure that we will be able
to recruit and keep the young men and
women who serve as our soldiers, air-
men, sailors, and marines. I am par-
ticularly gratified that the committee
has provided advance funding for the
acquisition of additional C–17’s and V–
22’s. The accelerated acquisition of
these two aircraft systems will save
the U.S. Treasury nearly $9 billion.
Saving $9 billion while ensuring for our
Nation’s defense is no mean feat and I
congratulate the Defense Subcommit-
tee for making these recommendations
to the full House.

Mr. Speaker, this is a good bill and I
urge my colleagues to support H.R. 3610
and the rule providing for its consider-
ation.

b 1400
Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of

my time.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of this
open rule as well as the underlying bill,
the Defense Appropriations Act for fis-
cal 1997. It would be shortsighted and
reckless to underestimate the national
security dangers that face the United
States.

Yes, the Soviet Union collapsed, but
Russia remains engaged in serious in-
ternal debates that will decide its fu-
ture course of behavior in the world
community. China, as the gentleman
from New York [Mr. SOLOMON] recently
stated, is acquiring wealth at an ex-
traordinary rate. Some project that it
may even surpass the United States in
gross domestic product in the next cen-
tury, and with wealth inevitably comes
vast military power.

If we take specific examples, for ex-
ample, Mr. Speaker, North Korea,
though the Clinton administration is
providing massive amounts of oil and
technical assistance to North Korea,
that regime remains an enemy of the
United States. The regime in Iran is a
deadly enemy of the United States as
well, with enormous oil reserves. And
there remain many other enemies of
this great Nation throughout the
world.

Many would love to see the United
States on its knees, our youth de-
stroyed by drugs, our economy shat-
tered by debt. Here in this hemisphere
the regime in Havana is one such
enemy of the American people. In 1982,
four senior aides to the Cuban dictator
were indicted, Mr. Speaker, for drug
smuggling in the United States.

The U.S. attorney in the Southern
District of Florida has ready another
indictment, this time of 15 high-rank-
ing officials in the Castro government,
including Castro’s brother, Raul, for
trafficking cocaine into the United
States. For unexplained and unsatis-
factory reasons the administration has
refused to authorize the issuance of
that indictment.

We, in Congress, passed a tough sanc-
tions law 3 months ago against the
Cuban regime. Some of our trading
partners, irresponsibly, have criticized
us for doing so. Last week the Organi-
zation of American States came out
against our sanction against Castro. It
is very interesting that at that time
the brother of the Secretary General of
the OAS, Mr. Gaviria, was being held
captive by Communist terrorists in Co-
lombia.

Mr. Gaviria was very happy last week
after the OAS criticized our sanction of
Castro, known as the Helms-Burton
law. Mr. Gaviria also asked Castro at
that time to get his brother freed.
Again, his brother, at that time, was
being held by Communist terrorists in
Colombia. Yesterday, the Communist
terrorists freed Gaviria’s brother and
all the terrorists flew to Havana, where
they arrived, weapons and all, and were
given sanctuary by Castro.

Mr. Speaker, Congress has the obliga-
tion to find out what the terms of the

deal between Gaviria and the Castro
government that got Castro to first re-
quest and then obtain the release of
Gaviria’s brother and to accept the
kidnappers into Cuba. So I call upon
this Congress, through our Subcommit-
tee on the Western Hemisphere and its
distinguished chairman, the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. BURTON], to sum-
mons the OAS Secretary General in
order to ask him the following ques-
tions.

And if there is a jurisdictional prob-
lem with a summons, then demand, re-
quest, or ask, because we have a right
to know, being the country that most
pays for the OAS, to know the answers
to the following questions.

In addition to looking into the terms
of the deal between the OAS Secretary
General and Castro to get Gaviria’s
brother freed, we need to know, first,
what relation was there between the
action of the OAS in Panama last week
against the Helms-Burton law and the
release of the Secretary General’s
brother at Castro’s request this week?

Second, does Gaviria support the im-
punity and protection given to his
brother’s kidnappers by the Castro gov-
ernment; in other words, of the terror-
ists who were received and given sanc-
tuary yesterday in Cuba?

Third, can Gaviria act impartially as
the OAS Secretary General after hav-
ing made a deal with his brother’s kid-
nappers and with Castro for his broth-
er’s freedom?

We must investigate the relationship
between Latin American governments
who attack our Helms-Burton law and
guerrillas and kidnapers controlled by
Castro who blackmail those govern-
ments. They key question is, in fact,
who is the leader in this hemisphere?
Who is the boss, Castro and his guerril-
las? Can Castro also kidnap in the
United States? Is that next, Mr. Speak-
er? If so, will the United States also ac-
knowledge his authority over all the
hemisphere’s terrorists?

America has plenty of enemies, Mr.
Speaker, and this hemisphere is obvi-
ously suffering a crisis of leadership. In
Congress, we can, at least, provide the
means for the protection of the Amer-
ican people from all possible threats to
their security.

Furthermore, Mr. Speaker, military
strength and the ability to project
military power are closely connected
to economic influence and, con-
sequently, to the opportunity for solid
economic development and its accom-
panying jobs and protection of a strong
middle class.

For many reasons and, for the most
important reason of all, because secu-
rity is Government’s main responsibil-
ity, we need a strong national defense
and this bill is a necessary ingredient
in a strong posture for the United
States of America.

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

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from
Wisconin [Mr. OBEY].
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Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I do not

think I will take the full 5 minutes, but
I did want to take some time to sug-
gest that this bill today has two fun-
damental problems:

First of all, it is, in my view, reflec-
tive of a view that somehow the United
States is under serious duress and, in
fact, is falling behind potential mili-
tary competitors.

The fact is, it is not. The fact is that
right now we spend two-and-a-half
times as much as all of our military
adversaries combined and this bill will
add to that lead, not subtract from it.

Second, I would like to point out
that a little known fact about the de-
fense budget is that while both parties
are talking about proceeding to bal-
ance the budget in 7 years, the fact is
that by the seventh year the defense
budget, reflected by the budget resolu-
tion that passed yesterday, the major-
ity party’s defense budget, is in fact
lower than the budget provided by the
President. Yet, at the same time that
these outyear numbers are substan-
tially lower than the President’s, for
the first 2 or 3 years this committee is
insisting on adding billions of dollars
above the President’s request.

That makes absolutely no sense. It
means that we will be continuing to
avoid the tough choices that are need-
ed on the kind of weapons that are
going to be bought, and as long as we
avoid those tough decisions, it means
that we will be buying more than we
can afford just a few years down the
line.

That will mean that if the Congress,
in fact, sticks to its outyear budget
ceilings it will be forced to either can-
cel programs or make substantial re-
ductions in operation and maintenance
and other key items at a later point in
the cycle, precisely at the time when
we ought to be not doing that.

That is why Secretary of Defense
Perry has described what is happening
as a catastrophe, and that is why it is
important to understand that this is
not just an argument between the tra-
ditional doves and hawks, it is not just
an argument about whether this budg-
et ought to spend more money or less
money. It is an argument about wheth-
er or not it makes sense to grossly in-
flate the military budget today when
we know that we will have to produce
substantial reductions in the outyears
to meet the targets under the budget
resolution.

I submit to my colleagues that we
are fooling ourselves and the American
people when we pass legislation such as
this, and I do not think we should do it.
I will, during the course of the debate,
be offering a number of amendments to
try to bring it in line, but I think it is
important, before we begin the debate
on the amendment process, to under-
stand the context in which those
amendments are offered.

As I have said, the context is that,
very clearly, this bill is jamming far
too much money into the bill the first
2 or 3 years of this so-called 7-year

budget cycle. It will require all kinds
of reductions 3 and 4 years down the
line. We could make our job a whole lot
easier in the future if we would make
the choices today that, unfortunately,
this committee has refused to make.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to my distinguished
friend, the gentleman from California
[Mr. DORNAN].

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Speaker, this is
not a controversial rule, it is a good
open rule, but I may not be available to
talk during the appropriations bill dis-
cussion itself, so I wanted to make a
few points.

I am extended for 2 years on the Per-
manent Select Committee on Intel-
ligence. It is my eighth year. And there
will not be a single Republican member
of the Permanent Select Committee on
Intelligence who will argue with the
figures provided for our defense and na-
tional security structure in this bill or,
for that matter, in the authorization
bill, which is a bit higher.

I do not believe any Democrat who
serves on the Permanent Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence, who has a rep-
utation of working consistently and
hard on defense, will either find any
question that the funding levels here
are exaggerated.

We may be the sole standing surviv-
ing superpower, but when there is as
much nuclear weaponry around the
world as still exists, that do not have
the checks and balances that we have
in our governmental system, then we
do still live in a severely dangerous
world. And I would ask everybody to
reject all the amendments coming up
that cut our defense budget.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentlewoman from Col-
orado [Mrs. SCHROEDER].

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time, and I must say I am pleased
that this is an open rule.

As one who has sat on the defense au-
thorization committee for now 24
years, when that bill came to the floor
we had a closed rule and we were not
allowed to offer one substantive cut-
ting amendment. Not one. I find that
outrageous. So at least so far today,
unless we do something else, it appears
we are going to get to have some de-
bate about what is the right level.

The gentleman from Wisconsin just
pointed out that this bill equals two-
and-a-half times what all of our adver-
saries together are spending, so one
would think that we ought to be able
to make a few cuts in here.

I have an amendment that several
other distinguished Members are co-
sponsoring with me that would bring
the level of this bill down to the bipar-
tisan Coalition budget number. That
number is what the administration
asked for plus 3 percent for the pay
raise.

I think that makes a tremendous
amount of sense. I would save $7 billion
and, if it were adopted, it would almost
make the budget that we adopted last

night, without my vote because the
deficit is higher than it is this year,
but it would almost bring that deficit
down to the level of this year.

So I would hope Members who voted
for the Coalition budget, as I did, on
both sides of the aisle, would listen to
this. I think it makes a lot of sense and
it is really where we should go.

I must say the reason I am speaking
on the rule is I hear some rumblings
that there may be some steamrollers
starting up outside to try and limit the
time overall. So those of us who have
limiting amendments at the end of the
bill may never be able to present them
or have to present them just boom,
boom, boom, without being able to ex-
plain them.

b 1415

I hope that does not happen.
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,

will the gentlewoman yield?
Mrs. SCHROEDER. I yield to the gen-

tleman from Florida.
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,

I would like to assure the gentlewoman
we have no intention of denying any-
one the opportunity to speak to the ex-
tent that they must. So, the gentle-
woman might be assured of that.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, I am happy to hear
that. I assume that the gentleman
means that we will not be having an
overall limit so that those of us at the
end will not be steamrolled out as peo-
ple run for their airplanes.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
if the gentlewoman will continue to
yield, I am not assuring her how we are
accomplishing this, but I will assure
her that we are not going to deny le-
gitimate debate on this bill or the
amendments.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Florida be-
cause I think these are very critical is-
sues. This is the largest spending bill,
as the gentleman knows, that we are
probably going to be dealing with that
is discretionary spending. And because
we did not get to deal with it at all on
the authorization side, I think it
makes it all the more important that
we be allowed to carry it on here.

If we do not get it finished now, let
us carry it over to next week or let us
do something. But I think this stam-
pede out of here would be unfair.

So, Mr. Speaker, I thank the gen-
tleman from Florida very much for his
agreement.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, we
have no further speakers on this side of
the aisle. There is great consensus on
our side of the aisle in favor of the rule
and the bill.

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

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Oregon
[Mr. DEFAZIO].

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to reiterate some of the points
made by the gentlewoman from Colo-
rado. There is a concern that a number
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of amendments that might come to-
ward the ends of consideration as we
adopt a 3- or 4-hour limit will get short
shift if we spend a predominant
amount of time on amendments that
do not have much significance to some
Members.

The point is, we adopted a bill au-
thorizing over $240 billion of expendi-
tures for the Pentagon with not one
single cutting amendment allowed. In
fact, the gentlewoman from Oregon, I
recall, wanted to offer an amendment,
I think, to cut $1, and that was not al-
lowed, which is to say that we are as-
sured that this agency, this one agency
of the Government is so unique. The
largest agency of the Government with
the largest budget that there is, not a
single dollar of waste; that they could
not benefit from any oversight from
the Congress or any scrutiny of their
programs or any active debate on some
of the commitments that we are mak-
ing that we will carry out for decades
to come and cost tens and thousands of
billions of dollars.

Mr. Speaker, I do not believe that
and I do not think Members on that

side of the aisle believe that. There is
$15 billion that has gone missing, the
accountants cannot find, over the last
10 years. If we had any other agency
that could not account for an average
of $1.5 billion a year of expenditures
without any sort of receipt, I believe
we would have special investigators
and special prosecutors and special
hearings and special committees. But
that is a fact. That has happened at the
Pentagon.

Mr. Speaker, we must have a full, ac-
tive, and open debate here about the
largest single budget, the largest single
employer in the Federal Government.
And I would hope that we do not find
constraints being adopted.

This House was scheduled to be in
session today, it was scheduled to be in
session tomorrow, it was scheduled to
be in session on Monday. And now we
are hearing we have to skate out here
tonight so that the east coast Members
can catch their planes. There is only
one an hour. Those of us from the west
coast, it is just about too late to get
home tonight. Let us stay here as late

as is necessary to have a full and open
debate.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, I would simply point
out that this is an open rule that we
are bringing to the floor, and no limi-
tations on debate nor on amendments.

Mr. Speaker, I continue to reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

(Mr. FROST asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks and to include extraneous mate-
rial.)

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, at the be-
ginning of this Congress, the Repub-
lican majority claimed that the House
was going to consider bills under an
open process. I would like to point out
that 63 percent of the legislation this
session has been considered under a re-
strictive process.

Mr. Speaker, I submit for the RECORD
the following material:

FLOOR PROCEDURE IN THE 104TH CONGRESS 1ST SESSION; COMPILED BY THE RULES COMMITTEE DEMOCRATS

Bill No. Title Resolution No. Process used for floor consideration Amendments
in order

H.R. 1* ................................ Compliance ............................................................................................. H. Res. 6 Closed ........................................................................................................................................... None.
H. Res. 6 ............................. Opening Day Rules Package .................................................................. H. Res. 5 Closed ........................................................................................................................................... None.
H.R. 5* ................................ Unfunded Mandates ............................................................................... H. Res. 38 Restrictive ..................................................................................................................................... N/A.
H.J. Res. 2* ......................... Balanced Budget .................................................................................... H. Res. 44 Restrictive ..................................................................................................................................... 2R; 4D.
H. Res. 43 ........................... Committee Hearings Scheduling ............................................................ H. Res. 43 (OJ) Restrictive ..................................................................................................................................... N/A.
H.R. 101 .............................. To transfer a parcel of land to the Taos Pueblo Indians of New Mex-

ico.
H. Res. 51 Open ............................................................................................................................................. N/A.

H.R. 400 .............................. To provide for the exchange of lands within Gates of the Arctic Na-
tional Park Preserve.

H. Res. 52 Open ............................................................................................................................................. N/A.

H.R. 440 .............................. To provide for the conveyance of lands to certain individuals in
Butte County, California.

H. Res. 53 Open ............................................................................................................................................. N/A.

H.R. 2* ................................ Line Item Veto ........................................................................................ H. Res. 55 Open ............................................................................................................................................. N/A.
H.R. 665* ............................ Victim Restitution Act of 1995 .............................................................. H. Res. 61 Open ............................................................................................................................................. N/A.
H.R. 666* ............................ Exclusionary Rule Reform Act of 1995 .................................................. H. Res. 63 Open ............................................................................................................................................. N/A.
H.R. 667* ............................ Violent Criminal Incarceration Act of 1995 ........................................... H. Res. 63 Restrictive ..................................................................................................................................... N/A.
H.R. 668* ............................ The Criminal Alien Deportation Improvement Act ................................. H. Res. 69 Open ............................................................................................................................................. N/A.
H.R. 728* ............................ Local Government Law Enforcement Block Grants ................................ H. Res. 79 Restrictive ..................................................................................................................................... N/A.
H.R. 7* ................................ National Security Revitalization Act ....................................................... H. Res. 83 Restrictive ..................................................................................................................................... N/A.
H.R. 729* ............................ Death Penalty/Habeas ............................................................................ N/A Restrictive ..................................................................................................................................... N/A.
S. 2 ...................................... Senate Compliance ................................................................................. N/A Closed ........................................................................................................................................... None.
H.R. 831 .............................. To Permanently Extend the Health Insurance Deduction for the Self-

Employed.
H. Res. 88 Restrictive ..................................................................................................................................... 1D.

H.R. 830* ............................ The Paperwork Reduction Act ................................................................ H. Res. 91 Open ............................................................................................................................................. N/A.
H.R. 889 .............................. Emergency Supplemental/Rescinding Certain Budget Authority ........... H. Res. 92 Restrictive ..................................................................................................................................... 1D.
H.R. 450* ............................ Regulatory Moratorium ........................................................................... H. Res. 93 Restrictive ..................................................................................................................................... N/A.
H.R. 1022* .......................... Risk Assessment .................................................................................... H. Res. 96 Restrictive ..................................................................................................................................... N/A.
H.R. 926* ............................ Regulatory Flexibility .............................................................................. H. Res. 100 Open ............................................................................................................................................. N/A.
H.R. 925* ............................ Private Property Protection Act .............................................................. H. Res. 101 Restrictive ..................................................................................................................................... 1D.
H.R. 1058* .......................... Securities Litigation Reform Act ............................................................ H. Res. 105 Restrictive ..................................................................................................................................... 1D.
H.R. 988* ............................ The Attorney Accountability Act of 1995 ............................................... H. Res. 104 Restrictive ..................................................................................................................................... N/A.
H.R. 956* ............................ Product Liability and Legal Reform Act ................................................. H. Res. 109 Restrictive ..................................................................................................................................... 8D; 7R.
H.R. 1158 ............................ Making Emergency Supplemental Appropriations and Rescissions ...... H. Res. 115 Restrictive ..................................................................................................................................... N/A.
H.J. Res. 73* ....................... Term Limits ............................................................................................ H. Res. 116 Restrictive ..................................................................................................................................... 1D; 3R
H.R. 4* ................................ Welfare Reform ....................................................................................... H. Res. 119 Restrictive ..................................................................................................................................... 5D; 26R.
H.R. 1271* .......................... Family Privacy Act .................................................................................. H. Res. 125 Open ............................................................................................................................................. N/A.
H.R. 660* ............................ Housing for Older Persons Act ............................................................... H. Res. 126 Open ............................................................................................................................................. N/A.
H.R. 1215* .......................... The Contract With America Tax Relief Act of 1995 .............................. H. Res. 129 Restrictive ..................................................................................................................................... 1D.
H.R. 483 .............................. Medicare Select Extension ...................................................................... H. Res. 130 Restrictive ..................................................................................................................................... 1D.
H.R. 655 .............................. Hydrogen Future Act ............................................................................... H. Res. 136 Open ............................................................................................................................................. N/A.
H.R. 1361 ............................ Coast Guard Authorization ..................................................................... H. Res. 139 Open ............................................................................................................................................. N/A.
H.R. 961 .............................. Clean Water Act ..................................................................................... H. Res. 140 Open ............................................................................................................................................. N/A.
H.R. 535 .............................. Corning National Fish Hatchery Conveyance Act ................................... H. Res. 144 Open ............................................................................................................................................. N/A.
H.R. 584 .............................. Conveyance of the Fairport National Fish Hatchery to the State of

Iowa.
H. Res. 145 Open ............................................................................................................................................. N/A.

H.R. 614 .............................. Conveyance of the New London National Fish Hatchery Production Fa-
cility.

H. Res. 146 Open ............................................................................................................................................. N/A.

H. Con. Res. 67 ................... Budget Resolution .................................................................................. H. Res. 149 Restrictive ..................................................................................................................................... 3D; 1R.
H.R. 1561 ............................ American Overseas Interests Act of 1995 ............................................. H. Res. 155 Restrictive ..................................................................................................................................... N/A.
H.R. 1530 ............................ National Defense Authorization Act; FY 1996 ........................................ H. Res. 164 Restrictive ..................................................................................................................................... 36R; 18D; 2

Bipartisan.
H.R. 1817 ............................ Military Construction Appropriations; FY 1996 ...................................... H. Res. 167 Open ............................................................................................................................................. N/A.
H.R. 1854 ............................ Legislative Branch Appropriations ......................................................... H. Res. 169 Restrictive ..................................................................................................................................... 5R; 4D; 2

Bipartisan.
H.R. 1868 ............................ Foreign Operations Appropriations ......................................................... H. Res. 170 Open ............................................................................................................................................. N/A.
H.R. 1905 ............................ Energy & Water Appropriations .............................................................. H. Res. 171 Open ............................................................................................................................................. N/A.
H.J. Res. 79 ......................... Constitutional Amendment to Permit Congress and States to Prohibit

the Physical Desecration of the American Flag.
H. Res. 173 Closed ........................................................................................................................................... N/A.

H.R. 1944 ............................ Recissions Bill ........................................................................................ H. Res. 175 Restrictive ..................................................................................................................................... N/A.
H.R. 1868 (2nd rule) ........... Foreign Operations Appropriations ......................................................... H. Res. 177 Restrictive ..................................................................................................................................... N/A.
H.R. 1977 *Rule Defeated* Interior Appropriations ............................................................................ H. Res. 185 Open ............................................................................................................................................. N/A.
H.R. 1977 ............................ Interior Appropriations ............................................................................ H. Res. 187 Open ............................................................................................................................................. N/A.
H.R. 1976 ............................ Agriculture Appropriations ...................................................................... H. Res. 188 Open ............................................................................................................................................. N/A.
H.R. 1977 (3rd rule) ........... Interior Appropriations ............................................................................ H. Res. 189 Restrictive ..................................................................................................................................... N/A.
H.R. 2020 ............................ Treasury Postal Appropriations .............................................................. H. Res. 190 Open ............................................................................................................................................. N/A.
H.J. Res. 96 ......................... Disapproving MFN for China .................................................................. H. Res. 193 Restrictive ..................................................................................................................................... N/A.
H.R. 2002 ............................ Transportation Appropriations ................................................................ H. Res. 194 Open ............................................................................................................................................. N/A.
H.R. 70 ................................ Exports of Alaskan North Slope Oil ........................................................ H. Res. 197 Open ............................................................................................................................................. N/A.
H.R. 2076 ............................ Commerce, Justice Appropriations ......................................................... H. Res. 198 Open ............................................................................................................................................. N/A.
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Bill No. Title Resolution No. Process used for floor consideration Amendments
in order

H.R. 2099 ............................ VA/HUD Appropriations ........................................................................... H. Res. 201 Open ............................................................................................................................................. N/A.
S. 21 .................................... Termination of U.S. Arms Embargo on Bosnia ...................................... H. Res. 204 Restrictive ..................................................................................................................................... 1D.
H.R. 2126 ............................ Defense Appropriations .......................................................................... H. Res. 205 Open ............................................................................................................................................. N/A.
H.R. 1555 ............................ Communications Act of 1995 ................................................................ H. Res. 207 Restrictive ..................................................................................................................................... 2R/3D/3 Bi-

partisan.
H.R. 2127 ............................ Labor/HHS Appropriations Act ................................................................ H. Res. 208 Open ............................................................................................................................................. N/A.
H.R. 1594 ............................ Economically Targeted Investments ....................................................... H. Res. 215 Open ............................................................................................................................................. N/A.
H.R. 1655 ............................ Intelligence Authorization ....................................................................... H. Res. 216 Restrictive ..................................................................................................................................... N/A.
H.R. 1162 ............................ Deficit Reduction Lock Box .................................................................... H. Res. 218 Open ............................................................................................................................................. N/A.
H.R. 1670 ............................ Federal Acquisition Reform Act of 1995 ................................................ H. Res. 219 Open ............................................................................................................................................. N/A.
H.R. 1617 ............................ To Consolidate and Reform Workforce Development and Literacy Pro-

grams Act (CAREERS).
H. Res. 222 Open ............................................................................................................................................. N/A.

H.R. 2274 ............................ National Highway System Designation Act of 1995 .............................. H. Res. 224 Open ............................................................................................................................................. N/A.
H.R. 927 .............................. Cuban Liberty and Democratic Solidarity Act of 1995 .......................... H. Res. 225 Restrictive ..................................................................................................................................... 2R/2D.
H.R. 743 .............................. The Teamwork for Employees and Managers Act of 1995 .................... H. Res. 226 Open ............................................................................................................................................. N/A.
H.R. 1170 ............................ 3-Judge Court for Certain Injunctions ................................................... H. Res. 227 Open ............................................................................................................................................. N/A.
H.R. 1601 ............................ International Space Station Authorization Act of 1995 ......................... H. Res. 228 Open ............................................................................................................................................. N/A.
H.J. Res. 108 ....................... Making Continuing Appropriations for FY 1996 .................................... H. Res. 230 Closed ........................................................................................................................................... ........................
H.R. 2405 ............................ Omnibus Civilian Science Authorization Act of 1995 ............................ H. Res. 234 Open ............................................................................................................................................. N/A.
H.R. 2259 ............................ To Disapprove Certain Sentencing Guideline Amendments ................... H. Res. 237 Restrictive ..................................................................................................................................... 1D.
H.R. 2425 ............................ Medicare Preservation Act ...................................................................... H. Res. 238 Restrictive ..................................................................................................................................... 1D.
H.R. 2492 ............................ Legislative Branch Appropriations Bill .................................................. H. Res. 239 Restrictive ..................................................................................................................................... N/A.
H.R. 2491 ............................
H. Con. Res. 109 .................

7 Year Balanced Budget Reconciliation Social Security Earnings Test
Reform.

H. Res. 245 Restrictive ..................................................................................................................................... 1D.

H.R. 1833 ............................ Partial Birth Abortion Ban Act of 1995 ................................................. H. Res. 251 Closed ........................................................................................................................................... N/A.
H.R. 2546 ............................ D.C. Appropriations FY 1996 .................................................................. H. Res. 252 Restrictive ..................................................................................................................................... N/A.
H.J. Res. 115 ....................... Further Continuing Appropriations for FY 1996 .................................... H. Res. 257 Closed ........................................................................................................................................... N/A.
H.R. 2586 ............................ Temporary Increase in the Statutory Debt Limit ................................... H. Res. 258 Restrictive ..................................................................................................................................... 5R.
H.R. 2539 ............................ ICC Termination ...................................................................................... H. Res. 259 Open ............................................................................................................................................. ........................
H.J. Res. 115 ....................... Further Continuing Appropriations for FY 1996 .................................... H. Res. 261 Closed ........................................................................................................................................... N/A.
H.R. 2586 ............................ Temporary Increase in the Statutory Limit on the Public Debt ............ H. Res. 262 Closed ........................................................................................................................................... N/A.
H. Res. 250 ......................... House Gift Rule Reform ......................................................................... H. Res. 268 Closed ........................................................................................................................................... 2R.
H.R. 2564 ............................ Lobbying Disclosure Act of 1995 ........................................................... H. Res. 269 Open ............................................................................................................................................. N/A.
H.R. 2606 ............................ Prohibition on Funds for Bosnia Deployment ........................................ H. Res. 273 Restrictive ..................................................................................................................................... N/A.
H.R. 1788 ............................ Amtrak Reform and Privatization Act of 1995 ...................................... H. Res. 289 Open ............................................................................................................................................. N/A.
H.R. 1350 ............................ Maritime Security Act of 1995 ............................................................... H. Res. 287 Open ............................................................................................................................................. N/A.
H.R. 2621 ............................ To Protect Federal Trust Funds .............................................................. H. Res. 293 Closed ........................................................................................................................................... N/A.
H.R. 1745 ............................ Utah Public Lands Management Act of 1995 ....................................... H. Res. 303 Open ............................................................................................................................................. N/A.
H. Res. 304 ......................... Providing for Debate and Consideration of Three Measures Relating

to U.S. Troop Deployments in Bosnia.
N/A Closed ........................................................................................................................................... 1D; 2R.

H. Res. 309 ......................... Revised Budget Resolution .................................................................... H. Res. 309 Closed ........................................................................................................................................... N/A.
H.R. 558 .............................. Texas Low-Level Radioactive Waste Disposal Compact Consent Act ... H. Res. 313 Open ............................................................................................................................................. N/A.
H.R. 2677 ............................ The National Parks and National Wildlife Refuge Systems Freedom

Act of 1995.
H. Res. 323 Closed ........................................................................................................................................... N/A.

PROCEDURE IN THE 104TH CONGRESS 2D SESSION
H.R. 1643 ............................ To authorize the extension of nondiscriminatory treatment (MFN) to

the products of Bulgaria.
H. Res. 334 Closed ........................................................................................................................................... N/A.

H.J. Res. 134 .......................
H. Con. Res. 131 .................

Making continuing appropriations/establishing procedures making
the transmission of the continuing resolution H.J. Res. 134.

H. Res. 336 Closed ........................................................................................................................................... N/A.

H.R. 1358 ............................ Conveyance of National Marine Fisheries Service Laboratory at
Gloucester, Massachusetts.

H. Res. 338 Closed ........................................................................................................................................... N/A.

H.R. 2924 ............................ Social Security Guarantee Act ................................................................ H. Res. 355 Closed ........................................................................................................................................... N/A.
H.R. 2854 ............................ The Agricultural Market Transition Program .......................................... H. Res. 366 Restrictive ..................................................................................................................................... 5D; 9R; 2

Bipartisan.
H.R. 994 .............................. Regulatory Sunset & Review Act of 1995 ............................................. H. Res. 368 Open rule; Rule tabled ................................................................................................................. N/A.
H.R. 3021 ............................ To Guarantee the Continuing Full Investment of Social Security and

Other Federal Funds in Obligations of the United States.
H. Res. 371 Closed rule ................................................................................................................................... N/A.

H.R. 3019 ............................ A Further Downpayment Toward a Balanced Budget ............................ H. Res. 372 Restrictive ..................................................................................................................................... 2D/2R.
H.R. 2703 ............................ The Effective Death Penalty and Public Safety Act of 1996 ................ H. Res. 380 Restrictive ..................................................................................................................................... 6D; 7R; 4

Bipartisan.
H.R. 2202 ............................ The Immigration and National Interest Act of 1995 ............................. H. Res. 384 Restrictive ..................................................................................................................................... 12D; 19R; 1

Bipartisan.
H.J. Res. 165 ....................... Making further continuing appropriations for FY 1996 ........................ H. Res. 386 Closed ........................................................................................................................................... N/A.
H.R. 125 .............................. The Gun Crime Enforcement and Second Amendment Restoration Act

of 1996.
H. Res. 388 Closed ........................................................................................................................................... N/A.

H.R. 3136 ............................ The Contract With America Advancement Act of 1996 ......................... H. Res. 391 Closed ........................................................................................................................................... N/A.
H.R. 3103 ............................ The Health Coverage Availability and Affordability Act of 1996 .......... H. Res. 392 Restrictive ..................................................................................................................................... N/A.
H.J. Res. 159 ....................... Tax Limitation Constitutional Amendment ............................................. H. Res. 395 Restrictive ..................................................................................................................................... 1D
H.R. 842 .............................. Truth in Budgeting Act .......................................................................... H. Res. 396 Open ............................................................................................................................................. N/A.
H.R. 2715 ............................ Paperwork Elimination Act of 1996 ....................................................... H. Res. 409 Open ............................................................................................................................................. N/A.
H.R. 1675 ............................ National Wildlife Refuge Improvement Act of 1995 .............................. H. Res. 410 Open ............................................................................................................................................. N/A.
H.J. Res. 175 ....................... Further Continuing Appropriations for FY 1996 .................................... H. Res. 411 Closed ........................................................................................................................................... N/A.
H.R. 2641 ............................ United States Marshals Service Improvement Act of 1996 .................. H. Res. 418 Open ............................................................................................................................................. N/A.
H.R. 2149 ............................ The Ocean Shipping Reform Act ............................................................ H. Res. 419 Open ............................................................................................................................................. N/A.
H.R. 2974 ............................ To amend the Violent Crime Control and Law Enforcement Act of

1994 to provide enhanced penalties for crimes against elderly and
child victims.

H. Res. 421 Open ............................................................................................................................................. N/A.

H.R. 3120 ............................ To amend Title 18, United States Code, with respect to witness re-
taliation, witness tampering and jury tampering.

H. Res. 422 Open ............................................................................................................................................. N/A.

H.R. 2406 ............................ The United States Housing Act of 1996 ................................................ H. Res. 426 Open ............................................................................................................................................. N/A.
H.R. 3322 ............................ Omnibus Civilian Science Authorization Act of 1996 ............................ H. Res. 427 Open ............................................................................................................................................. N/A.
H.R. 3286 ............................ The Adoption Promotion and Stability Act of 1996 ............................... H. Res. 428 Restrictive ..................................................................................................................................... 1D; 1R.
H.R. 3230 ............................ Defense Authorization Bill FY 1997 ....................................................... H. Res. 430 Restrictive ..................................................................................................................................... 41 amends;

20D; 17R; 4
bipartisan

H.R. 3415 ............................ Repeal of the 4.3-Cent Increase in Transporation Fuel Taxes .............. H. Res. 436 Closed ........................................................................................................................................... N/A.
H.R. 3259 ............................ Intelligence Authorization Act for FY 1997 ............................................ H. Res. 437 Restrictive ..................................................................................................................................... N/A.
H.R. 3144 ............................ The Defend America Act ......................................................................... H. Res. 438 Restrictive ..................................................................................................................................... 1D.
H.R. 3448/H.R. 1227 ........... The Small Business Job Protection Act of 1996, and The Employee

Commuting Flexibility Act of 1996.
H. Res. 440 Restrictive ..................................................................................................................................... 2R.

H.R. 3517 ............................ Military Construction Appropriations FY 1997 ....................................... H. Res. 442 Open ............................................................................................................................................. N/A.
H.R. 3540 ............................ Foreign Operations Appropriations FY 1997 .......................................... H. Res. 445 Open ............................................................................................................................................. N/A.
H.R. 3562 ............................ The Wisconsin Works Waiver Approval Act ............................................ H. Res. 446 Restrictive ..................................................................................................................................... N/A.
H.R. 2754 ............................ Shipbuilding Trade Agreement Act ........................................................ H. Res. 448 Restrictive ..................................................................................................................................... 1R.
H.R. 3603 ............................ Agriculture Appropriations FY 1997 ....................................................... H. Res. 451 Open ............................................................................................................................................. N/A.
H.R. 3610 ............................ Defense Appropriations FY 1997 ............................................................ H. Res. 453 Open ............................................................................................................................................. N/A.

* Contract Bills, 67% restrictive; 33% open. ** All legislation 1st Session, 53% restrictive; 47% open. *** All legislation 2d Session, 63% restrictive; 37% open. **** All legislation 104th Congress, 57% restrictive; 43% open. ***** NR
indicates that the legislation being considered by the House for amendment has circumvented standard procedure and was never reported from any House committee. ****** PQ Indicates that previous question was ordered on the resolu-
tion. ******* Restrictive rules are those which limit the number of amendments which can be offered, and include so-called modified open and modified closed rules as well as completely closed rules and rules providing for consideration
in the House as opposed to the Committee of the Whole. This definition of restrictive rule is taken from the Republican chart of resolutions reported from the Rules Committee in the 103d Congress. N/A means not available.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I urge
adoption of the rule, and I yield back
the balance of my time.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, I reiterate our strong
commitment on this side of the aisle to

a strong defense, and reiterate the fact
that this is an open rule not closing de-
bate in any way nor prohibiting
amendments in any way.
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Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance

of my time, and I move the previous
question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

HASTINGS of Washington). The question
is on the resolution.

The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H.R. 3610, making appropria-
tions for the Department of Defense for
the fiscal year ending September 30,
1997, and for other purposes, and that I
may be permitted to include tabular
and extraneous materials.

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

There was no objection.

f

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1997

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington). Pursuant to
House Resolution 453 and rule XXIII,
the Chair declares the House in the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 3610.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 3610) mak-
ing appropriations for the Department
of Defense for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1997, and for other pur-
poses, with Mr. CAMP in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the

rule, the bill is considered as having
been read the first time.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. YOUNG] and the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. MURTHA] each
will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. YOUNG].

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, I am very happy to
present to the House what I think is an
excellent national defense appropria-

tions bill. There will be those who dis-
agree with that statement, but I have
to say this, that this bill was created
by Members of both parties in a bipar-
tisan fashion and the bill that we bring
to the floor is agreed to by the vast
majority of the subcommittee and the
full Committee on Appropriations.

We did this because of the tremen-
dous cooperation that the Members
showed toward each other in dealing
with the issues. And those issues were
decided based on the merit, based on
whether or not they contributed some-
thing to our national security, and
based on whether or not there actually
was a requirement for what we in-
cluded in the bill.

There was no question about who did
it help politically or where did it cre-
ate jobs or not create jobs. The deci-
sions were based on what is good to
provide for the security of this Nation,
and our interests, wherever they might
be.

And not only the Members who are
outstanding members of this commit-
tee on both sides, I wanted to take just
a minute and call attention to those
who serve us at the staff level, those
staffers who work here hours and hours
late at night after we have done our
work and gone home.

And I want to point out Kevin Roper,
for whom this Congress is his first time
as the chief clerk of this subcommittee
and has done such an outstanding job.
His brain is like a computer. He is able
to call up information without any hes-
itation when he is called upon to do
that.

John Plashal, Dave Kilian, Alicia
Jones, Juliet Pacquing, Greg Walters,
Trish Keenan, Doug Gregory, Paul
Juola, Tina Jonas, Steve Nixon, Stacy
Trimble; Paige Schreiner, who by the
way is on maternity leave, just having
had a lovely new daughter; and Cyn-
thia Hill, who was a detailee from
Navy; and Mr. Greg Dahlberg, who
works as a partner with Kevin Roper,
who also is a tremendous asset to the
work of this subcommittee; and Car-
men Scialabba, who is in Mr. MURTHA’S
office.

These ladies and gentlemen have all
made tremendous contributions to
helping this subcommittee do its work
with the thousands and thousands of
items and thousands and thousands of
decisions that we have make during
our markup.

Mr. Chairman, I wanted to say this:
This bill that we present, we started
with the President’s budget request.
There are those who say that, ‘‘Well,
you are a Republican Congress. When

the President’s budget gets there, it is
going to be dead on arrival.’’ And we
assured them all that is not the case.

We worked in cooperation with the
administration. We began with the
President’s budget. We believed then,
and we still believe, that it was short
in a number of areas; so we made some
additions. But basically and budget re-
quested by the President is provided
for in this bill.

But I will call to the attention of the
Members some of the adds that we in-
cluded, but let me tell Members about
the numbers. We began with a 602(b) al-
location of $246.6 billion and we marked
to that amount, and we did the best we
could to get the most for the money
that we possibly could. At that, based
on real growth, counting for inflation,
is actually $4 billion under last year’s
bill.

By the time we got to the full com-
mittee, we had to make another $800
million reduction. So again we stood
up to the plate, and we made that $800
billion reduction based on what the
leadership thought would be the budget
split between the House number and
the Senate number.

Well, now we come to the floor, and
that number is not low enough, based
on the budget resolution we passed yes-
terday. So we will have to offer an
amendment today that will cut an ad-
ditional $500 million out of this bill.
and that amendment has been prepared
with the cooperation and work of all of
the members of the subcommittee. By
the time we finish with that amend-
ment, this bill will be down to $245.3
billion. That is $4.7 billion under last
year if we adjust for inflation, which is
the realistic thing to do, and it is $1.6
billion under the authorized levels.

We have worked closely with the au-
thorizers, with the chairman of the
Committee on National Security and
with the chairman of the Permanent
Select Committee on Intelligence, to
fashion this bill. We have worked in
lock step. We cannot provide every-
thing that they authorize because we
do not have that much money avail-
able. But the bill we are going to vote
on today is very close to the bill that
Members have already voted in large
numbers to support for the intelligence
authorization bill and as well as the
national security authorization bill. As
we get into the amendments, we will
then get into more debate about the
bill.

Mr. Chairman, I submit the following
tabular material for the RECORD:
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Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-

man, I reserve the balance of my time.
Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, I yield

back the balance of my time.
Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in sup-

port of the fiscal year 1997 Department of De-
fense appropriations bill.

The bill before contains many valuable pro-
visions that will enhance the readiness of our
Armed Forces and improve the quality of life
for the men and women who serve in our Na-
tion’s military. The 3 percent pay raise for mili-
tary personnel, the additional funding for medi-
cal care for active duty members and military
retirees, and the resources dedicated to repair
and upgrade substandard military barracks are
three important provisions that will strengthen
troop morale and in turn improve the combat
readiness of our military.

I also take this opportunity to highlight two
items in this bill that are critically important to
the Nation’s defense and to my State of North
Dakota. First, this bill fully funds the Minute-
man III life extension/modernization program
to preserve the viability and reliability of our
ICBM force well into the next century as rec-
ommended by the Nuclear Posture Review.
Second, the legislation maintains the number
of fighters assigned to the Nation’s general
purpose Air National Guard fighter units at 15
Primary Assigned Aircraft. Given the increas-
ing reliance on the National Guard to defend
our national interest, it makes good sense to
maintain current fighter force levels.

Mr. Chairman, I am disappointed that this
bill does not include a provision similar to Sec-
tion 1302 of the fiscal year 1997 Defense Au-
thorization bill to strictly prohibit the retirement
of B–52 bombers. The B–52 remains our Na-
tion’s most combat capable bomber and
should not be prematurely retired as proposed
by the administration. While I understand that
the Appropriation bill provision may suffice in
blocking the retirement of B–52s, I am hopeful
and confident that the final Defense Appropria-
tions will include a similar provision.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I do have concern re-
garding the $10.2 billion increase this bill pro-
vides over and above the Pentagon’s request.
I voted in favor of both the Schroeder and the
Shays amendments to reduce bill’s funding
and make it more consistent with our effort to
balance the Federal budget. Although I am
disappointed that these amendments failed, I
will support passage of the bill because, in the
final analysis, it fulfills an important commit-
ment to our troops and the Nation’s defense.

I urge my colleagues to support this legisla-
tion.

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of H.R. 3610, the National Security
Appropriations bill, and to thank my friend and
colleague from the great State of Florida,
Chairman BILL YOUNG, for all his good work on
this bill that is so important to U.S. interests at
home and abroad.

Defense spending, adjusted for inflation, has
been cut each and every year since 1985. De-
spite this decline, the President’s budget
called for a $10 billion cut in fiscal year 1997.
During testimony before the House Committee
on National Security, all of the Joint Chiefs
have suggested the President’s budget was
not adequate to address the needs of our na-
tional defense.

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 3610 provides the funds
needed to ensure that we have the best
equipped troops in the world prepared to de-

fend our Nation. Chairman YOUNG has made
great strides at increasing military readiness
by increasing the quality of life for our troops.
The world remains a dangerous place at the
same time the U.S. force structure has hit its
lowest level in 50 years. The frequent deploy-
ment of our troops has created many prob-
lems for our soldiers and their families. To ad-
dress this situation, this bill provides a needed
3 percent pay raise for the brave men and
women who have volunteered to defend our
Nation.

Another important issue addressed in this
bill is the need to maintain adequate health
care for our soldiers. By adding $475 million to
the President’s request for defense health
care, we are insuring that our troops will be
ready for whatever mission might surface. If
this House had not supported a higher level of
health care funding, the services would have
had to make deep reductions in the medical
care we promised our service members.

This bill also adds $400 million for the repair
and upgrade of military barracks. Two-thirds of
this housing is currently rated by the DOD as
substandard. This is an important component
of maintaining a high level of readiness for our
Armed Forces. Our sailors and soldiers make
many personal sacrifices to provide for our
Nation’s defense. We owe it to them to pro-
vide a decent place for these men and women
and their families to live.

H.R. 3610 also addresses the concerns of
the Joint Chiefs by adding necessary funds for
the weapons procurement needs identified by
our field commanders. The Joint Chiefs and
the Chairman know that funding for weapons
procurement has declined by nearly 75 per-
cent in real terms over the past 11 years. With
a smaller force structure, our troops will have
an even greater need for the most modern
and capable weapons available. This bill en-
sures that our troops will be equipped with
these weapons.

I will gladly support this bill and urge my col-
leagues to do the same. Again, thank you, Mr.
Chairman, for your hard work on this bill that
balances the need for a fiscally sound defense
program with the needs our men and women
who serve our great Nation. Your work is truly
appreciated.

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of H.R. 3610, and particularly want to
commend the Committee for including funds
for cooperative DOD/VA medical research. In
providing $25 million in funding for this impor-
tant activity, the Committee is helping foster
valuable research that serves not only our ac-
tive duty personnel, but veterans as well.

These moneys will help fund research into
such areas as combat casualty care, Persian
Gulf veterans’ illnesses, and post-traumatic
stress disorder.

Members may not be fully aware of the kind
of bang Congress and the Nation have gotten
from putting bucks into VA research. By way
of example, the contributions VA research pro-
gram has given us over the years include
such developments as:

Surgical transplanting of kidneys using
drugs to suppress organ rejection; an artificial
foot that allows amputees to jog and play
sports; drugs for the treatment of diseases in-
cluding tuberculosis; and a taking computer for
the blind.

The military and this Nation will benefit by
providing funds that encourage cooperative
VA and DOD research efforts.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield back the balance of my
time.

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general
debate has expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the bill shall be
considered for amendment under the 5-
minute rule.

Before consideration of any other
amendment, it shall be in order to con-
sider the amendment printed in House
Report 104–619 if offered by the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. YOUNG] or his
designee. That amendment shall be
considered read, may amend portions
of the bill not yet read for amendment,
shall be debatable for 20 minutes,
equally divided and controlled by the
proponent and an opponent, shall not
be subject to amendment, and shall not
be subject to a demand for division of
the question.

If that amendment is adopted, the
bill, as amended, shall be considered as
an original bill for the purpose of fur-
ther amendment.

During consideration of the bill for
amendment, the Chair may accord pri-
ority in recognition to a Member offer-
ing an amendment that he has printed
in the designated place in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD. Those amendments
will be considered read.

The Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole may postpone until a time
during further consideration in the
Committee of the Whole a request for a
recorded vote on any amendment and
may reduce to not less that 5 minutes
the time for voting by electronic de-
vice on any postponed question that
immediately follows another vote by
electronic device without intervening
business, provided that the time for
voting by electronic device on the first
in any series of questions shall not be
less than 15 minutes.

After the reading of the final lines of
the bill, a motion that the Committee
of the Whole rise and report the bill to
the House with such amendments as
may have been adopted shall, if offered
by the majority leader or a designee,
have precedence over a motion to
amend.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. YOUNG OF
FLORIDA

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment made in
order by the rule.

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

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. YOUNG of Flor-
ida: On page 17, line 9, strike ‘‘$1,044,767,000’’
and insert ‘‘$988,567,000’’.

On page 17, line 10, strike all after ‘‘1999’’
through the end of line 12, except the period.

On page 22, line 6, strike ‘‘$4,719,930,000’’
and insert ‘‘$4,469,930,000’’.

On page 24, line 17, strike ‘‘$7,326,628,000’’
and insert ‘‘$7,274,628,000’’.

On page 24, line 19, strike ‘‘$54,700,000’’ and
insert ‘‘$2,700,000’’.

On page 29, line 10, strike ‘‘$14,969,573,000’’
and insert ‘‘$14,869,573,000’’.

On page 29, line 15, strike ‘‘$1,698,486,000’’
and insert ‘‘$1,598,486,000’’.
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On page 82, line 6, strike ‘‘$350,000,000’’’ and

insert ‘‘$400,000,000’’.
On page 82, line 11, strike ‘‘$226,400,000’’ and

insert ‘‘$276,400,000’’.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
YOUNG] and a Member opposed will
each control 10 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. YOUNG].

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, as I explained during
general debate, in order to conform
this bill to the budget resolution that
was adopted yesterday in the House, it
was necessary to cut another $500 mil-
lion, actually $508 million, over a half
billion, from this bill, and that is the
purpose of the amendment that I just
offered, and I will submit a statement
that will explain in detail how we had
to arrive at this point. But I wanted to
point out for the RECORD so that it
would be clear exactly what it is that
we are doing so that no one has any
questions.

We have reduced the MLRS launcher
line by $56.2 million. That leaves an in-
crease over the budget of $10 million.
We eliminate, basically eliminate the
TAGS ship. We leave $4 million in that
account but we take $50 million. The
third Seawolf, we reduce by $100 mil-
lion. That still leaves $599 million in
the budget. The new attack submarine
program line, we have reduced by $100
million; that still leaves $704 million in
that account.
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The C–130, the airborne command and
control version of that aircraft, we
would eliminate one that we had added.
That is $52 million. And then we have a
classified item that we are not able to
discuss on the floor but those Members
cleared for the information are aware
of it. That is another $100 million cut.
That comes to $508 million. I would
hope that we could expedite the consid-
eration of this amendment. It is nec-
essary to conform this bill to the budg-
et request or to the budget resolution
as passed.

Mr. Chairman, pursuant to the rule, I send
to the desk an amendment made in order by
the rule.

Mr. Chairman, as I explained during general
debate, in order to conform this bill to the con-
ference agreement on the budget resolution, it
is necessary to cut the funds in this bill by an
additional $500 million.

That is the purpose of the amendment I just
offered—to bring this bill in line with the budg-
et resolution.

In the budget resolution process, the House
originally recommended a total for Defense
which was $1.6 billion higher than the Senate.

The House position was higher. And when
we passed the Defense authorization bill 4
weeks ago, that bill was marked to the higher
House level.

And when we marked up this bill, we also
went to the original House-passed level.

We brought this bill to the full Appropriations
Committee last week. Based on tentative dis-

cussions in the budget conference, we were
led to believe the House and Senate would
split the difference in the defense number.
That meant the House number would come
down by $800 million.

So in full committee, I offered an amend-
ment which cut our subcommittee bill by $800
million.

So the bill before the House right now is al-
ready $800 million under our original target.

But when the final budget agreement was
reached, it turns out we did not get a split, we
went all the way to the lower Senate figure.

That means we have to cut this bill, again.
So, I find myself in the somewhat awkward

position of offering this amendment.
For those of you who know me, I think if

you had approached me a few years ago, or
even a few weeks ago, and said Bill, we want
you to offer amendments to cut your commit-
tee’s Defense appropriations bill by $1.3 bil-
lion, I probably would have told you not on
your life.

Our subcommittee wrote a good bill. FLOYD
SPENCE, and his committee, and LARRY COM-
BEST and the Intelligence Committee, they
wrote good bills.

We are trying to take care of the troops and
their families. We are trying to make sure our
personnel have the best equipment, the best
training, the best intelligence to do their jobs
around the world.

So when as chairman of this subcommittee,
I get the pleasure of trying to find $1.3 billion
in cuts to what we thought was a pretty good
Defense appropriations bill, it is not a job I
enjoy.

But we all have to deal with the hand we
have been dealt. So here we are, cutting half
a billion dollars out of the Defense bill.

Finding this money has not been easy. We
have been working over a week to come up
with a balanced package, one that does not
do irreparable harm.

And when I say we, I mean myself and our
ranking minority member, Mr. MURTHA. I
worked with Mr. MURTHA from the start on this.
We went back and forth, and believe me, nei-
ther of us enjoyed it because we had to make
some tough decisions. Everybody had to give
something.

We also ran this past our subcommittee,
getting their input as well as the members of
the committee.

So this is not a perfect amendment, but it is
one we tried to develop on a bipartisan basis,
one that was fair and that did the least harm.

This amendment cuts a total of $508.2 mil-
lion.

We propose cutting $50 million out of ex-
cess spare parts inventories. This a cut we
found based on audit work done at the Penta-
gon that shows in certain instances we have
overbudgeted for spare parts.

That was the easy one. To find the other
$458 million, we had to cut, or trim back,
money we recommended in modernization
programs, each one important to the services.

The amendment cuts $56.2 million from
Army missile procurement, which we rec-
ommend to come from the total in the bill for
MLRS launchers.

We originally proposed an add over the
President’s budget of $66.2 million—we would
cut that back by $56 million.

We take out $52 million from Air Force air-
craft procurement, that being for one airborne
command, control, and communications air-
craft—or A–B–Triple C.

This was on the Air Force shortfall list, as a
top unfunded item. We originally added funds
for three A–B–Triple C’s, but the amendment
takes out money for one of the three.

Navy shipbuilding—there would be a reduc-
tion of $250 million.

This comes in three pieces.
Fifty million dollars is from an oceano-

graphic ship, the TAGS ship. Again, this was
on the Navy’s shortfall list so we had $54 mil-
lion in the bill. We take out $50 million in the
amendment, which leaves $4 million which
could be used with money we provided last
year for long-lead purchases needed to build
a TAGS ship.

One hundred million dollars comes from the
new attack submarine line. Right now the bill
has $800 million for the new attack submarine,
providing long lead money for the first sub,
which is being built in Groton, CT, and the
second sub which will be done at Newport
News, VA.

The amendment cuts this back by $100 mil-
lion. It does not specify which sub it will come
out of. This leaves $700 million, still an in-
crease of $404 million over the budget which
we think is enough to keep this program un-
derway.

And the final shipbuilding piece comes from
the SSN–23, the third Seawolf.

Before this year, we had appropriated $1.6
billion for the third Seawolf.

The budget for this year requested $699
million. The last increment for the Seawolf is
budgeted for next year, at $100 million for a
total cost of $2.4 billion.

We think we can take $100 million out from
the $699 million in the bill, without really dis-
rupting the program.

Most of the money in the request this year
is for Government-furnished equipment, or
GFE, which means components like pumps
and valves, and electronics. These go into the
submarine after it is basically built and so we
think taking this money out will not really im-
pact the construction schedule.

That brings us to one last item, a $100 mil-
lion reduction in Air Force research and devel-
opment.

This is for classified activities, and I’m con-
strained from describing what this is because
of the sensitivity of the issues.

Let me just say the bill had recommended
additions over the budget to accelerate certain
activities. This reduction of $100 million will
not stop this effort, and in fact still allows
these projects to move out.

On all these items, we know we may need
to make adjustments down the line and I ex-
pect if we have taken out too much we will
have another chance to deal with them in con-
ference.

That’s our proposal, a $508.2 million cut.
If adopted, this would bring the bill down to

a total of $245.3 billion.
This level is significantly less than last year,

if you adjust for inflation.
We would be 2 percent less than fiscal year

1996, or about $4.7 billion less than 1996
when adjusted for inflation.

In fact, if this amendment is adopted, we will
be at a level which you could consider as
being below the 1996 enacted level, if you
back out the pay raise and the extra $475 mil-
lion for medical care we have in the bill to re-
store the cuts for medical care proposed by
the President.
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I mention all this because you will hear

throughout the debate today that this bill is
over last year’s level—and you will be asked
to vote on any number of cutting amendments
to bring the bill down even further.

I want to say again—if you vote for this
amendment, then we will be nearly $5 billion
less than last year, adjusting for inflation. The
DOD will be asked to operate with $4.7 billion
less in terms of buying power. This will be the
twelfth straight year Defense budgets will have
lost ground.

And we will actually be below a hard freeze,
if you give us credit for the pay raise and the
medical funding in the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Does any Member
seek time in opposition to the amend-
ment?

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield back the balance of my
time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. YOUNG].

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

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I demand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, further proceedings on the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Florida [Mr.YOUNG] will be postponed.

The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:
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, 1997, for
military functions administered by the De-
partment of Defense, and for other purposes,
namely:

TITLE I
MILITARY PERSONNEL

MILITARY PERSONNEL, ARMY

For pay, allowances, individual clothing,
subsistence, interest on deposits, gratuities,
permanent change of station travel (includ-
ing all expenses thereof for organizational
movements), and expenses of temporary duty
travel between permanent duty stations, for
members of the Army on active duty (except
members of reserve components provided for
elsewhere), cadets, and aviation cadets; and
for payments pursuant to section 156 of Pub-
lic Law 97–377, as amended (42 U.S.C. 402
note), to section 229(b) of the Social Security
Act (42 U.S.C. 429(b)), and to the Department
of Defense Military Retirement Fund;
$20,692,838,000.

MILITARY PERSONNEL, NAVY

For pay, allowances, individual clothing,
subsistence, interest on deposits, gratuities,
permanent change of station travel (includ-
ing all expenses thereof for organizational
movements), and expenses of temporary duty
travel between permanent duty stations, for
members of the Navy on active duty (except
members of the Reserve provided for else-
where), midshipmen, and aviation cadets;
and for payments pursuant to section 156 of
Public Law 97–377, as amended (42 U.S.C. 402
note), to section 229(b) of the Social Security
Act (42 U.S.C. 429(b)), and to the Department
of Defense Military Retirement Fund;
$17,000,856,000.

MILITARY PERSONNEL, MARINE CORPS

For pay, allowances, individual clothing,
subsistence, interest on deposits, gratuities,

permanent change of station travel (includ-
ing all expenses thereof for organizational
movements), and expenses of temporary duty
travel between permanent duty stations, for
members of the Marine Corps on active duty
(except members of the Reserve provided for
elsewhere); and for payments pursuant to
section 156 of Public Law 97–377, as amended
(42 U.S.C. 402 note), to section 229(b) of the
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 429(b)), and to
the Department of Defense Military Retire-
ment Fund; $6,103,808,000.

MILITARY PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE

For pay, allowances, individual clothing,
subsistence, interest on deposits, gratuities,
permanent change of station travel (includ-
ing all expenses thereof for organizational
movements), and expenses for temporary
duty travel between permanent duty sta-
tions, for members of the Air Force on active
duty (except members of reserve components
provided for elsewhere), cadets, and aviation
cadets; and for payments pursuant to section
156 of public Law 97–377, as amended (42
U.S.C. 402 note), to section 229(b) of the So-
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C.(b)), and to the
Department of Defense Military Retirement
Fund; $17,099,550,000.

RESERVE PERSONNEL ARMY

For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence,
gratuities, travel, and related expenses for
personnel of the Army Reserve on active
duty under sections 10211, 10302, and 3038 of
title 10, United States Code, or while serving
on active duty under section 12301(d) of title
10, United States Code, or while serving on
active duty under section 12301(d) of title 10,
United States Code, in connection with per-
forming duty specified in section 12310(a) of
title 10, United States Code, or while under-
going reserve training, or while performing
drills or equivalent duty or other duty, and
for members of the Reserve Officers’ Train-
ing Corps, and expenses authorized by sec-
tion 16131 of title 10, United States Code; and
for payments to the Department of Defense
Military Retirement Fund; $2,083,379,000.

RESERVE PERSONNEL, NAVY

For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence,
gratuities, travel, and related expenses for
personnel of the Navy Reserve on active duty
under section 10211 of title 10, United States
Code, or while serving on active duty under
section 12301(d) of title 10, United States
Code, in connection with performing duty
specified in section 12310(a) of title 10, United
States Code, or while undergoing reserve
training, or while performing drills or equiv-
alent duty, and for members of the Reserve
Officers’ Training Corps, and expenses au-
thorized by section 16131 of title 10, United
States Code; and for payments to the Depart-
ment of Defense Military Retirement Fund;
$1,392,406,000.

RESERVE PERSONNEL, MARINE CORPS

For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence,
gratuities, travel, and related expenses for
personnel of the Marine Corps Reserve on ac-
tive duty under section 10211 of title 10, Unit-
ed States Code, or while serving on active
duty under section 12301(d) of title 10, United
States Code, in connection with performing
duty specified in section 12310(a) of title 10,
United States Code, or while undergoing re-
serve training, or while performing drills or
equivalent duty, and for members of the Ma-
rine Corps platoon leaders class, and ex-
penses authorized by section 16131 to title 10,
United States Code; and for payments to the
Department of Defense Military Retirement
Fund; $387,943,000.

RESERVE PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE

For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence,
gratuities, travel, and related expenses for
personnel of the Air Force Reserve on active

duty under sections 10211, 10305, and 8038 of
title 10, United States code, or while serving
on active duty under section 12301(d) of title
10, United States Code, in connection with
performing duty specified in section 12310(a)
of title 10, United States Code, or while un-
dergoing reserve training, or while perform-
ing drills or equivalent duty or other duty,
and for members of the Air Reserve Officers’
Training Corps, and expenses authorized by
section 16131 of title 10, United States Code;
and for payments to the Department of De-
fense Military Retirement Fund; $780,497,000.

NATIONAL GUARD PERSONNEL, ARMY

For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence,
gratuities, travel, and related expenses for
personnel of the Army National Guard while
on duty under section 10211, 10302, or 12402 of
title 10 or section 708 of title 32, United
States Code, or while serving on duty under
section 12301(d) of title 10 or section 502(f) of
title 32, United States Code, in connection
with performing duty specified in section
12310(a) of title 10, United States Code, or
while undergoing training, or while perform-
ing drills or equivalent duty or other duty,
and expenses authorized by section 16131 of
title 10, United States Code; and for pay-
ments to the Department of Defense Military
Retirement Fund; $3,279,393,000.

NATIONAL GUARD PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE

For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence,
gratuities, travel, and related expenses for
personnel of the Air National Guard on duty
under section 10211, 10305, or 12402 of title 10
or section 708 of title 32, United States Code,
or while serving on duty under section
12301(d) of title 10 or section 502(f) of title 32,
United States Code, in connection with per-
forming duty specified in section 12310(a) of
title 10, United States Code, or while under-
going training, or while performing drills or
equivalent duty or other duty, and expenses
authorized by section 16131 of title 10, United
States Code; and for payments to the Depart-
ment of Defense Military Retirement Fund;
$1,294,490,000.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida (during the
reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent that title I of the bill be
considered as read, printed in the
RECORD, and open to amendment at
any point.

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

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. Are there any

amendments to title I?
If not, the Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

TITLE II

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary for the operation and maintenance
of the Army, as authorized by law; and not
to exceed $11,437,000 can be used for emer-
gencies and extraordinary expenses, to be ex-
pended on the approval or authority of the
Secretary of the Army, and payments may
be made on his certificate of necessity for
confidential military purposes; $18,365,679,000
and, in addition, $50,000,000 shall be derived
by transfer from the National Defense Stock-
pile Transaction Fund: Provided, That of the
funds appropriated in this paragraph, not
less than $300,000,000 shall be made available
only for conventional ammunition care and
maintenance: Provided further, That of the
funds appropriated in this paragraph,
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$12,084,000 shall not be obligated or expended
until authorized by law.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary for the operation and maintenance
of the Navy and the Marine Corps, as author-
ized by law; and not to exceed $3,995,000, can
be used for emergencies and extraordinary
expenses, to be expended on the approval or
authority of the Secretary of the Navy, and
payments may be made on his certificate of
necessity for confidential military purposes;
$20,390,397,000 and, in addition, $50,000,000
shall be derived by transfer from the Na-
tional Defense Stockpile Transaction Fund:
Provided, That of the funds appropriated in
this paragraph, $39,933,000 shall not be obli-
gated or expended until authorized by law.
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, MARINE CORPS

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary for the operation and maintenance
of the Marine Corps, as authorized by law;
$2,465,077,000.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary for the operation and maintenance
of the Air Force, as authorized by law; and
not to exceed $8,362,000 can be used for emer-
gencies and extraordinary expenses, to be ex-
pended on the approval or authority of the
Secretary of the Air Force, and payments
may be made on his certificate of necessity
for confidential military purposes;
$17,938,755,000 and, in addition, $50,000,000
shall be derived by transfer from the Na-
tional Defense Stockpile Transaction Fund:
Provided, That of the funds appropriated in
this paragraph, $39,133,000 shall not be obli-
gated or expended until authorized by law.
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, DEFENSE-WIDE

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary for the operation and maintenance
of activities and agencies of the Department
of Defense (other than the military depart-
ments), as authorized by law; $10,212,985,000,
of which not to exceed $25,000,000 may be
available for the CINC initiative fund ac-
count; and of which not to exceed $28,500,000
can be used for emergencies and extraor-
dinary expenses, to be expended on the ap-
proval or authority of the Secretary of De-
fense, and payments may be made on his cer-
tificate of necessity for confidential military
purposes.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY
RESERVE

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary for the operation and mainte-
nance, including training, organization, and
administration, of the Army Reserve; repair
of facilities and equipment; hire of passenger
motor vehicles; travel and transportation;
care of the dead; recruiting; procurement of
services, supplies, and equipment; and com-
munications; $1,116,436,000.
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY RESERVE

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary for the operation and mainte-
nance, including training, organization, and
administration, of the Army Reserve; repair
of facilities and equipment; hire of passenger
motor vehicles; travel and transportation;
care of the dead; recruiting; procurement of
services, supplies, and equipment; and com-
munications; $882,927,000: Provided, That of
the funds appropriated in this paragraph,
$24,000,000 shall not be obligated or expended
until authorized by law.
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, MARINE CORPS

RESERVE

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary for the operation and mainte-

nance, including training, organization, and
administration, of the Marine Corps Reserve;
repair of facilities and equipment; hire of
passenger motor vehicles; travel and trans-
portation; care of the dead; recruiting; pro-
curement of services, supplies, and equip-
ment; and communications; $108,467,000: Pro-
vided, That of the funds appropriated in this
paragraph, $2,000,000 shall not be obligated or
expended until authorized by law.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE
RESERVE

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary for the operation and mainte-
nance, including training, organization, and
administration, of the Air Force Reserve; re-
pair of facilities and equipment; hire of pas-
senger motor vehicles; travel and transpor-
tation; care of the dead; recruiting; procure-
ment of services, supplies, and equipment;
and communications; $1,491,553,000.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY
NATIONAL GUARD

For expenses of training, organizing, and
administering the Army National Guard, in-
cluding medical and hospital treatment and
related expenses in non-Federal hospitals;
maintenance, operation, and repairs to
structures and facilities; hire of passenger
motor vehicles; personnel services in the Na-
tional Guard Bureau; travel expenses (other
than mileage), as authorized by law for
Army personnel on active duty, for Army
National Guard division, regimental, and
battalion commanders while inspecting units
in compliance with National Guard Bureau
regulations when specifically authorized by
the Chief, National Guard Bureau; supplying
and equipping the Army National Guard as
authorized by law; and expenses of repair,
modification, maintenance, and issue of sup-
plies and equipment (including aircraft);
$2,268,477,000.
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR NATIONAL

GUARD

For operation and maintenance of the Air
National Guard, including medical and hos-
pital treatment and related expenses in non-
Federal hospitals; maintenance, operation,
repair, and other necessary expenses of fa-
cilities for the training and administration
of the Air National Guard, including repair
of facilities, maintenance, operation, and
modification of aircraft; transportation of
things; hire of passenger motor vehicles; sup-
plies, materials, and equipment, as author-
ized by law for the Air National Guard; and
expenses incident to the maintenance and
use of supplies, materials, and equipment, in-
cluding such as may be furnished from
stocks under the control of agencies of the
Department of Defense; travel expenses
(other than mileage) on the same basis as au-
thorized by law for Air National Guard per-
sonnel on active Federal duty, for Air Na-
tional Guard commanders while inspecting
units in compliance with National Guard Bu-
reau regulations when specifically author-
ized by the Chief, National Guard Bureau;
$2,671,373,000.

UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE
ARMED FORCES

For salaries and expenses necessary for the
United States Court of Appeals for the
Armed Forces; $6,797,000, of which not to ex-
ceed $2,500 can be used for official represen-
tation purposes.

ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION, DEFENSE

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For the Department of Defense;
$1,333,016,000, to remain available until trans-
ferred: Provided, That the Secretary of De-
fense shall, upon determining that such
funds are required for environmental res-
toration, reduction and recycling of hazard-

ous waste, removal of unsafe buildings and
debris of the Department of Defense, or for
similar purposes (including programs and op-
erations at sites formerly used by the De-
partment of Defense), transfer the funds
made available by this appropriation to
other appropriations made available to the
Department of Defense, as the Secretary
may designate, to be merged with and to be
available for the same purposes and for the
same time periods as the appropriations of
funds to which transferred: Provided further,
That upon a determination that all or part
of the funds transferred from this appropria-
tion are not necessary for the purposes pro-
vided herein, such amounts may be trans-
ferred back to this appropriation.

OVERSEAS HUMANITARIAN, DISASTER, AND
CIVIC AID

For expenses relating to the Overseas Hu-
manitarian, Disaster, and Civic Aid pro-
grams of the Department of Defense (consist-
ing of the programs provided under sections
401, 402, 404, 2547, and 2551 of title 10, United
States Code); $60,544,000, to remain available
until September 30, 1998.

FORMER SOVIET UNION THREAT REDUCTION

For assistance to the republics of the
former Soviet Union, including assistance
provided by contract or by grants, for facili-
tating the elimination and the safe and se-
cure transportation and storage of nuclear,
chemical and other weapons; for establishing
programs to prevent the proliferation of
weapons, weapons components, and weapon-
related technology and expertise; for pro-
grams relating to the training and support of
defense and military personnel for demili-
tarization and protection of weapons, weap-
ons components and weapons technology and
expertise; $302,900,000, to remain available for
obligation until September 30, 1999.

QUALITY OF LIFE ENHANCEMENTS,
DEFENSE

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
resulting from unfunded shortfalls in medi-
cal programs and the repair and mainte-
nance of real property of the Department of
Defense (including military housing and bar-
racks); $975,000,000, of which—

(1) $475,000,000 shall be transferred to funds
made available under the heading ‘‘Defense
Health Program’’ in title VI of this Act and
be available for operation and maintenance;
and

(2) $500,000,000 shall be available for the
maintenance of real property of the Depart-
ment of Defense (including minor construc-
tion and major maintenance and repair) and
shall remain available for obligation until
September 30, 1998, as follows:

Army, $165,000,000;
Navy, $75,000,000;
Marine Corps, $40,000,000;
Air Force, $120,000,000;
Army Reserve, $20,000,000;
Navy Reserve, $20,000,000;
Marine Corps Reserve, $2,000,000;
Air Force Reserve, $16,000,000;
Army National Guard, $29,000,000; and
Air National Guard, $13,000,000.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida (during the
reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent that title II be consid-
ered as read, printed in the RECORD,
and open to amendment at any point.

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

There was no objection.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. FURSE

Ms. FURSE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.
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The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Ms. FURSE: At the

end of title II (page 16, after line 3), add the
following new paragraph:

REDUCTION OF FUNDS

Amounts appropriated in other paragraphs
of this title are hereby reduced as follows:

From OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY,
$12,950,000.

From OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY,
$3,500,000.

From OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, MA-
RINE CORPS, $1,750,000.

From OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR
FORCE, $7,700,000.

From OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, DE-
FENSE-WIDE, $9,100,000.

Mr. MURTHA (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.
Ms. FURSE. Mr. Chairman, I am just

going to thank the chairman and the
ranking member for accepting the
amendment. I will not take any more
of the time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise to offer an amendment
that makes sense for the U.S. taxpayer and
that makes sense for our military transpor-
tation system. First, however, I want to ex-
press my appreciation for the excellent leader-
ship of Chairman YOUNG and Ranking Mem-
ber MURTHA. Their collegiality is the hallmark
of this fine institution in which we work.

My amendment reduces funding for
USTRANSCOM—the transportation com-
mand—by an additional $35 million. It will cut
out layers of unnecessary wasteful bureauc-
racy so that the Department of Defense trans-
portation system can operate more efficiently
and adopt practices more similar to those uti-
lized in the private sector.

The U.S. Transportation Command budget
is estimated at $4 billion for fiscal year 1997.
The General Accounting Office recommended
reducing that budget in order to encourage
making needed organizational changes.

Our defense transportation costs are much
higher than necessary. The Department of De-
fense frequently pays double or triple the cost
of the basic transportation, ocean freight, for
example, because of redundant bureaucratic
structures.

DOD’s transportation system is organized in
substantially the same way it was more than
a decade ago before the era of
containerization. Containers are a much more
efficient means of moving cargo intermod-
ally—a container can be trucked overland,
shipped across the ocean and then trucked to
its ultimate destination without being unpacked
at transfer points.

Mr. Chairman, my State of Oregon that is
perched on the Pacific rim knows about trade.
Our industries know how to move our products
around the world in an efficient manner. I
know that we can create a seamless,
intemodal transportation system that best
serves our national security needs. DOD has
begun to make some efforts in that direction,
but I believe organizational changes are need-
ed in order to achieve real savings.

I urge support for my amendment which will
build upon the outstanding work of the sub-
committee in implementing those changes.

The CHAIRMAN. The Committee will
rise informally in order that the House
may receive a message.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MCCRERY) assumed the chair.
f

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate agrees to the
report of the committee of conference
on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses on the amendment of the Sen-
ate to the concurrent resolution (H.
Con. Res. 178) ‘‘Concurrent resolution
establishing the congressional budget
for the United States Government for
fiscal year 1997 and setting forth appro-
priate budgetary levels for fiscal years
1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002.’’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Committee will resume its sitting.
f

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1997

The Committee resumed its sitting.
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-

nizes the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
YOUNG].

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the amendment because we are not ex-
actly sure what the effect of it would
be. Basically these cuts come from op-
eration and maintenance for all the
services. We have made substantial ef-
forts to substantially improve quality
of life for the people who serve us in
the military.

Mr. Chairman, having just been
handed a different copy of the amend-
ment, let me ask the question, is this
one not operational now?

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentle-
woman to answer the question. We are
not sure what amendment is pending.
It is difficult to get these amendments
at the last minute and not know ex-
actly what the effect might be. We
have been very careful in crafting the
bill to pretty much know what the ef-
fect of what we did might be.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask
the gentlewoman from Oregon [Ms.
FURSE], to give us some assurance that
her amendment is not directed at oper-
ation and maintenance for the services
that would affect barracks repair, for
example, or quality of life issues, edu-
cation, things of this nature.

I yield to the gentlewoman from Or-
egon [Ms. FURSE].

Ms. FURSE. Mr. Chairman, it would
help the Department of Defense trans-
portation system operate more effi-
ciently. It would be just directly at
that efficiency of operation for U.S.
Transcom.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, just to make sure that we under-
stand, the paper that I was given origi-
nally as the gentlewoman’s amendment
that did relate to operations and main-
tenance, that is not the operational

amendment that we are dealing with
now?

Mr. FURSE. That is correct, Mr.
Chairman. I apologize that I caused
that confusion. I thank the gentleman
for his patience with me.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, we are willing to accept this
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from Oregon [Ms. FURSE].

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. YOUNG OF

FLORIDA

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. YOUNG] on
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the ayes prevailed
by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate the
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 396, noes 25,
not voting 13, as follows:

[Roll No. 239]

AYES—396

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allard
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Beilenson
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berman
Bevill
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Borski
Boucher
Brewster
Browder
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bryant (TX)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cardin
Castle

Chabot
Chambliss
Chapman
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clinger
Coble
Coburn
Coleman
Collins (GA)
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cooley
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis
de la Garza
Deal
DeFazio
DeLay
Dellums
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Dornan
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Durbin
Edwards

Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Ensign
Eshoo
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Fawell
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Fields (TX)
Filner
Flake
Flanagan
Foglietta
Foley
Ford
Fowler
Fox
Frank (MA)
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Frost
Funderburk
Furse
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Green (TX)
Greene (UT)
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hancock
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Harman
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefner
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke
Holden
Horn
Hoyer
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jacobs
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnston
Jones
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kildee
Kim
King
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaFalce
LaHood
Lantos
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Longley
Lucas
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Martini
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McHale

McHugh
McInnis
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Menendez
Metcalf
Meyers
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Molinari
Mollohan
Moorhead
Morella
Murtha
Myers
Myrick
Nadler
Neal
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Orton
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Parker
Pastor
Paxon
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Pelosi
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Richardson
Riggs
Rivers
Roberts
Roemer
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose
Roth
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Sabo
Salmon
Sanders
Sanford

Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Schroeder
Scott
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Shuster
Skaggs
Skeen
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Stockman
Stokes
Studds
Stupak
Tanner
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Tejeda
Thomas
Thompson
Thornberry
Thornton
Thurman
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Traficant
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Vucanovich
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Ward
Waters
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Williams
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wynn
Yates
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zeliff
Zimmer

NOES—25

Barr
Bartlett
Bishop
Clyburn
DeLauro
Everett
Gejdenson
Geren
Hansen

Hefley
Hostettler
Hunter
Johnson, Sam
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
McIntosh
Meek
Montgomery

Pickett
Reed
Sisisky
Skelton
Stump
Talent
Taylor (MS)

NOT VOTING—13

Bilbray
Bonior
Callahan
Ewing
Forbes

Gillmor
Hayes
Houghton
Lincoln
Lowey

McDade
Moran
Schumer

b 1459

Messrs. BARTLETT of Maryland,
PICKETT, and EVERETT changed
their vote from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

Mrs. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas and Mr. YATES changed their
vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the amendment was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Chairman, during roll-
call vote No. 239 on H.R. 3610 I was unavoid-
ably detained. Had I been present, I would
have voted ‘‘aye.’’

TITLE III
PROCUREMENT

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, ARMY

For construction, procurement, produc-
tion, modification, and modernization of air-
craft, equipment, including ordnance, ground
handling equipment, spare parts, and acces-
sories therefor; specialized equipment and
training devices; expansion of public and pri-
vate plants, including the land necessary
therefor, for the foregoing purposes, and
such lands and interests therein, may be ac-
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon
prior to approval of title; and procurement
and installation of equipment, appliances,
and machine tools in public and private
plants; reserve plant and Government and
contractor-owned equipment layaway; and
other expenses necessary for the foregoing
purposes; $1,308,709,000, to remain available
for obligation until September 30, 1999.

MISSILE PROCUREMENT, ARMY

For construction, procurement, produc-
tion, modification, and modernization of
missiles, equipment, including ordnance,
ground handling equipment, spare parts, and
accessories therefor; specialized equipment
and training devices; expansion of public and
private plants, including the land necessary
therefor, for the foregoing purposes, and
such lands and interests therein, may be ac-
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon
prior to approval of title; and procurement
and installation of equipment, appliances,
and machine tools in public and private
plants; reserve plant and Government and
contractor-owned equipment layaway; and
other expenses necessary for the foregoing
purposes; $1,044,767,000, to remain available
for obligation until September 30, 1999: Pro-
vided, That of the funds appropriated in this
paragraph, $16,938,000 shall not be obligated
or expended until authorized by law.

PROCUREMENT OF WEAPONS AND TRACKED
COMBAT VEHICLES, ARMY

For construction, procurement, produc-
tion, and modification of weapons and
tracked combat vehicles, equipment, includ-
ing ordnance, spare parts, and accessories
therefor; specialized equipment and training
devices; expansion of public and private
plants, including the land necessary there-
for, for the foregoing purposes, and such
lands and interests therein, may be acquired,
and construction prosecuted thereon prior to
approval of title; and procurement and in-
stallation of equipment, appliances, and ma-
chine tools in public and private plants; re-
serve plant and Government and contractor-
owned equipment layaway; and other ex-
penses necessary for the foregoing purposes;
$1,500,414,000, to remain available for obliga-
tion until September 30, 1999: Provided, That
of the funds appropriated in this paragraph,
$175,600,000 shall not be obligated or ex-
pended until authorized by law.

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word for the purpose of

entering into a colloquy with the
chairman of the committee. Mr. Chair-
man, I wish to engage the chairman,
the distinguished gentleman from Flor-
ida [Mr. YOUNG], in a colloquy of im-
portance to my district and to the Na-
tion as a whole.

I would say to the chairman of the
committee, it had been my intention to
come before the Subcommittee on Na-
tional Security, which the gentleman
chairs, to ask for his support of an en-
vironmental restoration database cen-
ter at the Superfund site of the former
Olmsted Air Force base, now the Har-
risburg International Airport, which is
in my congressional district in Penn-
sylvania. However, knowing that the
committee’s preference was to proceed
without such amendments, I have in-
stead come to the floor of the House to
discuss my concerns about the
database center.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GEKAS. I yield to the gentleman
from Florida.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman from
Pennsylvania for yielding to me.

I have read the information the gen-
tleman has provided to me about the
need for the database center at the
Harrisburg International Airport. We
see merit with the gentleman’s conclu-
sions that such a database center is, in
fact, necessary for the continued envi-
ronmental restoration of the former
Olmstead Air Force Base and that the
Air Force should fund such a database
center.

Mr. GEKAS. I thank the chairman. In
fact, for a sum of $123,000 over 5 years,
the Pennsylvania State Data Center
has proposed to professionally manage
and maintain the mountains of
Superfund data that have been col-
lected. I doubt that a better choice
could be made, since this is the only
data center for the entire Common-
wealth of Pennsylvania, and is also lo-
cated adjacent to the said Harrisburg
International Airport.

I pledge to the distinguished chair-
man of the Subcommittee on National
Security that I will report to him regu-
larly on the progress we are making
with the Air Force on this matter, as
this appropriation bill makes it way to
conference.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I thank the
gentleman from Pennsylvania and will
look forward to the gentleman keeping
the committee informed.

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Chairman, as previously
discussed with Subcommittee Chairman
YOUNG of Florida, I had intended to offer an
amendment to title II, Air Force Operation and
Maintenance, of H.R. 3610, the fiscal year
1997 Department of Defense Appropriations
Act. My amendment would have addressed Air
Force funding for the operation and mainte-
nance of an environmental restoration
database center on the site of the former
Olmsted Air Force Base, a current Superfund
site in Middletown, PA.

The Air Force, which has been fully funded
by past Congresses to complete the environ-
mental restoration of the former Olmsted Air
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Force Base—now the Harrisburg International
Airport and other properties—refuses to fund a
site database center. The center, which would
serve as the final step in the site’s complete
restoration and deletion from the Superfund
list, would incorporate data from all current
and future environmental investigations. There
are two options available to the Congress: ei-
ther compel the Air Force to use the funds it
has already been appropriated, or obtain an
additional appropriation.

The Harrisburg International Airport [HIA] lo-
cated in Middletown, PA, near the State cap-
ital of Harrisburg, is situated on the immediate
and surrounding grounds of the former
Olmsted Air Force Base. The former Air Force
base is now a 1984-designated Environmental
Protection Agency Superfund site—referred to
as the Middletown Airfield Site. The site’s ex-
istence is due directly to the activities that took
place during the operation of Olmsted Air
Force Base from 1917 to 1967. For the last 13
years, an intense effort has been undertaken
at the local, State and Federal level to deter-
mine the nature of the hazardous waste left by
the Air Force when it closed Olmsted, the ori-
gins and locations of its spread, and the prop-
er remediation of the waste, all within the dic-
tates of the EPA Superfund designation and
with the goal of getting HIA deleted off the
Superfund list by the end of this year.

I have been involved with the HIA/Olmsted
waste site since 1983 when it was thought
that its inclusion on the Superfund list would
be the fastest, cheapest and best way to clean
up the waste left by the Air Force. In the years
since HIA was put on the Superfund list, the
Air Force, the Army Corps of Engineers, the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania—the current
owner of the land—local, regional and private
entities, our late U.S. Senator John Heinz,
former Senator Wofford, current Senators
SPECTER and SANTORUM, Congressmen MUR-
THA, MCDADE, GOODLING, WALKER, and this
Member of Congress—along with many others
too numerous to mention at this time—have
sought to make the efforts at HIA a model site
cleanup program for emulation by other for-
merly used defense sites [FUDS] across the
United States.

As part of the cleanup effort, adequate
funds were dedicated in several Defense Ap-
propriations bills to provide for a full cleanup
of the site. At this moment it is doubtful that
all those funds have been expended. All par-
ties have understood that full cleanup meant
that follow up Superfund delisting the land in
question would be available for public and pri-
vate development.

Throughout the cleanup process, a huge
amount of data has been collected from the
several public and private environmental in-
vestigations conducted. A crucial part of the
current EPA-mandated delisting effort—and
any post-delisting development that occurs—is
the continued interpretation and management
of this data. Remediation could not occur
under Superfund without the requisite interpre-
tations of site data. Personnel at the Harris-
burg International Airport and post-Superfund
developers must be able to determine what
happened on the site, and any future environ-
mental questions that arise at HIA must refer
back to the data from the current cleanup ef-
fort. When all the current participants have left
the site, the only reliable reference source will
be a database.

If new contamination is discovered at HIA in
the future, the current data will be consulted to

determine how to respond. In fact, if any new
contamination is found and determined to be
from the same source—Olmsted—as was the
previous contamination, the Air Force may be
called back to conduct new remediation ef-
forts. Or, in a worst case scenario, on-site per-
sonnel from the airport and localities might
have to make quick decisions about how to
deal with an emergency situation. To ade-
quately and accurately do this will require a
fully functioning and accessible site database.
If no database is centrally maintained after
HIA Superfund delisting—that is, after the Air
Force discontinues its work—the new remedi-
ation efforts will be much more difficult, much
more costly, and take much longer to accom-
plish, and any emergency response effort may
be critically flawed by the lack of necessary
data.

But, unfortunately, as we near the end of
the long march to delisting, the issue of who
will fund and maintain this database has aris-
en as a very serious bar to post-cleanup de-
velopment. The Air Force, through the Army
Corps of Engineers, refuses to either maintain
or pay for the maintenance of a site database.
The Air Force is wrong in their refusal. From
the very beginning, in the many meetings with
various Assistant and Under Secretaries of
Defense regarding HIA, it was fully understood
that post-Superfund site maintenance would
include a managed database and appropria-
tions were made with the database in mind.

The ‘‘Report of the Defense Environmental
Response Task Force’’ of October, 1991, sub-
mitted by then-Chairman Thomas E. Baca,
recommended that ‘‘* * * adequate resources
[be] available * * * for environmental restora-
tion and oversight at closing bases.’’

As recently as this year, the Department of
Defense stated its support for the type of post-
remediation followup the HIA database would
allow. A February 22, 1996 letter from Sherri
W. Goodman, Deputy Under Secretary of De-
fense—Environmental Security—cites her sup-
port for the annual report to Congress of the
Defense Environmental Response Task Force
[DERTF], which she chairs: ‘‘The purpose of
the DERTF is to study and provide findings
and recommendations for expediting and im-
proving environmental response actions at
military installations being closed or re-
aligned.’’ Further, section 3.3 of the DERTF
report states: ‘‘Effective measures must be in
place before transfer of property to ensure
adequate protection of human health and the
environment.’’ And, in the same report, section
3.4—Liability For Subsequent Response Ac-
tions: ‘‘However, further cleanup may be re-
quired if the land use changes and the original
remedy, although protective for the anticipated
land use, is not fully protective under the new
land use.’’

And, finally, and most importantly, I offer ex-
cerpts from the April, 1996, ‘‘Final Report of
the Federal Facilities Environmental Restora-
tion Dialogue Committee,’’ which is an EPA
advisory committee whose participants include
the Department of Defense. In its report, the
committee notes the importance of the role of
local governments in Federal facility environ-
mental restoration, stating that ‘‘local govern-
ments very often serve as first responders in
emergency response situations.’’ In discussing
the role of the Federal Government in the
Federal facility cleanup process, the commit-
tee states that policies should include:

‘‘The identification and characterization of
contamination and the evaluation of health im-

pacts on human populations are essential
parts of the cleanup process.’’

‘‘* * * provid[ing] access to resources, in-
formation, and training so all stakeholders are
able to participate in decision making.’’

‘‘Designating locations for access to infor-
mation appropriate and convenient for the af-
fected communities.* * *’’

‘‘* * * funding of preventative pollution con-
trol activities should be viewed as a cost of
doing business and funded in conjunction with
the activity causing the problem.’’

Mr. Chairman, how can the Department of
Defense, in publication after publication, ex-
press a need for and responsibility of site
maintenance in the future and then deny such
maintenance as is proposed with the site
database for Harrisburg International Airport?
And, further, the Commonwealth of Pennsylva-
nia has offered the Pennsylvania State Data
Center, located next to HIA, to manage and
maintain the HIA site database for 5 years for
under $123,000. The State data center is a
public entity, a professional data center, and
an on-site location which has offered to man-
age a database for a very reasonable cost.

The phrase ‘‘penny wise, pound foolish’’
seems appropriate here.

The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania is on
record in complete support of the database
center, especially as it impacts the Harrisburg
International Airport. In a recent letter to Sen-
ator RICK SANTORUM, Elizabeth Sarge Voras,
Deputy Secretary for Aviation, states;

The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania con-
siders this matter to be of paramount impor-
tance in meeting the airport’s operational,
preventive maintenance and repair, health
and safety, and developmental requirements.

The facts are these: I believe the Depart-
ment of Defense made a commitment to this
and other Members of Congress and the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania to manage
and maintain a post-cleanup database; the
Department of Defense has stated in a report
to Congress this year its commitment to post-
cleanup development and database manage-
ment at its waste sites; and, the Pennsylvania
State Data Center has offered the best
database management service at the best lo-
cation for the best price. Mr. Chairman, based
on the simple facts, I believe that the Commit-
tee on Appropriations may want to take action
in the future to persuade the Department of
Defense to fund this site database. We hope
that the Department of Defense—and specifi-
cally the Air Force and Corps of Engineers—
will see that the Pennsylvania State Data Cen-
ter is the best way to proceed and will make
available funds for the database from the ap-
propriations it has already been given by the
Congress.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows.

PROCUREMENT OF AMMUNITION, ARMY

For construction, procurement, produc-
tion, and modification of ammunition, and
accessories therefor; specialized equipment
and training devices; expansion of public and
private plants, including ammunition facili-
ties authorized by section 2854, title 10, Unit-
ed States Code, and the land necessary there-
for, for the foregoing purposes, and such
lands and interests therein, may be acquired,
and construction prosecuted thereon prior to
approval of title; and procurement and in-
stallation of equipment, appliances, and ma-
chine tools in public and private plants; re-
serve plant and Government and contractor-



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH6344 June 13, 1996
owned equipment layaway; and other ex-
penses necessary for the foregoing purposes;
$1,150,128,000, to remain available for obliga-
tion until September 30, 1999.

OTHER PROCUREMENT, ARMY

For construction, procurement, produc-
tion, and modification of vehicles, including
tactical, support, and nontracked combat ve-
hicles; the purchase of not to exceed 14 pas-
senger motor vehicles for replacement only;
communications and electronic equipment;
other support equipment; spare parts, ord-
nance, and accessories therefor; specialized
equipment and training devices; expansion of
public and private plants, including the land
necessary therefor, for the foregoing pur-
poses, and such lands and interests therein,
may be acquired, and construction pros-
ecuted thereon prior to approval of title; and
procurement and installation of equipment,
appliances, and machine tools in public and
private plants; reserve plant and government
and contractor-owned equipment layaway;
and other expenses necessary for the fore-
going purposes; $2,899,040,000, to remain
available for obligation until September 30,
1999: Provided, That of the funds appropriated
in this paragraph, $86,800,000 shall not be ob-
ligated or expended until authorized by law.

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, NAVY

For construction, procurement, produc-
tion, modification, and modernization of air-
craft, equipment, including ordnance, spare
parts, and accessories therefor; specialized
equipment; expansion of public and private
plants, including the land necessary there-
for, and such lands and interests therein,
may be acquired, and construction pros-
ecuted thereon prior to approval of title; and
procurement and installation of equipment,
appliances, and machine tools in public and
private plants; reserve plant and Govern-
ment and contractor-owned equipment lay-
away; $6,896,552,000, to remain available for
obligation until September 30, 1999: Provided,
That of the funds appropriated in this para-
graph, $227,600,000 shall not be obligated or
expended until authorized by law.

WEAPONS PROCUREMENT, NAVY

For construction, procurement, produc-
tion, modification, and modernization of
missiles, torpedoes, other weapons, and re-
lated support equipment including spare
parts, and accessories therefor; expansion of
public and private plants, including the land
necessary therefor, and such lands and inter-
ests therein, may be acquired, and construc-
tion prosecuted thereon prior to approval of
title; and procurement and installation of
equipment, appliances, and machine tools in
public and private plants; reserve plant and
Government and contractor-owned equip-
ment layaway; $1,384,408,000, to remain avail-
able for obligation until September 30, 1999:
Provided, That in addition to the foregoing
purposes, the funds appropriated above under
this heading shall be available to liquidate
reported deficiencies in appropriations pro-
vided under this heading in prior Depart-
ment of Defense appropriations acts, to the
extent such deficiencies cannot otherwise be
liquidated pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 1553(b): Pro-
vided further, That of the funds appropriated
in this paragraph, $79,100,000 shall not be ob-
ligated or expended until authorized by law.

PROCUREMENT OF AMMUNITION, NAVY AND
MARINE CORPS

For construction, procurement, produc-
tion, and modification of ammunition, and
accessories therefor; specialized equipment
and training devices; expansion of public and
private plants, including ammunition facili-
ties authorized by section 2854, title 10, Unit-
ed States Code, and the land necessary there-
for, for the foregoing purposes, and such
lands and interests therein, may be acquired,

and construction prosecuted thereon prior to
approval of title; and procurement and in-
stallation of equipment, appliances, and ma-
chine tools in public and private plants; re-
serve plant and Government and contractor-
owned equipment layaway; and other ex-
penses necessary for the foregoing purposes;
$341,689,000, to remain available for obliga-
tion until September 30, 1999.

SHIPBUILDING AND CONVERSION, NAVY

For expenses necessary for the construc-
tion, acquisition, or conversion of vessels as
authorized by law, including armor and ar-
mament thereof, plant equipment, appli-
ances, and machine tools and installation
thereof in public and private plants; reserve
plant and Government and contractor-owned
equipment layaway; procurement of critical,
long leadtime components and designs for
vessels to be constructed or converted in the
future; and expansion of public and private
plants, including land necessary therefor,
and such lands and interests therein, may be
acquired, and construction prosecuted there-
on prior to approval of title; $4,719,930,000, to
remain available for obligation until Sep-
tember 30, 2001: Provided, That additional ob-
ligations may be incurred after September
30, 2001, for engineering services, tests, eval-
uations, and other such budgeted work that
must be performed in the final stage of ship
construction: Provided further, That none of
the funds herein provided for the construc-
tion or conversion of any naval vessel to be
constructed in shipyards in the United
States shall be expended in foreign facilities
for the construction of major components of
such vessel: Provided further, That none of
the funds herein provided shall be used for
the construction of any naval vessel in for-
eign shipyards.

OTHER PROCUREMENT, NAVY

For procurement, production, and mod-
ernization of support equipment and mate-
rials not otherwise provided for, Navy ord-
nance (except ordnance (except ordnance for
new aircraft, new ships, and ships authorized
for conversion); expansion of public and pri-
vate plants, including the land necessary
therefor, and such lands and interests there-
in, may be acquired, and construction pros-
ecuted thereon prior to approval of title; and
procurement and installation of equipment,
appliances, and machine tools in public and
private plants; reserve plant and Govern-
ment and contractor-owned equipment lay-
away; $2,889,591,000, to remain available for
obligation until September 30, 1999: Provided,
That of the funds appropriated in this para-
graph, $18,096,000 shall not be obligated or ex-
pended until authorized by law.

PROCUREMENT, MARINE CORPS

For expenses necessary for the procure-
ment, manufacture, and modification of mis-
siles, armament, military equipment, spare
parts, and accessories therefor; plant equip-
ment, appliances, and machine tools, and in-
stallation thereof in public and private
plants; reserve plant and Government and
contractor-owned equipment layaway; vehi-
cles for the Marine Corps, including the pur-
chase of not to exceed 88 passenger motor ve-
hicles for replacement only; and expansion of
public and private plants, including land
necessary therefor, and such lands and inter-
ests therein, may be acquired and construc-
tion prosecuted thereon prior to approval of
title; $623,973,000, to remain available for ob-
ligation until September 30, 1999: Provided,
That of the funds appropriated in this para-
graph, $77,225,000 shall not be obligated or ex-
pended until authorized by law.

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE

For construction, procurement, and modi-
fication of aircraft and equipment, including
armor and armament, specialized ground

handling equipment, and training devices,
spare parts, and accessories therefor; special-
ized equipment; expansion of public and pri-
vate plants, Government-owned equipment
and installation thereof in such plants, erec-
tion of structures, and acquisition of land,
for the foregoing purposes, and such lands
and interests therein, may be acquired, and
construction prosecuted thereon prior to ap-
proval of title; reserve plant and Govern-
ment and contractor-owned equipment lay-
away; and other expenses necessary for the
foregoing purposes including rents and trans-
portation of things; $7,326,628,000, to remain
available for obligation until September 30,
1999: Provided, That of the funds appropriated
in this paragraph, $54,470,000 shall not be ob-
ligated or expended until authorized by law.

MISSILE PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE

For construction, procurement, and modi-
fication of missiles, spacecraft, rockets, and
related equipment, including spare parts and
accessories therefor, ground handling equip-
ment, and training devices; expansion of pub-
lic and private plants, Government-owned
equipment and installation thereof in such
plants, erection of structures, and acquisi-
tion of land, for the foregoing purposes, and
such lands and interest therein, may be ac-
quired, and construction prosecuted thereon
prior to approval of title; reserve plant and
Government and contractor-owned equip-
ment layaway; and other expenses necessary
for the foregoing purposes including rents
and transportation of things; $2,279,500,000, to
remain available for obligation until Sep-
tember 30, 1999.

PROCUREMENT OF AMMUNITION, AIR FORCE

For construction, procurement, produc-
tion, and modification of ammunition, and
accessories therefor; specialized equipment
and training devices; expansion of public and
private plants, including ammunition facili-
ties authorized by section 2854, title 10, Unit-
ed States Code, and the land necessary there-
for, for the foregoing purposes, and such
lands and interests therein, may be acquired,
and construction prosecuted thereon prior to
approval of title; and procurement and in-
stallation of equipment, appliances, and ma-
chine tools in public and private plants; re-
serve plant and Government and contractor-
owned equipment layaway; and other ex-
penses necessary for the foregoing purposes;
$272,177,000, to remain available for obliga-
tion until September 30, 1999.

OTHER PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE

For procurement and modification of
equipment (including ground guidance and
electronic control equipment, and ground
electronic and communication equipment),
and supplies, materials, and spare parts
therefor, not otherwise provided for; the pur-
chase of not to exceed 506 passenger motor
vehicles for replacement only; the purchase
of 1 vehicle required for physical security of
personnel, notwithstanding price limitations
applicable to passenger vehicles but not to
exceed $287,000 per vehicle; and expansion of
public and private plants, Government-
owned equipment and installation thereof in
such plants, erection of structures, and ac-
quisition of land, for the foregoing purposes,
and such lands and interests therein, may be
acquired, and construction prosecuted there-
on, prior to approval of title; reserve plant
and Government and contractor-owned
equipment layaway; $6,078,539,000, to remain
available for obligation until September 30,
1999.

PROCUREMENT, DEFENSE-WIDE

For expenses of activities and agencies of
the Department of Defense (other than the
military departments) necessary for procure-
ment, production, and modification of equip-
ment, supplies, materials, and spare parts
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therefor, not otherwise provided for; the pur-
chase of not to exceed 389 passenger motor
vehicles for replacement only; the purchase
of 2 vehicles required for physical security of
personnel, notwithstanding price limitations
applicable to passenger vehicles, but not to
exceed $200,000 per vehicle; expansion of pub-
lic and private plants, equipment, and instal-
lation thereof in such plants, erection of
structures, and acquisition of land for the
foregoing purposes, and such lands and inter-
ests therein, may be acquired, and construc-
tion prosecuted thereon prior to approval of
title; reserve plant and Government and con-
tractor-owned equipment layaway;
$2,247,812,000, to remain available for obliga-
tion until September 30, 1999: Provided, That
of the funds appropriated in this paragraph,
$357,600,000 shall not be obligated or ex-
pended until authorized by law.

NATIONAL GUARD AND RESERVE EQUIPMENT

For procurement of aircraft, missiles,
tracked combat vehicles, ammunition, other
weapons, and other procurement for the re-
serve components of the Armed Forces;
$908,000,000, to remain available for obliga-
tion until September 30, 1999: Provided, That
the Chiefs of the Reserve and National Guard
components shall, not later than 30 days
after the enactment of this Act, individually
submit to the congressional defense commit-
tees the modernization priority assessment
for their respective Reserve or National
Guard component: Provided further, That of
the funds appropriated in this paragraph,
$103,000,000 shall not be obligated or ex-
pended until authorized by law.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida (during the
reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent that the remainder of
title III be considered as read, printed
in the RECORD, and open to amendment
at any point.

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

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. Are there further

amendments?
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. OBEY

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

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

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 14 offered by Mr. OBEY:
Page 22, line 6, after the dollar amount, in-
sert the following: ‘‘(reduced by
$404,000,000)’’.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, with the
end of the cold war, the Navy acknowl-
edges that they have no military re-
quirement for an additional nuclear at-
tack submarine. At the present time
we are cutting up dozens of sub-
marines, including a number of Los An-
geles class submarines, but the Navy
nonetheless decided that they were
going to proceed to spend billions of
dollars to build a new attack sub-
marine because they wanted to main-
tain the industrial base.

That is not a bad reason. I do not
argue with that. But the fact is that
from there on, what the Pentagon
wanted to do has been sidetracked by
the Congress and by the authorizing
committee. DOD essentially wanted to
build two submarines. They paid for
one last year. They wanted to do an-

other one, not this year but the coming
year after this, but the committee in-
stead decided what they wanted them
to do is to build four different proto-
type submarines.

End result: We are going to be spend-
ing $4 billion more than the Pentagon
wanted us to spend to determine what
kind of attack submarines we ought to
be building in the future. My amend-
ment simply removes $404 million to
eliminate the congressional expansion
of what was originally a limited De-
partment of Defense decision in terms
of proceeding with the construction of
attack submarines.

Mr. Chairman, there is absolutely no
reason why we are building more than
two submarines except pork. The only
reason is that we have a competition
between a number of shipyards, Con-
necticut and Virginia being the two in
question here, and as a result, we are
going to wind up keeping both happy at
an additional cost of $4 billion.

Mr. Chairman, when this bill is done
today, we are going to go over to the
Rayburn Building and we are going to
be voting on the Labor, Health, Edu-
cation bill that requires us to squeeze
education, squeeze student loans,
squeeze job training, squeeze social
services, and yet we are buying into, in
this bill, the idea that we ought to pro-
ceed with this expanded acquisition of
attack submarines. That does not
make any financial sense, it does not
make military sense; it may make a
lot of political sense for the people in-
volved in the decision, but it is a
cockamamie way to go about meeting
a threat that does not even exist.

Mr. Chairman, I would suggest that
is all there is to the argument. People
will know where they are going to
come from. I do not see any reason to
take more time. I would simply urge
the Members, if they are interested in
meeting the requirement laid down by
DOD, rather than meeting the political
requirement laid down by the Congress,
they will save $404 million by voting
for this amendment.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, the vote we have just
had already reduced this submarine
line by $100 million. Without going into
a lot of detail why we need the new
submarines, the old submarines are
getting older and older. The fact is
that the Navy had planned to build 30
of these new attack submarines and do
them at one yard. We believe that the
idea of building all of the submarines
in one yard is not good for the tax-
payer. We believe that competition is
the smart way to go in dealing with
large military procurement programs.
The program in this bill provides for
competition. If we do not have the
competition, it is going to cost us a lot
more per submarine as we get into the
future.

I would just give one big example. A
few years back we were having a major
battle over aircraft jet engines. One

supplier, one manufacturer, was mak-
ing basically all of the jet aircraft en-
gines.

We decided to go into competition
and we ended up with a strong competi-
tion between two aircraft jet engine
builders, and we got a better engine for
less money. The same thing will happy
to the submarines. So let us defeat this
amendment. Let us continue the pro-
gram as we have worked it out in the
committee and with the administra-
tion.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Virginia [Mr. BATEMAN].

Mr. BATEMAN. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the distinguished gentleman
from Florida for yielding to me.

Mr. Chairman, I think it is important
to understand that this amendment
undoes the agreement that was struck
last year, not just here in the Congress,
but between the Congress, the adminis-
tration, the Secretary of Defense, the
Secretary of the Navy, and the Chief of
Naval Operations of the Navy. This
completely undermines that agree-
ment, which would have the future sub-
marine construction program of Amer-
ica developed in two shipyards with a
competition for a series of the later at-
tack submarines following the procure-
ment of the first four. This totally
undoes that.

The gentleman speaks in terms of the
economy of having all submarines con-
structed in one shipyard. There is a lot
of logic to that, but his amendment
flies in the teeth of the logic by basi-
cally consigning all future submarine
construction to the yard which would
be the most expensive yard in which to
build. Every expert, everyone in the
Navy, has conceded that if we are going
to have but one yard to build sub-
marines, it could be built more eco-
nomically in Newport News, where
there is no overhead of other naval ship
construction and commercial ship-
building to spread the cost, whereas at
the other remaining yard capable of
building a nuclear attack submarine,
all of the overhead is attributable just
to the submarines.

The amendment makes no sense in
terms of a single purpose yard. It
makes no sense in terms of we in the
Government mandating where future
submarines will be built, rather than
having them built where competition
says they can be built at the most eco-
nomical basis for the taxpayers of
America. Heaven only knows, we need
the submarines.

The Secretary of the Navy wrote us,
saying that funding for this submarine
that he was eliminating was the high-
est priority for the Navy. The Sec-
retary of the Navy said the same thing.
The Secretary of Defense reaffirmed
his support for last year’s agreement.
Let us not undo it.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, this amendment was offered in
the Committee on Appropriations and
it was defeated on a very strong bipar-
tisan vote of 35 against, 12 for. I hope
the ratio is equally strong here. I ask
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the Members to oppose this amend-
ment.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment, and
ask for a vote on the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there further de-
bate on the amendment?

If not, the question is on the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY].

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

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

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, further proceedings on the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] will be post-
poned.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

Are there further amendments to
title III?

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
H.R. 3610 the fiscal year 1997 Depart-
ment of Defense Appropriations Act. I
ask my colleagues to join me in sup-
porting this bill, which provides the
bare minimum to keep the peace and
ensure that America’s military re-
mains second to none.

I am troubled that some fail to recog-
nize that the only guarantee of peace is
a strong America. Those who would
disarm, those who would further
downsize the military fail to under-
stand the basic concept of cause and ef-
fect. Like most dreamers they
steadfastedly refuse to cloud their
crystal clear vision with reality. Oth-
ers argue we can’t afford our military.
They argue that America cannot con-
tinue to spend funds on our defense.
This view is as dangerous as it is irre-
sponsible.

But don’t take my word for it. Walk
across the street. Go to the Library of
Congress. Pick up any history book
and read about the past. I ask the
dreamers to read about Nazi Germany’s
respect for their disarmament treaties;
read about imperial Japan’s respect for
other’s independence. Read this before
you vote. I ask the penny pinchers to
read about how unprepared America
and democracies were. To read about
how small our military was, to think
about what kind of world we would live
in today if that decade’s penny pinch-
ers had won their argument and
stopped the modernization of the
R.A.F. I shudder to think who would
have won the Battle of Britain and ul-
timately the war in Europe if they had
won that debate. These are the facts,
it’s history, it’s there in black and
white for each and every one of you to
read.

I am disturbed that some of you ig-
nore these experiences saying that’s
old news. History is for the past and
mankind is different today. My friends
you are playing with fire. Remember

we have a sacred responsibility to up-
hold the Constitution and defend our
Nation. If you remain unconvinced
take a few minutes and go to Arlington
National Cemetery. Listen to those
who speak so articulately in their si-
lence. Remember their sacrifices and
remember your responsibility to those
who are following in their footsteps by
serving America and defending free-
dom. Then stop and visit the Archives.
Look at our Declaration of Independ-
ence and our glorious Constitution and
remember your responsibility. These
are not mere pieces of papers. These
are the heart and soul of what America
is.

As Americans we can make only one
choice if we are to remain true to those
heroes who fell defending our freedom.
Our only choice is to vote for this bill.
A ‘‘no’’ vote betrays those who have
made the ultimate sacrifice. A ‘‘no’’
vote jeopardizes the freedoms we hold
so dear. A ‘‘no’’ vote is wrong for
America. My friends as we vote today
under the watchful gaze of our first
Commander in Chief—our greatest
leader—George Washington—be true to
his legacy—be true to America—and
vote ‘‘yes’’ for this Defense appropria-
tions bill.

b 1515

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the amend-
ment of the gentleman from Vermont
[Mr. SANDERS] numbered 20 may be
considered as the Smith-Sanders
amendment at this point, notwith-
standing it addresses a portion of the
bill not yet read, because one of the
Members cannot be on the floor later
on.

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

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, reserving the right to object, I do
so to inquire of the gentleman if this is
amendment No. 20 as printed on page
6287 of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of
June 12?

Mr. SANDERS. If the gentleman will
yield, Mr. Chairman, that is correct.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I withdraw my reservation of ob-
jection.

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

There was no objection.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SMITH OF NEW

JERSEY

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment No. 20 offered by Mr. SMITH of

New Jersey: Page 87, after line 3, insert the
following new section:

SEC. . None of the funds available to the
Department of Defense under this Act may
be obligated or expended to pay a contractor
under a contract with the Department of De-
fense for any costs incurred by the contrac-
tor when it is made known to the Federal of-
ficial having authority to obligate or expend
such funds that such costs are restructuring
costs associated with a business combination

that were incurred on or after August 15,
1994.

Mr. MURTHA (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-

man, I thank my friend and colleague
from Vermont [Mr. SANDERS] for his
cooperation in working on this amend-
ment. We have been working on this
for some time now.

Mr. Chairman, if you thought tax-
payers were outraged and dismayed
over the revelation that the Pentagon
was shelling out $500 for hammers and
$600 for toilet seats, wait until they
learn that Uncle Sam is now subsidiz-
ing big corporate mergers and acquisi-
tions, which by design, are intended to
throw thousands of people out of work.

That’s right, American taxpayers are
footing the bill to merge, downsize, and
fire people. This is corporate welfare at
it worst.

Wait until the public discovers, Mr.
Chairman, that thousands of hard-
working Americans who have or re-
cently had high paying defense indus-
try jobs, got pink slips not necessarily
because of fewer purchase orders, but
because the Clinton administration’s
cynical policy of providing huge sub-
sidies for corporate mergers.

In July 1994, the GAO’s first and only
available report on just one subsidy ap-
proved for payment makes clear a con-
nection between payoffs and layoffs:
‘‘The contractor’s proposed savings
were based entirely on workforce re-
ductions.’’ (GAO/NSIAD–96–80)

The amendment I am offering today,
which is cosponsored by Messrs. SAND-
ERS, DUNCAN, MINGE, DEFAZIO, KLUG,
and NEUMANN, puts a stop to this out-
rageous and largely obscure policy of
subsidized downsizing until Congress
and the taxpayers receive some reliable
data on how much has been spent and
what the human and budgetary impact
of these subsidies are.

Make no mistake: Nobody is trying
to interfere with legitimate private
business decisions to merge. Of course,
the establishment of monopolies is a
different story. And nobody denies that
leaner defense firms have the potential
to save DOD some money on future
cost-plus contracts.

But when Uncle Sam crosses the line
between simply permitting mergers,
and actively promoting and partially
underwriting them, we have strayed.

Mr. Speaker, my amendment will end
this fatally flawed policy from inflict-
ing any more damage that has already
been done.

The Smith-Sanders-Duncan-Minge-
DeFazio-Klug-Neumann amendment is
based on common sense—because the
proponents of the Clinton policy have
not proven their case—they have not
even performed the duties that they
were required by law to do.
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Amazingly, the report by DoD called

for in section 818 of Public Law 103–337
has still not been released, even though
it was to be available by November
1995. This report was at the heart of
congressional demands for accountabil-
ity over these merger subsidies.

And when the hard data becomes
available, it may show that the Clinton
policy isn’t just antijobs, but a net loss
to taxpayers as well. GAO’s testimony
on this policy said the amount of re-
structuring costs charged to DoD con-
tracts ‘‘could be substantial, possibly
involving several billions of dollars.’’
(GAO/T–NSIAD–94–247) Furthermore,
GAO added that money spent on merg-
er subsidies was ‘‘likely to place fur-
ther increased pressure on DoD pro-
curement budgets.’’

How can we, as guardians of the pub-
lic purse, just watch as money goes out
the door and nobody knows who’s get-
ting what and exactly how much this is
costing us?

To date, some 32 defense contractors
have lined up to receive some of Uncle
Sam’s corporate largess. Lockheed-
Martin is just one of those contractors,
but their requests could cost the tax-
payers $1.6 billion. Among Lockheed-
Martin’s approved requests for
downsizing costs is a proposal submit-
ted on January 31, 1996, to close down
the Astro Space facility in East Wind-
sor, NJ, which puts 3,200 jobs in jeop-
ardy.

Mr. Speaker, this policy is the direct
cause of some 3,200 layoffs in my dis-
trict alone, and it uses the tax dollars
of these every same people to do it.

Nor does anybody know what the net
impact of these layoffs are likely to be.
The premise, behind this policy are
fundamentally at odds with America’s
free-market economy. Firms merge
and restructure when they believe it is
in their best interest to do so. If Wall
Street lacks the confidence to under-
write a merger, why should Uncle Sam
come to the rescue, doling out the tax
dollars to make it work?

The flaws in current law are legion.
Current law says DOD can only pay out
restructuring costs if they see audited
cost savings. That sounds nice, but
what about the ripple effects of all
these layoffs? What about the lower
revenues realized and higher govern-
ment services needed to assist those
thrown out of work? What about the
reduction in competition as mergers
lead to monopolies?

This amendment is supported by a
wide variety of organizations and indi-
viduals. Charlie Marciante of the New
Jersey State AFL–CIO says ‘‘Repub-
lican Smith’s amendment ensures that
Uncle Sam’s reimbursement offers do
not prompt otherwise unlikely layoffs
and it also ensures that taxpayers are
not forced to pay for programs that put
people out of work.’’

Steve Moore of the CATO Institute
described the policy as ‘‘an egregious
example of unwarranted corporate wel-
fare in our budget.’’ Dr. Lawrence
Korb, a former Under Secretary of De-

fense during the Reagan administra-
tion, said, ‘‘By this policy of subsidiz-
ing defense mergers and acquisitions,
the Clinton administration has already
created megacompanies that will stifle
competition and wield tremendous po-
litical power.’’

Defenders of merger subsidies argue
that putting taxpayer money up front
to pay for restructuring will lead to
cost savings on future contracts. My
question is: Since when is it the obliga-
tion of the Federal Government to in-
ject itself into a firm’s decisionmaking
process by offering multimillion dollar
inducements to merge and downsize?

For defense contractors, the only
thing that seems to separate a good
business deal from a bad business deal
is how much money Uncle Sam injects
into the process. In fact, the former
CEO of Lockheed-Martin, Norman Au-
gustine, stated in congressional testi-
mony: ‘‘specifically, had [DOD] refused
to [subsidize or reimburse] Martin
Marietta’s proposed General Dynamics
Space Division acquisition we would
not have made the purchase, certainly not
because of spite, but simply because it
would have been a bad business deal.’’
(emphasis added) (HASC 103–56, page
46).

Furthermore, why should taxpayers
give a windfall to companies to merge
if it can be shown that they would have
merged anyway? And the idea that
Uncle Sam must share savings on cost-
plus contracts in order to give incen-
tives to defense contractors is seri-
ously flawed.

The fact of the matter is that when a
contractor restructures, they save
money for themselves and potentially
to DOD. With lower overhead costs dis-
tributed throughout the newly merged
organization, contractors pick up big
savings on both fixed and cost-plus
government contracts.

So when contractors tell you how
much money DOD may or may not
save, what they conveniently leave out
is how much money they—not us—are
going to save on existing fixed-price
contracts.

In fact, Secretary Deutch actually
conceded in congressional testimony
that lower overhead costs for contrac-
tors will lead to windfalls on existing
fixed-price contracts.

My colleagues, this issue should be a
no-brainer. We need to put a stop to
merger subsidy payments until we ac-
tually get some hard evidence that this
policy even comes close to being what
its proponents suggest. I think when
all the facts are in, you will agree with
me to kill this policy outright. Let’s
take a breather from government-sub-
sidized ‘‘merger mania’’ and assess the
damage already been done. Support
the Smith-Sanders amendment to
H.R. 3610.

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

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank the
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
SMITH] for his strong efforts and will-
ingness to work with us on this very

important amendment, and also point
out that the gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. MINGE], the gentleman
from Oregon [Mr. DEFAZIO] and the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. NEU-
MANN] are also cosponsors and working
with us on this effort.

Mr. Chairman, let me begin by
thanking the chairman, Mr. YOUNG,
and the ranking member, Mr. MURTHA,
and all the Members of the House for
the support that they gave me last
year for an amendment which I suc-
cessfully offered, which stopped the
disgrace of the Pentagon providing a
$32-million bonus for the CEO’s and
board members of Martin-Marietta for
their merger, and that is a merger
which ended up laying off at least
19,000 American workers.

Well, if my colleagues think the $32
million was a waste of taxpayers’ dol-
lars, then they better listen up, be-
cause what the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. SMITH] and I are talking
about today amounts to billions of dol-
lars. Yes, the taxpayers are providing
payoffs for layoffs. We are actually giv-
ing multibillion-dollar corporations
huge amounts of money in order to
merge their companies, stifle competi-
tion, and lay off American workers.
This is an absurd policy, it is a dis-
graceful policy, it is the worst kind of
corporate welfare, and it is a policy
that we should end today.

Mr. Chairman, the Members who
have come together to sponsor the
Smith-Sanders amendment have dif-
ferent philosophical points of view, but
we are in agreement that it is absurd
that the U.S. Government is providing
billions of dollars in taxpayer subsidies
to huge profitable corporations so that
they can merge and then lay off tens of
thousands of American workers. That
makes no sense to anyone.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment has
widespread support. It is supported by
the Taxpayers for Common Sense, the
CATO Institute, the Project on Govern-
ment Oversight, and also supported by
Lawrence J. Korb, the former Under
Secretary of Defense under President
Reagan.

Mr. Chairman, there are a number of
reasons why we should support this
amendment. First, we have a $5-trillion
national debt. We should not be provid-
ing billions of dollars in subsidies to
large corporations to lay off American
workers. Second of all, we have re-
ceived almost no documentation from
these companies as to what they are
doing. What they are saying basically
is, ‘‘Don’t worry, give us the money,
trust us, we’re going to save the gov-
ernment money.’’ At the very least, we
must have a clear outline of the net
savings, and we want to know what
savings will be effectuated.

Mr. Chairman, if we can believe this,
the Pentagon has never submitted any
of the annual reports required by law
on this program, and the first report
was scheduled to be due in November
1995. It has never been filed.

Mr. Chairman, in August 1995 the
GAO began their own investigation in
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spite of the inaction of the Pentagon.
The GAO’s first and only report on the
two companies that applied for and re-
ceived these payments stated that, and
I quote, the contractor’s proposed sav-
ings were based entirely on work force
reductions, end quote.

The GAO also found that in exchange
for free taxpayer cash up front, the
same companies—FMC Corp. and
Harsco Corp. BMY—projected out-year
savings fell 85 percent short of what
they originally presented to DOD. Fur-
ther, the GAO reported that only one
hearing has ever been held on a policy
the GAO has said could cost, quote,
several billions of dollars. The GAO
also reported that 32 contractors have
already lined up and put in requests to
receive merger subsidies. One hearing.
Billions of dollars.

Third, Mr. Chairman, we can agree
about the wisdom or lack of wisdom of
industrial policy, but I think every-
body here understands that it makes
no sense for the government to get in-
volved in the private sector so that we
can lose American jobs. That is insane.

I would support industrial policy if it
created decent-paying jobs. Some in
this body would not support any indus-
trial policy. The thing they must ask
themselves is why is the government
selecting certain very large corpora-
tions and saying to them, quote, the
taxpayers are going to help your com-
pany engender certain efficiencies, end
quote.

Essentially what the Pentagon is
doing is saying to this company,
‘‘We’re going to help you, we’re not
going to help the other company.’’
They are encouraging mergers. I think
there is a lot to be discussed in terms
of this whole issue.

Last, Mr. Chairman, it seems to me
that at a time when real wages in this
country for working people are in de-
cline, at a time when people are scared
to death about whether or not they are
going to have their decent paying jobs,
they do not want to see their tax dol-
lars going to large multibillion-dollar
corporations so that these companies
can then merge and lay off American
workers.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Vermont [Mr. SAND-
ERS] has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. SANDERS
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional
minute.)

Mr. SANDERS. In fact, Mr. Chair-
man, we should be standing in opposi-
tion to that policy. Our tax dollars
should not be going to that policy.
Imagine the worker from Lockheed-
Martin who has been laid off because of
the merger saying, ‘‘My tax dollars
went to laying me off and to hurt my
family.’’ That makes no sense.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

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

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Chairman, I will
be very brief because I understand the

managers of this amendment have
agreed to accept it. I appreciate their
graciousness in that regard very much
but I also want to say that I appreciate
Mr. SMITH’s work on this and the work
of many others. This amendment, I
think, would have received widespread
support on both sides of the aisle. I
have been told that there are already
some 32 companies that have filed ap-
proximately 2 billion dollars’ worth of
claims under this program and I think
that if we had not been careful that
this would very quickly turn into one
of the largest boondoggles in the entire
Federal Government.

The gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
SMITH] and the gentleman from Ver-
mont [Mr. SANDERS] both made ref-
erence to the $92 million in bonuses
that were paid out in one merger, ap-
proximately a third of those paid by
the taxpayers. One man received a
bonus of $9.2 million. I do not believe
there is any way that he could have
really earned that type of bonus. I
think this is a program that really
would horrify most taxpayers if they
realized that it was going on and is
something that we have never done and
would not even consider, I don’t be-
lieve, for 99.9 percent of the small busi-
nesses in this country. I am pleased
that this amendment is going to be ac-
cepted, and I hope it survives in con-
ference.

Mr. SISISKY. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I really did not want
to get into this fight here, but I have
been working on this same thing for 3
years. It seems strange that somebody
who is almost fighting a single battle
about privatization in this country and
worried about Federal employees has
to come up here and try to bring a lot
of sensibility into this.

The gentleman said that there were
no documents submitted and they are
right. They were supposed to submit
them in November 1995. Today I talked
to the Defense Department. OMB held
it up for some unknown reason, I can-
not imagine that long, but they will be
in in 2 weeks.

b 1530

As far as no documentation that the
gentleman said, I want to show this
body section 818 and what we did in
that, and then with the Defense De-
partment. This is all of the loops before
one penny can come out that they have
to go through and be signed off by the
Secretary of Defense or an Assistant
Secretary of Defense.

I want DOD held accountable when
they reimburse defense contractors for
restructuring costs. Section 818
achieves this goal. And I think the gen-
tleman from Vermont [Mr. SANDERS]
and the gentleman from New Jersey
[Mr. SMITH] fully appreciate that. We
have certainly briefed their staff on
that.

They object to the payment of any
reimbursement whatever, and all of us

understand why. I know in the case of
the gentleman from New Jersey I
would be the same way if a merger or
combination led to a plant being closed
in my district, and that is how I got
started in this out in California with
former Congresswoman Schenk, who
came to me, and that is why we had
hearings on it.

But the question is whether this is a
good policy. Should DOD reimburse re-
structuring costs? And I think the an-
swer is yes. Perhaps some of the reason
why is for over 10 years DOD procure-
ment spending declined more than 60
percent, 60 percent. There is a signifi-
cant overcapacity in the defense indus-
try, and that leads to higher overhead
and higher prices for defense goods and
services.

Yes, it is sad to lay off people, but it
is also sad for a plant to go into bank-
ruptcy and lay off people. We just do
not have enough business for all the de-
fense contractors. In some cases the
most effective restructuring comes
from business combinations, acquisi-
tions, and mergers. DOD reimburses
contractors for restructuring after ac-
quisitions or mergers that will clearly
result in overhead savings for DOD.
DOD provides this incentive because
the quicker a restructuring occurs, the
sooner the Department of Defense and
this Government saves money.

Restructuring costs are costs the
company incurs to combine facilities
and eliminate layers of management.
DOD pays a share of allowable costs,
such as severance pay, retirement in-
centives, job training, moving equip-
ment, and relocating employees.

Now, listen to this carefully. This
came from the Department of Defense,
I have not had GAO, although we have
had a report which came from GAO,
but DOD does not pay for executive
golden parachutes, good will, or for
gains or losses resulting from the
transfer of assets. No matter what
Members read in the paper, and I just
heard it now, DOD does not pay for ex-
ecutive bonuses that are contingent
solely on merger or acquisitions.

When I learned about DOD’s policy of
reimbursing restructuring costs, I held
hearings and wrote section 818. GAO
says it works because they want to re-
peal it. The industry wants to repeal it
because it is too hard to get that
money. Section 818 protects taxpayers
by forcing DOD to benefit from the le-
gitimate savings of restructuring.

For over 3 years DOD has negotiated
restructuring agreements that will
save this Government over $1.4 billion
by agreeing to pay restructuring costs
of about $300 million. I think that is a
heck of a deal for the taxpayers, and I
ask Members to oppose changes in a
sound policy and good law.

I have come out of the business world
and I think I know a little bit about
what is happening. I have a lot of pub-
lic facilities down my way, and what
we are trying to do now is reduce over-
head, no matter how we have to do it,
to reduce overhead. And this flies raw
in the face of just that.
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I ask, and I know that Members will

accept the amendment and I will not
argue with Members on that, but the
argument is not over yet because this
is the wrong policy that we are getting
ready to do.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. SISISKY]
has expired.

(On request of Mr. DICKS, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. SISISKY was al-
lowed to proceed for 1 additional
minute.)

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

Mr. SISISKY. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I want to
commend the gentleman for his work
on this thing, and I have great sym-
pathy for what the gentleman from
Vermont, Congressman SANDERS, and
the gentleman from New Jersey, Con-
gressman SMITH, are doing, but I think
there is one other point that needs to
be made here. When we go from $135
billion a year in procurement down to
$38.5 billion a year in procurement, we
need less infrastructure, less industrial
base to handle those things, and it will
require some downsizing.

I think one of the things I have been
committed to, I know the gentleman
from Virginia has too, is to help when
these Government workers, and other
workers, private sector workers, get
dislocated, to try to have funds to help
them get retrained and back into some
new endeavor. But to think we can
completely avoid any downsizing when
we go from $135 billion a year in pro-
curement down to $38 billion, I think
we have to think about that.

Mr. SISISKY. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, therein lies the
problem, really. It is not an easy prob-
lem to solve, but we just cannot afford
to save everybody and save every com-
pany.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

I would like to point out to my col-
leagues that we have discussed this,
and although the Department of De-
fense strongly opposes this, we think
there is some merit to what the gen-
tleman from New Jersey and the gen-
tleman from Vermont are trying to do.
We have agreed to accept the amend-
ment with the understanding that we
would certainly allow the Department
of Defense to come back to us with
whatever legal information that they
would have relative to this.

One of the reasons we did this was to
save a lengthy debate. If we are going
to get into a lengthy debate, we may
have to start getting into the details of
this and maybe we will not be able to
accept it.

So at this point I am prepared to ac-
cept it with the understanding that we
will have to take a close look at this
between now and conference, because
the Department of Defense is definitely
opposed to it.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH].

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. OBEY

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

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

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. OBEY. Page 24,
line 17, after the dollar amount, insert the
following: ‘‘(reduced by $314,100,000)’’.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent that all
debate on this amendment and all
amendments thereto close in 10 min-
utes, to be equally divided.

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

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Chairman,
reserving the right to object, could I
ask the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
OBEY], what weapon systems are cov-
ered in this?

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman will yield, I do not want to im-
pose on the House a lengthy expla-
nation, but essentially what I am try-
ing to do is to eliminate six C–130–J
airplanes from this bill because we can
save $10 million a year by waiting until
next year to buy the same six planes.

So that is basically what I am trying
to do with the amendment, and I do
not really much care how much time
we have on the amendment.

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Chairman,
how much time was asked for?

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. My unani-
mous consent request is still pending;
correct, Mr. Chairman?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is
correct.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, does the gentleman want to
change the time?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Mississippi [Mr. MONTGOMERY]
has the time.

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Forty minutes?
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Twenty?
Mr. MONTGOMERY. Yes.
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-

man, I withdraw my unanimous-con-
sent request.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, if there are
no other requests pending, might I be
recognized?

The CHAIRMAN. If there is no unani-
mous consent, the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. OBEY] is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, the Air
Force wants to buy C–130–J transport
aircraft but they only wanted to buy
one of them. The Air Force, instead, is
getting six more planes than they ex-
pected.

I do not really know whether they
need those additional planes or not,
that is up to somebody who knows a
whole lot more about the military re-
quirements of the Air Force on this
point than I do. But the problem is
that they do not need these planes for
more than a decade, and the real kick-
er is that the Air Force documents,
which were obtained by the General

Accounting Office, indicated that the
Air Force and Lockheed have agreed
that the price will drop in fiscal 1998 by
$8.4 million a plane or $50 million total
for the six aircraft.

In other words, all we have to do to
save the $50 million is to wait 1 year.
Now, it seems to me under those cir-
cumstances that the decision to buy in
bulk before the discount defies com-
mon sense, but that is exactly what we
are going to do.

The issue here is very simple. There
will be a lot of people who will want to
buy these planes. I am not getting into
that argument. All I am saying is if the
Air Force needs the planes they can get
them next year at a discount. But by
buying them this year it will cost us
$50 million more. That is very expen-
sive $50 million ride the taxpayers are
being taken on, and so I would simply,
in the interest of economy, say go
ahead and buy these planes, but do not
buy them until next year because we
can save $50 million if we simply wait
1 year. It is a done deal.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the gentle-
man’s amendment, and I would call to
the attention of our colleagues that we
have already reduced the C–130 line in
the manager’s amendment we adopted
earlier today.

Among the six aircraft that the Obey
amendment would eliminate are four
hurricane hunters, WC–30s. These hur-
ricane hunters are extremely impor-
tant to the United States and espe-
cially areas that are subject to hurri-
canes. The other two of those aircraft
would be airborne command and con-
trol aircraft. We have already elimi-
nated one of those in the amendment
that we have already done.

The gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
OBEY] makes the case that the Air
Force does not want them. Not so. Dur-
ing our hearings, for those Members
who attended the hearings, they will
recall that when we asked the Air
Force for their list of unfunded require-
ments, these aircraft were on that list.

So the Air Force does not want these
airplanes and those of us who are con-
cerned about prediction of hurricane
paths and things of this nature, we
want these airplanes. We want them to
be able to fly, to give us advanced
warning to protect our properties and
our lives.

So I hope we will defeat this amend-
ment. It is definitely on the Air Force’s
list of aircraft they would have funded
if they did not have a political number
so low that they could not ask for it.
But it is on their list.

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

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I yield to the
gentleman from California.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding, and let me
say from the national security side and
the procurement subcommittee we also
asked the Air Force what they needed,
and they, in fact, sent these aircraft
over to us on a list. They do want it,
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and we are having that list sent over
here and we will supply it to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin whenever he
wants it.

It is requested and it is very impor-
tant to the Air Force.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for those
comments, but I have the list here.
This is a copy of the Air Force un-
funded requirements list, and the C–130
requirement is right on this page.

Mr. Chairman, I ask for a ‘‘no’’ vote
on this amendment.

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the amendment. I have great respect
for the gentleman from Wisconsin and
the gentleman from Pennsylvania, as
well as the chairman of this sub-
committee, they have done well on the
procurement of appropriations, but I
am worried we are moving a little too
fast on this amendment.

We have already cut one C–130 from
this bill and this, now, is six C–130’s.
Last night it was seven C–130’s. Now it
is cut back to six. Four of these C–130’s
are going to the Air Reserve for the
hurricane hunters who are flying 40-
year-old C–130’s now.

It is a dangerous mission going out
and looking for hurricanes, seeing
which way they are going, how much
danger is in the turbulence of these
hurricanes. And so these six that he is
eliminating, four will go to the Air Re-
serve. If it had not been for this Con-
gress, we would not have any new
equipment for the Air Guard and for
the Air Reserve.

I think this is a mistake. I hope we
will vote against the amendment.

b 1545

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MONTGOMERY. I yield to the
gentleman from Mississippi.

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the dean of the Mis-
sissippi delegation. It is common
knowledge that world’s populations are
moving to the shorelines. Even in this
country, well over half of the people in
this country live within 50 miles of the
coast.

Mr. Chairman, that means that every
one of them is vulnerable to a typhoon
or hurricane and every one of them
needs to know when to leave prior to
that hurricane. The greatest commis-
sion that these planes that the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY]
would do away with serves is to let
people know where and when a killer
storm is going to land.

Coming from a place which Hurricane
Camille literally knocked off the map,
where 250 people in south Mississippi
were murdered in one night by a storm,
I call tell my colleagues how important
it is that people know where and when
a storm hits. People thought Hurricane
Camille was going to hit New Orleans.
It did not. It hit Mississippi, and be-

cause people did not leave, 250 lives
were lost.

So, Mr. Chairman, I want to thank
the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
YOUNG] for his opposition to this
amendment, and I thank the senior
member of the Mississippi delegation
for standing firm in trying to replace
these 30-year-old aircraft, that is the
newest, where people are literally play-
ing Russian roulette every time they
fly a mission because they are the most
dangerous peacetime missions that the
Air Force serves.

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

Mr. MONTGOMERY. I yield to the
gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, let me
point out that we are not eliminating
the hurricane-seeking capability that
the gentleman is talking about. They
can use existing aircraft for that, and
the Air Force testified to that.

All we are saying is if we are going to
buy new replacement airplanes, wait 1
year so that we can save $8.5 million a
copy. Given the squeeze on the budget,
I do not think that is an unreasonable
request since the agreement has al-
ready been reached that any planes
that are bought next year will be $8.5
million cheaper.

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Chairman,
reclaiming my time, with the new
equipment that we have given the
Guard and Reserve in the Air Force, 40
percent of all the missions of the Air
Force are flown by the Air Reserve and
the Air Guard.

Mr. Chairman, this is a step back-
ward. I hope Members will vote against
the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY].

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

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I demand a
recorded vote, and pending that, I
make the point of order that a quorum
is not present.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, further proceedings on the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] will be post-
poned.

The point of no quorum is considered
is withdrawn.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there other
amendments to title III?

If not, the Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

TITLE IV—RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT,
TEST, AND EVALUATION

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND
EVALUATION, ARMY

For expenses necessary for basic and ap-
plied scientific research, development, test
and evaluation, including maintenance, re-
habilitation, lease, and operation of facili-
ties and equipment, as authorized by law;
$4,874,537,000, to remain available for obliga-
tion until September 30, 1998: Provided, That
of the funds appropriated in this paragraph,
$194,558,000 shall not be obligated or ex-
pended until authorized by law.

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND
EVALUATION, NAVY

For expenses necessary for basic and ap-
plied scientific research, development, test
and evaluation, including maintenance, re-
habilitation, lease, and operation of facili-
ties and equipment, as authorized by law;
$8,399,357,000, to remain available for obliga-
tion until September 30, 1998: Provided, That
funds appropriated in this paragraph which
are available for the V–22 may be used to
meet unique requirements of the Special Op-
erations Forces: Provided further, That of the
funds appropriated in this paragraph,
$209,400,000 shall not be obligated or ex-
pended until authorized by law.

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND
EVALUATION, AIR FORCE

For expenses necessary for basic and ap-
plied scientific research, development, test
and evaluation, including maintenance, re-
habilitation, lease, and operation of facili-
ties and equipment, as authorized by law;
$14,969,573,000, to remain available for obliga-
tion until September 30, 1998: Provided, That
of the funds made available in this para-
graph, $25,000,000 shall be only for develop-
ment of reusable launch vehicle tech-
nologies: Provided further, That of the funds
appropriated in this paragraph, $1,698,486,000
shall not be obligated or expended until au-
thorized by law.

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND
EVALUATION, DEFENSE-WIDE

For expenses of activities and agencies of
the Department of Defense (other than the
military departments), necessary for basic
and applied scientific research, development,
test and evaluation; advanced research
projects as may be designated and deter-
mined by the Secretary of Defense, pursuant
to law; maintenance, rehabilitation, lease,
and operation of facilities and equipment, as
authorized by law; $9,068,558,000, to remain
available for obligation until September 30,
1998: Provided, That not less than $304,171,000
of the funds appropriated in this paragraph
shall be made available only for the Sea-
Based Wide Area Defense (Navy Upper-Tier)
program.

DEVELOPMENTAL TEST AND EVALUATION,
DEFENSE

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
of independent activities of the Director,
Test and Evaluation in the direction and su-
pervision of developmental test and evalua-
tion, including performance and joint devel-
opmental testing and evaluation; and admin-
istrative expenses in connection therewith;
$272,038,000, to remain available for obliga-
tion until September 30, 1998: Provided, That
of the funds appropriated in this paragraph,
$20,000,000 shall not be obligated or expended
until authorized by law.

OPERATIONAL TEST AND EVALUATION,
DEFENSE

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary for the independent activities of
the Director, Operational Test and Evacu-
ation in the direction and supervision of
operational test and evaluation, including
initial operational test and evaluation which
is conducted prior to, and in support of, pro-
duction decisions; joint operational testing
and evaluation; and administrative expenses
in connection therewith; $26,968,000, to re-
main available for obligation until Septem-
ber 30, 1998: Provided, That of the funds ap-
propriated in this paragraph, $5,000,000 shall
not be obligated or expended until author-
ized by law.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida (during the
reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent that title IV of the bill
be considered as read, printed in the
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RECORD, and open to amendment at
any point.

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

There was no objection.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. OBEY

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

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

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 19 offered by Mr. OBEY:
Page 29, line 10, after the dollar amount, in-
sert the following: ‘‘(reduced by
$1,000,000,000)’’.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent that all
debate on this amendment, and all
amendments thereto, close in 10 min-
utes and that the time be equally di-
vided.

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

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman

from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] will be rec-
ognized for 5 minutes, and a Member
opposed, the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. YOUNG] will be recognized for 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY].

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment
would simply cut $1 billion of the
roughly $2 billion appropriated in the
bill to continue research and develop-
ment for the F–22 fighter aircraft. The
amendment would direct the Air Force
to use the remaining $1 billion to re-
structure and delay the program by 5
years for one simple reason: Because
the General Accounting Office said it
ought to be delayed 7 years, and it
seems to me that that being the case,
we ought to delay it at least 5 years.

Mr. Chairman, the reason, as I see it,
is very simple. The Air Force and the
F–22 supporters want us to spend some
$70 billion to buy 442 F–22 replacement
planes for the F–15E’s. The fact is that
we right now have 734 F–15E’s. They
are estimated to have a military useful
shelf life to at least 2010.

So, Mr. Chairman, it seems to me,
therefore, that it is absurd for us to
buy replacement aircraft for the best
fighter aircraft in the world 7 years or
more before we need to.

I recognize that there is tremendous
pressure to proceed with this purchase
and this expenditure. They have sub-
contracts salted in virtually every
State in the Union, and I understand
why so few people are going to vote for
this amendment. But that does not
mean that cutting out this expenditure
at this time is the wrong thing to do.

Mr. Chairman, it is the right thing to
do. We are seeing a squeeze on the
budget all over, whether we are looking
at what is happening on housing,
whether we are looking at what is hap-
pening on the environment, on edu-

cation, and in fact and indeed other de-
fense programs.

It seems to me, therefore, that we
ought to listen to the accounting arm
of the Congress itself, the General Ac-
counting Office, when it says that we
ought not to replace these planes early.

I realize that I just misspoke, Mr.
Chairman. I indicated that the mili-
tary useful shelf life of the existing
F–15E’s took us out to at least 2010. I
misspoke. It takes us out to at least
2015, so we have plenty of margin. We
have incredible overlap by this pur-
chase.

It seems to me that we ought to save
the billion dollars that I am talking
about in this bill by stretching out the
purchase of this new fighter for at least
5 of the 7 years recommended by the
GAO.

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

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
this amendment. Again, this amend-
ment was defeated in the full commit-
tee on a very large vote, and I would
ask that we have that same negative
vote on this amendment now.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Washington [Mr.
DICKS].

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I will be
very brief, and I appreciate the gen-
tleman from Florida yielding me time.

Mr. Chairman, the F–22 is the Air
Force’s No. 1 priority. I think this has
been an outstanding program. My only
concern about it, frankly, is quite the
contrary of my good friend from Wis-
consin. I think we are going at this
program too slowly and we are going to
wind up spending more money on it be-
cause we are dragging it out.

Mr. Chairman, to cut this program
this significantly this year would delay
it even further and completely disrupt
this R&D program. This plane will give
us stealth capability and the highest
military capability for the future.

Our committee is just as concerned
as anyone about long-range power pro-
jection and tac air, and we have or-
dered a study to look at these two is-
sues. I am prepared to wait and see
what the outcome of the study is, but
I urge my colleagues to stay with the
committee, support the F–22. This is an
outstanding program and the Air
Force’s No. 1 priority.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from California [Mr. HUNTER], a mem-
ber of the Committee on National Se-
curity.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, let me
say to the gentleman from Wisconsin
[Mr. OBEY], my friend, it is not the
shelf life of the aircraft that is impor-
tant; it is the survival time and the
survivability of the pilot who is flying
the aircraft who may happen to be in a
kill zone, meaning that he is being
tracked by a SAM system with a mis-
sile at the end of that SAM system.

Now, the F–22 has a stealth capabil-
ity. That means if we have people with
SAM’s down on the ground aiming at
our aircraft with an American pilot,
they have a much smaller chance of
being able to hit that American air-
plane than they do with the F–15’s
which have more shelf life.

We preserved the F–117 program, we
in Congress preserved it. It served us
well in Desert Storm. We should pre-
serve the F–22 program because that
will save the lives of American pilots
and project our air power.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from Georgia [Mr. BARR].

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I thank the distinguished gentleman
from Florida for yielding me time.

Mr. Chairman, representing tens of
thousands of Americans and tens of
thousands of American fighting men
and women all across the world, I rise
today and urge strong defeat of this
amendment.

Its proponent, the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] said it is absurd
to buy new fighter aircraft. Hogwash.
It is essential that we purchase these
new fighter aircraft. It is essential that
we continue the efforts to develop the
next generation of fighter aircraft
which will take us well into the 21st
century.

Mr. Chairman, while the gentleman
is busy listening to the accountants
and the bean counters, I am listening
to, and you are listening to, the fight-
ing men and women who depend on
that air superiority for their very lives.

This is a foolish amendment. Let us
stand up for a program that is recog-
nized by Presidents, Republican and
Democrat alike. This is extremely im-
portant. This is bipartisan. I urge de-
feat of this wrong-headed and mis-
guided amendment. Support the F–22
program. Support our troops in the
world, and support air superiority into
the 21st century. Defeat the amend-
ment.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, might I inquire as to how much
time I have remaining?

The CHAIRMAN. Each side has 2
minutes remaining.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, could I ask
who has the right to close?

The CHAIRMAN. The manager of the
bill has the right to close.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, let me simply read
two quotes from the senior DOD offi-
cial who gave the background briefing
on March 1, 1996, who said the follow-
ing: ‘‘We’re committed to it (the F–22)
even though I can’t project a threat
right now that justifies an F–22.’’

That was said by the Defense Depart-
ment official who provided the back-
ground briefing. The GAO report in
March 1994 said, ‘‘Our analysis shows
that the F–15 exceeds the most ad-
vanced threat system expected to exist
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* * * Thus, the F–22 initial operational
capability can be delayed 7 years.’’

Now, I know the usual game on this
bill. We have military contractors all
over the country and because this
country is doing very little else to gen-
erate jobs and employment, the De-
fense Department is having its budget
used as a fancy public works program.

But the fact is, Mr. Chairman, it is
ludicrous for us to spend $70 billion on
a new system that we do not need for
at least 7 years and probably twice
that long. It is absolutely ludicrous.
There is only one reason that this Con-
gress is proceeding, and that is because
it is being lobbied to death by all kinds
of contractors and subcontractors.

I do not doubt that there are some
Members of the House who intellectu-
ally feel that this is a good system, but
we are going to be in a budget squeeze.
We have to recognize that just because
the service wants something, we can-
not necessarily afford to give them ev-
erything they want. The fact is that on
the merits, especially given competing
priorities in the Defense Department as
well as out, we ought to delay this.

That is what this does. This does not
end the program; it simply delays it.
There is no reason to rush to building
a new $70 billion system for which, in
the words of the DOD official doing the
background briefing, there is no threat
that he can cite right now to justify
moving ahead with this aircraft.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 30 seconds to the gen-
tleman from Washington [Mr. DICKS] a
distinguished member of the sub-
committee.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to point out that both the F–15E
and the F–16 are not stealthy aircraft,
and there has been a proliferation of
surface-to-air missiles, including the
SA–10, which is a threat to any non-
stealthy aircraft that flies today.

So if we are going to send our young
men and women into combat in these
aircraft, we need to have a stealthy
airplane. I have been a major advocate
for stealth because it saves money and
it saves lives. We can send them into
the most heavily defended areas and
with standoff weapons take out the
surface-to-air missiles where conven-
tional planes would be shot down.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself the balance of my
time.

Mr. Chairman, one of the many re-
sponsibilities that members of this sub-
committee have is to look out for the
taxpayer and make sure that their tax
dollars are spent wisely, and at the
same time make sure that we provide
enough money to ensure our national
security.

On this particular program, the F–22,
previous program stretchouts have de-
layed completing the F–22 by nearly 3
years with a cost growth of $1.8 billion.
We could have used that $1.8 billion
somewhere else. Additional slowdowns
or growth time involved in the pro-
gram will cost additional money.

The gentleman’s reduction, as rec-
ommended by the Obey amendment,
would postpone indefinitely the deploy-
ment of the F–22 at the time we are
now beginning to build the airplane.
Any reduction in this program could be
very costly, in fact it could lead to as
much as a 40-percent increase in the
cost of the balance of this program.

This subcommittee is trying to play
catchup. We are trying to pay off some
credit card bills that developed over
the years.

b 1600
Mr. Chairman, we are trying to make

sure we conduct defense procurement
on a very strict, businesslike basis.
This amendment will upset all of those
plans. Let us defeat this amendment,
as we did in the full committee, on a
strong bipartisan vote and guarantee
that the flyers, the pilots, the aviators,
the warriors of just a few years from
now will have the best equipment pos-
sible should they be required to risk
their life in the defense of our Nation.
I oppose the amendment and ask for a
no vote.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY].

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

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I demand a
recorded vote and, pending that, I
make the point of order that a quorum
is not present.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, further proceedings on the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] will be post-
poned.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

SEQUENTIAL VOTES POSTPONED IN COMMITTEE
OF THE WHOLE

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 453, proceedings will now
resume on those amendments on which
further proceedings were postponed in
the following order:

Amendment No. 14 offered by the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY];
amendment No. 17 offered by the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY].

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes
the time for any electronic vote after
the first vote in this series.

AMENDMENT NO. 14 OFFERED BY MR. OBEY

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on the amendment No. 14 offered by the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY]
on which further proceedings were
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate the
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 143, noes 285,
not voting 6, as follows:

[Roll No. 240]

AYES—143

Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Beilenson
Berman
Blumenauer
Boucher
Brown (CA)
Brown (OH)
Brownback
Bryant (TX)
Bunn
Campbell
Castle
Chabot
Chapman
Clay
Clayton
Coble
Coburn
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Condit
Conyers
Coyne
Cummings
Danner
DeFazio
DeLauro
Dellums
Dingell
Doggett
Dooley
Duncan
Durbin
Ehlers
Engel
Ensign
Eshoo
Evans
Fattah
Filner
Flake
Foglietta
Foley
Ford
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Furse

Ganske
Gejdenson
Gibbons
Gunderson
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Heineman
Hinchey
Hoekstra
Inglis
Jackson (IL)
Jacobs
Johnson (SD)
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Klug
LaFalce
Levin
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney
Markey
Matsui
McCarthy
McDermott
McKinney
Meehan
Menendez
Meyers
Miller (CA)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Morella
Nadler
Neal
Neumann
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Owens
Pallone
Pastor

Payne (NJ)
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pomeroy
Porter
Poshard
Ramstad
Rangel
Reed
Riggs
Rivers
Rohrabacher
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Sanders
Sanford
Sawyer
Schroeder
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Shays
Skaggs
Smith (MI)
Stark
Stenholm
Stockman
Stokes
Studds
Stupak
Thurman
Torres
Towns
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Volkmer
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Williams
Woolsey
Wynn
Yates
Zimmer

NOES—285

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allard
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bentsen
Bereuter
Bevill
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Brewster
Browder
Brown (FL)
Bryant (TN)
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cardin
Chambliss

Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clement
Clinger
Clyburn
Coleman
Collins (GA)
Combest
Cooley
Costello
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis
de la Garza
Deal
DeLay
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dixon
Doolittle
Dornan
Doyle
Dreier
Dunn
Edwards
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fawell
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Fields (TX)
Flanagan
Forbes
Fowler

Fox
Franks (CT)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Frost
Funderburk
Gallegly
Gekas
Gephardt
Geren
Gilchrest
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Green (TX)
Greene (UT)
Greenwood
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hancock
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Herger
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hobson
Hoke
Holden
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
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Istook
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Johnston
Jones
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kildee
Kim
King
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Lantos
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Livingston
Longley
Lucas
Manton
Manzullo
Martinez
Martini
Mascara
McCollum
McCrery
McHale
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
McNulty
Meek

Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)
Molinari
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Moran
Murtha
Myers
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Ortiz
Orton
Oxley
Packard
Parker
Paxon
Payne (VA)
Peterson (FL)
Pickett
Pombo
Portman
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Regula
Richardson
Roberts
Roemer
Rogers
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose
Roth
Sabo
Salmon
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Scott
Seastrand
Shadegg

Shaw
Shuster
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stearns
Stump
Talent
Tanner
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Tejeda
Thomas
Thompson
Thornberry
Thornton
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Torricelli
Traficant
Visclosky
Vucanovich
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Ward
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zeliff

NOT VOTING—6

Bilbray
Gillmor

Hayes
Lincoln

McDade
Schumer

b 1623

Mr. GREENWOOD, Mr. HANCOCK,
and Ms. MILLENDER-McDONALD
changed their vote from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

Messrs. BERMAN. TORRES, INGLIS
of South Carolina, and CASTLE
changed their vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the amendment was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Chairman, during roll-
call vote No. 240 on H.R. 3610 I was unavoid-
able detained. Had I been present, I would
have voted ‘‘aye’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 17 OFFERED BY MR. OBEY

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on amendment number 17 offered by
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
OBEY] on which further proceedings
were postponed and on which the
‘‘noes’’ prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate the
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The CHAIRMAN. This is a 5-minute

vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice and there were—ayes 126, noes 299,
not voting 9, as follows.

[Roll No. 241]

AYES—126

Baldacci
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Beilenson
Bentsen
Berman
Blumenauer
Borski
Brown (CA)
Brown (OH)
Brownback
Bryant (TX)
Bunn
Campbell
Clay
Coble
Coburn
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Conyers
Cooley
Coyne
Cummings
Danner
DeFazio
DeLauro
Dellums
Deutsch
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle
Duncan
Durbin
Ehlers
Engel
English
Eshoo
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Flake
Foglietta

Ford
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Furse
Ganske
Gephardt
Gibbons
Goodlatte
Green (TX)
Gutierrez
Heineman
Hilliard
Hoekstra
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jacobs
Johnson (SD)
Johnston
Kanjorski
Kennedy (MA)
Kleczka
Klug
Lantos
Levin
Lewis (GA)
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney
Markey
Martini
McCarthy
McDermott
McKinney
Meehan
Miller (CA)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Morella
Nadler

Neal
Neumann
Obey
Olver
Owens
Payne (NJ)
Pelosi
Porter
Ramstad
Rangel
Rivers
Rohrabacher
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Sanders
Schroeder
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Shays
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Stark
Stockman
Stokes
Studds
Tiahrt
Torres
Towns
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Woolsey
Wynn
Yates
Zimmer

NOES—299

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allard
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Bevill
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Boucher
Brewster
Browder
Brown (FL)
Bryant (TN)
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cardin
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chapman

Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clayton
Clement
Clinger
Clyburn
Coleman
Collins (GA)
Combest
Condit
Costello
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis
de la Garza
Deal
DeLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dixon
Dooley
Doolittle
Dornan
Dreier
Dunn
Edwards
Ehrlich
Emerson
Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Fields (TX)
Flanagan
Foley
Forbes
Fowler
Fox

Franks (CT)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Frost
Funderburk
Gallegly
Gejdenson
Gekas
Geren
Gilchrest
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Greene (UT)
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hancock
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Herger
Hilleary
Hinchey
Hobson
Hoke
Holden
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook

Jefferson
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kim
King
Kingston
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaFalce
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
Longley
Lucas
Manton
Manzullo
Mascara
Matsui
McCollum
McCrery
McHale
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
McNulty
Meek
Menendez
Metcalf
Meyers
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)
Molinari

Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Moran
Murtha
Myers
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Ortiz
Orton
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Parker
Pastor
Paxon
Payne (VA)
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickett
Pombo
Pomeroy
Portman
Poshard
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Reed
Regula
Richardson
Riggs
Roberts
Roemer
Rogers
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose
Roth
Sabo
Salmon
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Scott

Seastrand
Shadegg
Shaw
Shuster
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stearns
Stenholm
Stump
Stupak
Talent
Tanner
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Tejeda
Thomas
Thompson
Thornberry
Thornton
Thurman
Torkildsen
Torricelli
Traficant
Volkmer
Vucanovich
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Ward
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zeliff

NOT VOTING—9

Bilbray
Gillmor
Hayes

Johnson (CT)
Lincoln
Martinez

McDade
Schumer
Williams

b 1630

Mr. DEUTSCH and Mr. BRYANT of
Texas changed their vote from ‘‘no’’ to
‘‘aye.’’

So the amendment was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr. Chair-

man, on rollcall No. 241, I was unavoidably
detained. Had I been present, I would have
voted ‘‘no’’.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Chairman, during roll-
call vote No. 241 on H.R. 3610 I was unavoid-
ably detained. Had I been present, I would
have voted ‘‘aye.’’

AMENDMENT NO. 19 OFFERED BY MR. OBEY

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on amendment No. 19 offered by the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY]
on which further proceedings were
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate the
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.
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A recorded vote was ordered.
The CHAIRMAN. This is a 5-minute

vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 119, noes 307,
not voting 8, as follows:

[Roll No 242]

AYES—119

Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Beilenson
Blumenauer
Bonior
Borski
Brown (CA)
Brown (OH)
Brownback
Campbell
Cardin
Chapman
Clay
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Conyers
Cooley
Coyne
Cummings
Danner
DeFazio
Dellums
Deutsch
Dingell
Doyle
Duncan
Durbin
Ehlers
Engel
English
Eshoo
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Flake
Foglietta
Ford
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)

Furse
Gephardt
Gunderson
Gutierrez
Hilliard
Hoekstra
Holden
Jackson (IL)
Jacobs
Johnston
Kanjorski
Kennedy (MA)
Kleczka
Klink
Klug
LaFalce
Lantos
Lewis (GA)
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney
Markey
Mascara
McCarthy
McDermott
McHale
McKinney
Meehan
Menendez
Miller (CA)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Morella
Nadler
Neal
Neumann
Oberstar
Obey

Olver
Owens
Pallone
Payne (NJ)
Pelosi
Petri
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Rivers
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanders
Sawyer
Schroeder
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Shays
Skaggs
Smith (MI)
Stark
Stokes
Studds
Stupak
Torres
Towns
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Williams
Woolsey
Wynn
Yates
Zimmer

NOES—307

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allard
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berman
Bevill
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Boucher
Brewster
Browder
Brown (FL)
Bryant (TN)
Bryant (TX)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady

Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clayton
Clement
Clinger
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Coleman
Collins (GA)
Combest
Condit
Costello
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis
Deal
DeLauro
DeLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Dornan
Dreier
Dunn
Edwards
Ehrlich
Emerson
Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Fazio

Fields (LA)
Fields (TX)
Flanagan
Foley
Forbes
Fowler
Fox
Franks (CT)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Frost
Funderburk
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Geren
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Green (TX)
Greene (UT)
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hancock
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hinchey

Hobson
Hoke
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kim
King
Kingston
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Longley
Lucas
Manton
Manzullo
Martinez
Martini
Matsui
McCollum
McCrery
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh

McKeon
McNulty
Meek
Metcalf
Meyers
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)
Molinari
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Moran
Murtha
Myers
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Nussle
Ortiz
Orton
Oxley
Packard
Parker
Pastor
Paxon
Payne (VA)
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Pickett
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Reed
Regula
Richardson
Riggs
Roberts
Roemer
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose
Roth
Royce
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer

Schiff
Scott
Seastrand
Shadegg
Shaw
Shuster
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stearns
Stenholm
Stockman
Stump
Talent
Tanner
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Tejeda
Thomas
Thompson
Thornberry
Thornton
Thurman
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Torricelli
Traficant
Visclosky
Volkmer
Vucanovich
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Ward
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zeliff

NOT VOTING—8

Bilbray
de la Garza
Gillmor

Hayes
Lincoln
McDade

Norwood
Schumer

b 1639

Mr. ROYCE and Mr. JOHNSON of
South Dakota changed their vote from
‘‘aye’’ to ‘no.’’

So the amendment was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Chairman, during roll-
call vote No. 242 on H.R. 3610, I was un-
avoidably detained. Had I been present, I
would have voted ‘‘aye.’’

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any other
amendments to title IV?

If not, the Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

TITLE V
REVOLVING AND MANAGEMENT FUNDS

DEFENSE BUSINESS OPERATIONS FUND

For the Defense Business Operations Fund;
$947,900,000.

NATIONAL DEFENSE SEALIFT FUND

For National Defense Sealift Fund pro-
grams (including the development and acqui-
sition of lighterage), projects, and activities,
and for expenses of the National Defense Re-
serve Fleet, as established by section 11 of
the Merchant Ship Sales Act of 1946 (50
U.S.C. App. 1744); $1,904,002,000, to remain

available until expended: Provided, That
none of the funds provided in this paragraph
shall be used to award a new contract that
provides for the acquisition of any of the fol-
lowing major components unless such com-
ponents are manufactured in the United
States: auxiliary equipment, including
pumps, for all shipboard services; propulsion
system components (that is; engines, reduc-
tion gears, and propellers); shipboard cranes;
and spreaders for shipboard cranes: Provided
further, That the exercise of an option in a
contract awarded through the obligation of
previously appropriated funds shall not be
considered to be the award of a new contract:
Provided further, That the Secretary of the
military department responsible for such
procurement may waive these restrictions on
a case-by-case basis by certifying in writing
to the Committees on Appropriations of the
House of Representatives and the Senate,
that adequate domestic supplies are not
available to meet Department of Defense re-
quirements on a timely basis and that such
an acquisition must be made in order to ac-
quire capability for national security pur-
poses: Provided further, That of the funds ap-
propriated in this paragraph, $781,000,000
shall not be obligated or expended until au-
thorized by law.

TITLE VI
OTHER DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

PROGRAMS
DEFENSE HEALTH PROGRAM

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
for medical and health care programs of the
Department of Defense, as authorized by law;
$9,667,658,000, of which $9,398,188,000 shall be
for Operation and maintenance, of which not
to exceed three percent shall remain avail-
able until September 30, 1998; and of which
$269,470,000, to remain available for obliga-
tion until September 30, 1999, shall be for
Procurement: Provided, That notwithstand-
ing any other provision of law, of the funds
provided under this heading, the Secretary of
Defense is directed to use and obligate, with-
in thirty days of enactment of this Act, not
less than $3,400,000 only to permit private
sector or non-Federal physicians who have
used and will use the antibacterial treat-
ment method based upon the excretion of
dead and decaying spherical bacteria to work
in conjunction with the Walter Reed Army
Medical Center on a treatment protocol and
related studies for Desert Storm Syndrome
affected veterans.

CHEMICAL, AGENTS AND MUNITIONS
DESTRUCTION, DEFENSE

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary for the destruction of the United
States stockpile of lethal chemical agents
and munitions in accordance with the provi-
sions of section 1412 of the Department of
Defense Authorization Act, 1986 (50 U.S.C.
1521), and for the destruction of other chemi-
cal warfare materials that are not in the
chemical weapon stockpile, $799,847,000, of
which $477,947,000 shall be for Operation and
maintenance, $273,600,000 shall be for Pro-
curement to remain available until Septem-
ber 30, 1999, and $48,300,000 shall be for Re-
search, development, test and evaluation to
remain available until September 30, 1998.

DRUG INTERDICTION AND COUNTER-DRUG
ACTIVITIES, DEFENSE

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For drug interdiction and counter-drug ac-
tivities of the Department of Defense, for
transfer to appropriations available to the
Department of Defense for military person-
nel of the reserve components serving under
the provisions of title 10 and title 32, United
States Code; for Operation and maintenance;
for Procurement; and for Research, develop-
ment, test and evaluation; $774,724,000: Pro-
vided, That the funds appropriated by this
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paragraph shall be available for obligation
for the same time period and for the same
purpose as the appropriation to which trans-
ferred: Provided further, That the transfer au-
thority provided in this paragraph is in addi-
tion to any transfer authority contained
elsewhere in this Act: Provided further, That
of the funds appropriated in this paragraph,
$92,000,000 shall not be obligated or expended
until authorized by law.

OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL

For expenses and activities of the Office of
the Inspector General in carrying out the
provisions of the Inspector General Act of
1978, as amended; $138,501,000, of which
$136,502,000 shall be for Operation and main-
tenance, of which not to exceed $400,000 is
available for emergencies and extraordinary
expenses to be expended on the approval or
authority of the Inspector General, and pay-
ments may be made on his certificate of ne-
cessity for confidential military purposes;
and of which $2,000,000, to remain available
until September 30, 1999, shall be for Pro-
curement.

TITLE VII
RELATED AGENCIES

CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY RETIREMENT
AND DISABILITY SYSTEM FUND

For payment to the Central Intelligence
Agency Retirement and Disability System
Fund, to maintain proper funding level for
continuing the operation of the Central In-
telligence Agency Retirement and Disability
System; $196,400,000.

INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY MANAGEMENT
ACCOUNT

For necessary expenses of the Intelligence
Community Management Account;
$149,555,000.
PAYMENT TO KAHO’OLAWE ISLAND CONVEY-

ANCE, REMEDIATION, AND ENVIRONMENTAL
RESTORATION FUND

For payment to Kaho’olawe Island Convey-
ance, Remediation, and Environmental Res-
toration Fund, as authorized by law;
$10,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida (during the
reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent that the remainder of
title V, title VI and title VII be consid-
ered as read, printed in the RECORD,
and open to amendment at any point.

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

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. Are there any

amendments to that portion of the
bill?

If not, the Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

TITLE VIII

GENERAL PROVISIONS

SEC. 8001. No part of any appropriation
contained in this Act shall be used for pub-
licity or propaganda purposes not authorized
by the Congress.

SEC. 8002. During the current fiscal year,
provisions of law prohibiting the payment of
compensation to, or employment of, any per-
son not a citizen of the United States shall
not apply to personnel of the Department of
Defense: Provided, That salary increases
granted to direct and indirect hire foreign
national employees of the Department of De-
fense funded by this Act shall not be at a
rate in excess of the percentage increase au-
thorized by law for civilian employees of the
Department of Defense whose pay is com-
puted under the provisions of section 5332 of

title 5, United States Code, or at a rate in ex-
cess of the percentage increase provided by
the appropriate host nation to its own em-
ployees, whichever is higher: Provided fur-
ther, That this section shall not apply to De-
partment of Defense foreign service national
employees serving at United States diplo-
matic missions whose pay is set by the De-
partment of State under the Foreign Service
Act of 1980: Provided further, That the limita-
tions of this provision shall not apply to for-
eign national employees of the Department
of Defense in the Republic of Turkey.

SEC. 8003. No part of any appropriation
contained in this Act shall remain available
for obligation beyond the current fiscal year,
unless expressly so provided herein.

SEC. 8004. No more than 20 per centum of
the appropriations in this Act which are lim-
ited for obligation during the current fiscal
year shall be obligated during the last two
months of the fiscal year: Provided, That this
section shall not apply to obligations for
support of active duty training of reserve
components or summer camp training of the
Reserve Officers’ Training Corps.

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

SEC. 8005. Upon determination by the Sec-
retary of Defense that such action is nec-
essary in the national interest, he may, with
the approval of the Office of Management
and Budget, transfer not to exceed
$2,000,000,000 of working capital funds of the
Department of Defense or funds made avail-
able in this Act to the Department of De-
fense for military functions (except military
construction) between such appropriations
or funds or any subdivision thereof, to be
merged with and to be available for the same
purposes, and for the same time period, as
the appropriation or fund to which trans-
ferred: Provided, That such authority to
transfer may not be used unless for higher
priority items, based on unforeseen military
requirements, than those for which origi-
nally appropriated and in no case where the
item for which funds are requested has been
denied by Congress: Provided further, That
the Secretary of Defense shall notify the
Congress promptly of all transfers made pur-
suant to this authority or any other author-
ity in this Act: Provided further, That no part
of the funds in this Act shall be available to
prepare or present a request to the Commit-
tees on Appropriations for reprogramming of
funds, unless for higher priority items, based
on unforeseen military requirements, than
those for which originally appropriated and
in no case where the item for which re-
programming is requested has been denied by
the Congress.

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

SEC. 8006. During the current fiscal year,
cash balances in working capital funds of the
Department of Defense established pursuant
to section 2208 of title 10, United States
Code, may be maintained in only such
amounts as are necessary at any time for
cash disbursements to be made from such
funds: Provided, That transfers may be made
between such funds and the ‘‘Foreign Cur-
rency Fluctuations, Defense’’ and ‘‘Oper-
ation and Maintenance’’ appropriation ac-
counts in such amounts as may be deter-
mined by the Secretary of Defense, with the
approval of the Office of Management and
Budget, except that such transfers may not
be made unless the Secretary of Defense has
notified the Congress of the proposed trans-
fer. Except in amounts equal to the amounts
appropriated to working capital funds in this
Act, no obligations may be made against a
working capital fund to procure or increase
the value of war reserve material inventory,
unless the Secretary of Defense has notified
the Congress prior to any such obligation.

SEC. 8007. Funds appropriated by this Act
may not be used to initiate a special access

program without prior notification 30 cal-
endar days in session in advance to the con-
gressional defense committees.

SEC. 8008. None of the funds contained in
this Act available for the Civilian Health and
Medical Program of the Uniformed Services
shall be available for payments to physicians
and other non-institutional health care pro-
viders in excess of the amounts allowed in
fiscal year 1996 for similar services, except
that: (a) for services for which the Secretary
of Defense determines an increase is justified
by economic circumstances, the allowable
amounts may be increased in accordance
with appropriate economic index data simi-
lar to that used pursuant to title XVIII of
the Social Security Act; and (b) for services
the Secretary determines are overpriced
based on allowable payments under title
XVIII of the Social Security Act, the allow-
able amounts shall be reduced by not more
than 15 percent (except that the reduction
may be waived if the Secretary determines
that it would impair adequate access to
health care services for beneficiaries). The
Secretary shall solicit public comment prior
to promulgating regulations to implement
this section. Such regulations shall include a
limitation, similar to that used under title
XVIII of the Social Security Act, on the ex-
tent to which a provider may bill a bene-
ficiary an actual charge in excess of the al-
lowable amount.

SEC. 8009. None of the funds provided in
this Act shall be available to initiate (1) a
multiyear contract that employs economic
order quantity procurement in excess of
$20,000,000 in any one year of the contract or
that includes an unfunded contingent liabil-
ity in excess of $20,000,000, or (2) a contract
for advance procurement leading to a
multiyear contract that employs economic
order quantity procurement in excess of
$20,000,000 in any one year, unless the con-
gressional defense committees have been no-
tified at least thirty days in advance of the
proposed contract award: Provided, That no
part of any appropriation contained in this
Act shall be available to initiate a multiyear
contract for which the economic order quan-
tity advance procurement is not funded at
least to the limits of the Government’s li-
ability: Provided further, That no part of any
appropriation contained in this Act shall be
available to initiate multiyear procurement
contracts for any systems or component
thereof if the value of the multiyear con-
tract would exceed $500,000,000 unless specifi-
cally provided in this Act: Provided further,
That no multiyear procurement contract can
be terminated without 10-day prior notifica-
tion to the congressional defense commit-
tees: Provided further, That the execution of
multiyear authority shall require the use of
a present value analysis to determine lowest
cost compared to an annual procurement.

Funds appropriated in title III of this Act
may be used for multiyear procurement con-
tracts as follows:

Javelin missiles;
Army Tactical Missile System (ATACMS);
MK19–3 grenade machine guns;
M16A2 rifles;
M249 Squad Automatic Weapons;
M4 carbine rifles; and
M240B machine guns.
SEC. 8010. Within the funds appropriated

for the operation and maintenance of the
Armed Forces, funds are hereby appropriated
pursuant to section 401 of title 10, United
States Code, for humanitarian and civic as-
sistance costs under chapter 20 of title 10,
United States Code. Such funds may also be
obligated for humanitarian and civic assist-
ance costs incidental to authorized oper-
ations and pursuant to authority granted in
section 401 of chapter 20 of title 10, United
States Code, and these obligations shall be
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reported to Congress on September 30 of each
year: Provided, That funds available for oper-
ation and maintenance shall be available for
providing humanitarian and similar assist-
ance by using Civic Action Teams in the
Trust Territories of the Pacific Islands and
freely associated states of Micronesia, pursu-
ant to the Compact of Free Association as
authorized by Public Law 99–239: Provided
further, That upon a determination by the
Secretary of the Army that such action is
beneficial for graduate medical education
programs conducted at Army medical facili-
ties located in Hawaii, the Secretary of the
Army may authorize the provision of medi-
cal services at such facilities and transpor-
tation to such facilities, on a nonreimburs-
able basis, for civilian patients from Amer-
ican Samoa, the Commonwealth of the
Northern Mariana Islands, the Marshall Is-
lands, the Federated States of Micronesia,
Palau, and Guam.

SEC. 8011. (a) During fiscal year 1997, the ci-
vilian personnel of the Department of De-
fense may not be managed on the basis of
any end-strength, and the management of
such personnel during that fiscal year shall
not be subject to any constraint or limita-
tion (known as an end-strength) on the num-
ber of such personnel who may be employed
on the last day of such fiscal year.

(b) The fiscal year 1998 budget request for
the Department of Defense as well as all jus-
tification material and other documentation
supporting the fiscal year 1998 Department of
Defense budget request shall be prepared and
submitted to the Congress as if subsections
(a) and (b) of this provision were effective
with regard to fiscal year 1998.

(c) Nothing in this section shall be con-
strued to apply to military (civilian) techni-
cians.

SEC. 8012. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, none of the funds made avail-
able by this Act shall be used by the Depart-
ment of Defense to exceed, outside the fifty
United States, its territories, and the Dis-
trict of Columbia, 125,000 civilian workyears:
Provided, That workyears shall be applied as
defined in the Federal Personnel Manual:
Provided further, That workyears expended in
dependent student hiring programs for dis-
advantaged youths shall not be included in
this workyear limitation.

SEC. 8013. None of the funds made available
by this Act shall be used in any way, directly
or indirectly, to influence congressional ac-
tion on any legislation or appropriation mat-
ters pending before the Congress.

SEC. 8014. (a) None of the funds appro-
priated by this Act shall be used to make
contributions to the Department of Defense
Education Benefits Fund pursuant to section
2006(g) of title 10, United States Code, rep-
resenting the normal cost for future benefits
under section 3015(c) of title 38, United
States Code, for any member of the armed
services who, on or after the date of enact-
ment of this Act—

(1) enlists in the armed services for a pe-
riod of active duty of less than three years;
or

(2) receives an enlistment bonus under sec-
tion 308a or 308f of title 37, United States
Code,

nor shall any amounts representing the nor-
mal cost of such future benefits be trans-
ferred from the Fund by the Secretary of the
Treasury to the Secretary of Veterans Af-
fairs pursuant to section 2006(d) of title 10,
United States Code; nor shall the Secretary
of Veterans Affairs pay such benefits to any
such member: Provided, That in the case of a
member covered by clause (1), these limita-
tions shall not apply to members in combat
arms skills or to members who enlist in the
armed services on or after July 1, 1989, under

a program continued or established by the
Secretary of Defense in fiscal year 1991 to
test the cost-effective use of special recruit-
ing incentives involving not more than nine-
teen noncombat arms skills approved in ad-
vance by the Secretary of Defense: Provided
further, That this subsection applies only to
active components of the Army.

(b) None of the funds appropriated by this
Act shall be available for the basic pay and
allowances of any member of the Army par-
ticipating as a full-time student and receiv-
ing benefits paid by the Secretary of Veter-
ans Affairs from the Department of Defense
Education Benefits Fund when time spent as
a full-time student is credited toward com-
pletion of a service commitment: Provided,
That this subsection shall not apply to those
members who have reenlisted with this op-
tion prior to October 1, 1987: Provided further,
That this subsection applies only to active
components of the Army.

SEC. 8015. None of the funds appropriated
by this Act shall be available to convert to
contractor performance an activity or func-
tion of the Department of Defense that, on
or after the date of enactment of this Act, is
performed by more than ten Department of
Defense civilian employees until a most effi-
cient and cost-effective organization analy-
sis is completed on such activity or function
and certification of the analysis is made to
the Committees on Appropriations of the
House of Representatives and the Senate:
Provided, That this section shall not apply to
a commercial or industrial type function of
the Department of Defense that: (1) is in-
cluded on the procurement list established
pursuant to section 2 of the Act of June 25,
1938 (41 U.S.C. 47), popularly referred to as
the Javits-Wagner-O’Day Act; (2) is planned
to be converted to performance by a quali-
fied nonprofit agency for the blind or by a
qualified nonprofit agency for other severely
handicapped individuals in accordance with
that Act; or (3) is planned to be converted to
performance by a qualified firm under 51 per-
cent Native American ownership.

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

SEC. 8016. Funds appropriated in title III of
this Act for the Department of Defense Pilot
Mentor-Protege Program may be transferred
to any other appropriation contained in this
Act solely for the purpose of implementing a
Mentor-Protege Program developmental as-
sistance agreement pursuant to section 831
of the National Defense Authorization Act
for Fiscal Year 1991 (Public Law 101–510; 10
U.S.C. 2301 note), as amended, under the au-
thority of this provision or any other trans-
fer authority contained in this Act.

SEC. 8017. None of the funds in this Act
may be available for the purchase by the De-
partment of Defense (and its departments
and agencies) of welded shipboard anchor and
mooring chain 4 inches in diameter and
under unless the anchor and mooring chain
are manufactured in the United States from
components which are substantially manu-
factured in the United States: Provided, That
for the purpose of this section manufactured
will include cutting, heat treating, quality
control, testing of chain and welding (includ-
ing the forging and shot blasting process):
Provided further, That for the purpose of this
section substantially all of the components
of anchor and mooring chain shall be consid-
ered to be produced or manufactured in the
United States if the aggregate cost of the
components produced or manufactured in the
United States exceeds the aggregate cost of
the components produced or manufactured
outside the United States: Provided further,
That when adequate domestic supplies are
not available to meet Department of Defense
requirements on a timely basis, the Sec-
retary of the service responsible for the pro-

curement may waive this restriction on a
case-by-case basis by certifying in writing to
the Committees on Appropriations that such
an acquisition must be made in order to ac-
quire capability for national security pur-
poses.

SEC. 8018. None of the funds appropriated
by this Act available for the Civilian Health
and Medical Program of the Uniformed Serv-
ices (CHAMPUS) shall be available for the
reimbursement of any health care provider
for inpatient mental health service for care
received when a patient is referred to a pro-
vider of inpatient mental health care or resi-
dential treatment care by a medical or
health care professional having an economic
interest in the facility to which the patient
is referred: Provided, That this limitation
does not apply in the case of inpatient men-
tal health services provided under the pro-
gram for the handicapped under subsection
(d) of section 1079 of title 10, United States
Code, provided as partial hospital care, or
provided pursuant to a waiver authorized by
the Secretary of Defense because of medical
or psychological circumstances of the pa-
tient that are confirmed by a health profes-
sional who is not a Federal employee after a
review, pursuant to rules prescribed by the
Secretary, which takes into account the ap-
propriate level of care for the patient, the in-
tensity of services required by the patient,
and the availability of that care.

SEC. 8019. Funds available in this Act may
be used to provide transportation for the
next-of-kin of individuals who have been
prisoners of war or missing in action from
the Vietnam era to an annual meeting in the
United States, under such regulations as the
Secretary of Defense may prescribe.

SEC. 8020. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, during the current fiscal year,
the Secretary of Defense may, by Executive
Agreement, establish with host nation gov-
ernments in NATO member states a separate
account into which such residual value
amounts negotiated in the return of United
States military installations in NATO mem-
ber states may be deposited, in the currency
of the host nation, in lieu of direct monetary
transfers to the United States Treasury: Pro-
vided, That such credits may be utilized only
for the construction of facilities to support
United States military forces in that host
nation, or such real property maintenance
and base operating costs that are currently
executed through monetary transfers to such
host nations: Provided further, That the De-
partment of Defense’s budget submission for
fiscal year 1998 shall identify such sums an-
ticipated in residual value settlements, and
identify such construction, real property
maintenance or base operating costs that
shall be funded by the host nation through
such credits: Provided further, That all mili-
tary construction projects to be executed
from such accounts must be previously ap-
proved in a prior Act of Congress: Provided
further, That each such Executive Agreement
with a NATO member host nation shall be
reported to the congressional defense com-
mittees, the Committee on International Re-
lations of the House of Representatives and
the Committee on Foreign Relations of the
Senate thirty days prior to the conclusion
and endorsement of any such agreement es-
tablished under this provision.

SEC. 8021. None of the funds available to
the Department of Defense may be used to
demilitarize or dispose of M–1 Carbines, M–1
Garand rifles, M–14 rifles, .22 caliber rifles, or
M–1911 pistols.

SEC. 8022. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, none of the funds appropriated
by this Act shall be available to pay more
than 50 percent of an amount paid to any
person under section 308 of title 37, United
States Code, in a lump sum.
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SEC. 8023. None of the funds appropriated

by this Act shall be available for payments
under the Department of Defense contract
with the Louisiana State University Medical
Center involving the use of cats for Brain
Missile Wound Research, and the Depart-
ment of Defense shall not make payments
under such contract from funds obligated
prior to the date of the enactment of this
Act, except as necessary for costs incurred
by the contractor prior to the enactment of
this Act: Provided, That funds necessary for
the care of animals covered by this contract
are allowed.

SEC. 8024. None of the funds provided in
this Act or any other Act shall be available
to conduct bone trauma research at any
Army Research Laboratory until the Sec-
retary of the Army certifies that the syn-
thetic compound to be used in the experi-
ments is of such a type that its use will re-
sult in a significant medical finding, the re-
search has military application, the research
will be conducted in accordance with the
standards set by an animal care and use
committee, and the research does not dupli-
cate research already conducted by a manu-
facturer or any other research organization.

SEC. 8025. No more than $500,000 of the
funds appropriated or made available in this
Act shall be used for any single relocation of
an organization, unit, activity or function of
the Department of Defense into or within the
National Capital Region: Provided, That the
Secretary of Defense may waive this restric-
tion on a case-by-case basis by certifying in
writing to the Committees on Appropria-
tions of the House of Representatives and
Senate that such a relocation is required in
the best interest of the Government.

SEC. 8026. During the current fiscal year,
funds appropriated or otherwise available for
any Federal agency, the Congress, the judi-
cial branch, or the District of Columbia may
be used for the pay, allowances, and benefits
of an employee as defined by section 2105 of
title 5 or an individual employed by the gov-
ernment of the District of Columbia, perma-
nent or temporary indefinite, who—

(1) is a member of a Reserve component of
the Armed Forces, as described in section 261
of title 10, or the National Guard, as de-
scribed in section 101 of title 32;

(2) performs, for the purpose of providing
military aid to enforce the law or providing
assistance to civil authorities in the protec-
tion or saving of life or property or preven-
tion of injury—

(A) Federal service under section 331, 332,
333, or 12406 of title 10, or other provision of
law, as applicable, or

(B) full-time military service for his State,
the District of Columbia, the Commonwealth
of Puerto Rico, or a territory of the United
States; and

(3) requests and is granted—
(A) leave under the authority of this sec-

tion; or
(B) annual leave, which may be granted

without regard to the provisions of sections
5519 and 6323(b) of title 5, if such employee is
otherwise entitled to such annual leave:

Provided, That any employee who requests
leave under subsection (3)(A) for service de-
scribed in subsection (2) of this section is en-
titled to such leave, subject to the provisions
of this section and of the last sentence of
section 6323(b) of title 5, and such leave shall
be considered leave under section 6323(b) of
title 5.

SEC. 8027. None of the funds appropriated
by this Act shall be available to perform any
cost study pursuant to the provisions of OMB
Circular A–76 if the study being performed
exceeds a period of twenty-four months after
initiation of such study with respect to a
single function activity or forty-eight

months after initiation of such study for a
multi-function activity.

SEC. 8028. Funds appropriated by this Act
for the American Forces Information Service
shall not be used for any national or inter-
national political or psychological activities.

SEC. 8029. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law or regulation, the Secretary of
Defense may adjust wage rates for civilian
employees hired for certain health care occu-
pations as authorized for the Secretary of
Veterans Affairs by section 7455 of title 38,
United States Code.

SEC. 8030. None of the funds appropriated
or made available in this Act shall be used to
reduce or disestablish the operation of the
53rd Weather Reconnaissance Squadron of
the Air Force Reserve, if such action would
reduce the WC–130 Weather Reconnaissance
mission below the levels funded in this Act.

SEC. 8031. (a) Of the funds for the procure-
ment of supplies or services appropriated by
this Act, qualified nonprofit agencies for the
blind or other severely handicapped shall be
afforded the maximum practicable oppor-
tunity to participate as subcontractors and
suppliers in the performance of contracts let
by the Department of Defense.

(b) During the current fiscal year, a busi-
ness concern which has negotiated with a
military service or defense agency a sub-
contracting plan for the participation by
small business concerns pursuant to section
8(d) of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C.
637(d)) shall be given credit toward meeting
that subcontracting goal for any purchases
made from qualified nonprofit agencies for
the blind or other severely handicapped.

(c) For the purpose of this section, the
phrase ‘‘qualified nonprofit agency for the
blind or other severely handicapped’’ means
a nonprofit agency for the blind or other se-
verely handicapped that has been approved
by the Committee for the Purchase from the
Blind and Other Severely Handicapped under
the Javits-Wagner-O’Day Act (41 U.S.C. 46–
48).

SEC. 8032. During the current fiscal year,
net receipts pursuant to collections from
third party payers pursuant to section 1095 of
title 10, United States Code, shall be made
available to the local facility of the uni-
formed services responsible for the collec-
tions and shall be over and above the facili-
ty’s direct budget amount.

SEC. 8033. During the current fiscal year,
the Department of Defense is authorized to
incur obligations of not to exceed $350,000,000
for purposes specified in section 2350j(c) of
title 10, United States Code, in anticipation
of receipt of contributions, only from the
Government of Kuwait, under that section:
Provided, That, upon receipt, such contribu-
tions from the Government of Kuwait shall
be credited to the appropriation or fund
which incurred such obligations.

SEC. 8034. Of the funds made available in
this Act, not less than $22,700,000 shall be
available for the Civil Air Patrol, of which
$15,426,000 shall be available for Operation
and Maintenance.

SEC. 8035. (a) None of the funds appro-
priated in this Act are available to establish
a new Department of Defense Federally
Funded Research and Development Center
(FFRDC), either as a new entity, or as a sep-
arate entity administered by an organization
managing another FFRDC, or as a nonprofit
membership corporation consisting of a con-
sortium of other FFRDCs and other non-
profit entities.

(b) LIMITATION ON COMPENSATION.—No
member of a Board of Directors, Trustees,
Overseers, Advisory Group, Special Issues
Panel, Visiting Committee, or any similar
entity of a defense FFRDC, and no paid con-
sultant to any defense FFRDC, may be com-
pensated for his or her services as a member

of such entity, or as a paid consultant, ex-
cept under the same conditions, and to the
same extent, as members of the Defense
Science Board: Provided, That a member of
any such entity referred to previously in this
subsection shall be allowed travel expenses
and per diem as authorized under the Federal
Joint Travel Regulations, when engaged in
the performance of membership duties.

(c) Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, none of the funds available to the De-
partment of Defense from any source during
fiscal year 1997 may be used by a defense
FFRDC, through a fee or other payment
mechanism, for charitable contributions, for
construction of new buildings, for payment
of cost sharing for projects funded by govern-
ment grants, or for absorption of contract
overruns.

SEC. 8036. None of the funds appropriated
or made available in this Act shall be used to
procure carbon, alloy or armor steel plate for
use in any Government-owned facility or
property under the control of the Depart-
ment of Defense which were not melted and
rolled in the United States or Canada: Pro-
vided, That these procurement restrictions
shall apply to any and all Federal Supply
Class 9515, American Society of Testing and
Materials (ASTM) or American Iron and
Steel Institute (AISI) specifications of car-
bon, alloy or armor steel plate: Provided fur-
ther, That the Secretary of the military de-
partment responsible for the procurement
may waive this restriction on a case-by-case
basis by certifying in writing to the Commit-
tees on Appropriations of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Senate that adequate
domestic supplies are not available to meet
Department of Defense requirements on a
timely basis and that such an acquisition
must be made in order to acquire capability
for national security purposes: Provided fur-
ther, That these restrictions shall not apply
to contracts which are in being as of the date
of enactment of this Act.

SEC. 8037. For the purposes of this Act, the
term ‘‘congressional defense committees’’
means the National Security Committee of
the House of Representatives, the Armed
Services Committee of the Senate, the sub-
committee on Defense of the Committee on
Appropriations of the Senate, and the sub-
committee on National Security of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations of the House of
Representatives.

SEC. 8038. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, during the current fiscal year,
the Department of Defense may acquire the
modification, depot maintenance and repair
of aircraft, vehicles and vessels as well as the
production of components and other Defense-
related articles, through competition be-
tween Department of Defense depot mainte-
nance activities and private firms: Provided,
That the Senior Acquisition Executive of the
military department or defense agency con-
cerned, with power of delegation, shall cer-
tify that successful bids include comparable
estimates of all direct and indirect costs for
both public and private bids: Provided further,
That Office of Management and Budget Cir-
cular A–76 shall not apply to competitions
conducted under this section.

SEC. 8039. (a)(1) If the Secretary of Defense,
after consultation with the United States
Trade Representative, determines that a for-
eign country which is party to an agreement
described in paragraph (2) has violated the
terms of the agreement by discriminating
against certain types of products produced in
the United States that are covered by the
agreement, the Secretary of Defense shall re-
scind the Secretary’s blanket waiver of the
Buy American Act with respect to such
types of products produced in that foreign
country.

(2) An agreement referred to in paragraph
(1) is any reciprocal defense procurement
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memorandum of understanding, between the
United States and a foreign country pursu-
ant to which the Secretary of Defense has
prospectively waived the Buy American Act
for certain products in that country.

(b) The Secretary of Defense shall submit
to Congress a report on the amount of De-
partment of Defense purchases from foreign
entities in fiscal year 1997. Such report shall
separately indicate the dollar value of items
for which the Buy American Act was waived
pursuant to any agreement described in sub-
section (a)(2), the Trade Agreement Act of
1979 (19 U.S.C. 2501 et seq.), or any inter-
national agreement to which the United
States is a party.

(c) For purposes of this section, the term
‘‘Buy American Act’’ means title III of the
Act entitled ‘‘An Act making appropriations
for the Treasury and Post Office Depart-
ments for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1934, and for other purposes’’, approved
March 3, 1933 (41 U.S.C. 10a et seq.).

SEC. 8040. Appropriations contained in this
Act that remain available at the end of the
current fiscal year as a result of energy cost
savings realized by the Department of De-
fense shall remain available for obligation
for the next fiscal year to the extent, and for
the purposes, provided in section 2865 of title
10, United States Code.

SEC. 8041. During the current fiscal year
and hereafter, voluntary separation incen-
tives payable under 10 U.S.C. 1175 may be
paid in such amounts as are necessary from
the assets of the Voluntary Separation In-
centive Fund established by section
1175(h)(1).

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

SEC. 8042. Amounts deposited during the
current fiscal year to the special account es-
tablished under 40 U.S.C. 485(h)(2) and to the
special account established under 10 U.S.C.
2667(d)(1) are appropriated and shall be avail-
able until transferred by the Secretary of
Defense to current applicable appropriations
or funds of the Department of Defense under
the terms and conditions specified by 40
U.S.C. 485(h)(2) (A) and (B) and 10 U.S.C.
2667(d)(1)(B), to be merged with and to be
available for the same time period and the
same purposes as the appropriation to which
transferred.

SEC. 8043. During the current fiscal year,
appropriations available to the Department
of Defense may be used to reimburse a mem-
ber of a reserve component of the Armed
Forces who is not otherwise entitled to trav-
el and transportation allowances and who oc-
cupies transient government housing while
performing active duty for training or inac-
tive duty training: Provided, That such mem-
bers may be provided lodging in kind if tran-
sient government quarters are unavailable as
if the member was entitled to such allow-
ances under subsection (a) of section 404 of
title 37, United States Code: Provided further,
That if lodging in kind is provided, any au-
thorized service charge or cost of such lodg-
ing may be paid directly from funds appro-
priated for operation and maintenance of the
reserve component of the member concerned.

SEC. 8044. The President shall include with
each budget for a fiscal year submitted to
the Congress under section 1105 of title 31,
United States Code, materials that shall
identify clearly and separately the amounts
requested in the budget for appropriation for
that fiscal year for salaries and expenses re-
lated to administrative activities of the De-
partment of Defense, the military depart-
ments, and the Defense Agencies.

SEC. 8045. During the current fiscal year,
amounts contained in the Department of De-
fense Overseas Military Facility Investment
Recovery Account established by section
2921(c)(1) of the National Defense Authoriza-

tion Act of 1991 (Public Law 101–510; 10 U.S.C.
2687 note) shall be available until expended
for the payments specified by section
2921(c)(2) of that Act.

SEC. 8046. During the current fiscal year
and hereafter, annual payments granted
under the provisions of section 4416 of the
National Defense Authorization Act for Fis-
cal Year 1993 (Public Law 102–428; 106 Stat.
2714) shall be made from appropriations in
this Act which are available for the pay of
reserve component personnel.

SEC. 8047. Of the funds appropriated or oth-
erwise made available by this Act, not more
than $119,200,000 shall be available for pay-
ment of the operating costs of NATO Head-
quarters: Provided, That the Secretary of De-
fense may waive this section for Department
of Defense support provided to NATO forces
in and around the former Yugoslavia.

SEC. 8048. During the current fiscal year,
appropriations which are available to the De-
partment of Defense for operation and main-
tenance may be used to purchase items hav-
ing an investment item unit cost of not more
than $100,000.

SEC. 8049. During the current fiscal year
and hereafter, appropriations available for
the pay and allowances of active duty mem-
bers of the Armed Forces shall be available
to pay the retired pay which is payable pur-
suant to section 4403 of Public Law 102–484
(10 U.S.C. 1293 note) under the terms and con-
ditions provided in section 4403.

SEC. 8050. (a) During the current fiscal
year, none of the appropriations or funds
available to the Defense Business Operations
Fund shall be used for the purchase of an in-
vestment item for the purpose of acquiring a
new inventory item for sale or anticipated
sale during the current fiscal year or a sub-
sequent fiscal year to customers of the De-
fense Business Operations Fund if such an
item would not have been chargeable to the
Defense Business Operations Fund during fis-
cal year 1994 and if the purchase of such an
investment item would be chargeable during
the current fiscal year to appropriations
made to the Department of Defense for pro-
curement.

(b) The fiscal year 1998 budget request for
the Department of Defense as well as all jus-
tification material and other documentation
supporting the fiscal year 1998 Department of
Defense budget shall be prepared and submit-
ted to the Congress on the basis that any
equipment which was classified as an end
item and funded in a procurement appropria-
tion contained in this Act shall be budgeted
for in a proposed fiscal year 1998 procure-
ment appropriation and not in the supply
management business area or any other area
or category of the Defense Business Oper-
ations Fund.

SEC. 8051. None of the funds provided in
this Act shall be available for use by a Mili-
tary Department to modify an aircraft,
weapon, ship or other item of equipment,
that the Military Department concerned
plans to retire or otherwise dispose of within
five years after completion of the modifica-
tion: Provided, That this prohibition shall
not apply to safety modifications: Provided
further, That this prohibition may be waived
by the Secretary of a Military Department if
the Secretary determines it is in the best na-
tional security interest of the United States
to provide such waiver and so notifies the
congressional defense committees in writing.

SEC. 8052. None of the funds appropriated
by this Act for programs of the Central In-
telligence Agency shall remain available for
obligation beyond the current fiscal year, ex-
cept for funds appropriated for the Reserve
for Contingencies, which shall remain avail-
able until September 30, 1998.

SEC. 8053. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, funds made available in this

Act for the Defense Intelligence Agency may
be used for the design, development, and de-
ployment of General Defense Intelligence
Program intelligence communications and
intelligence information systems for the
Services, the Unified and Specified Com-
mands, and the component commands.

SEC. 8054. (a) HIGH PERFORMANCE COMPUT-
ING MODERNIZATION PROGRAM.—Of the funds
appropriated in this Act under the heading
‘‘Procurement, Defense-Wide’’, $143,235,000
shall be made available for the High Per-
formance Computing Modernization Pro-
gram (referred to in this section as the ‘‘pro-
gram’’). Of the funds appropriated in this Act
under the heading ‘‘Research, Development,
Test and Evaluation, Defense-Wide’’,
$61,380,000 shall be made available for the
program. Of the total funds made available
for the program pursuant to this subsection,
$20,000,000 shall be for the Army High Per-
formance Computing Research Center.

(b) IMPLEMENTATION OF PROGRAM.—The
procurement funds made available for the
program pursuant to subsection (a) shall be
used only for the procurement of computer
hardware and ancillary equipment for the
high performance computing facilities of the
Department of Defense.

(c) ANNUAL PUBLICATION OF PROGRAM
PLANS.—Hereafter, the Secretary of Defense
shall annually prepare, and make available
to the public, an updated and unclassified
program plan and program implementation
plan.

(d) REDUCTION OF ACQUISITION DELAYS.—
Hereafter, the Secretary of Defense shall
take such actions as may be necessary to
minimize delays in the acquisition of com-
puter hardware under the program.

SEC. 8055. Amounts collected for the use of
the facilities of the National Science Center
for Communications and Electronics during
the current fiscal year pursuant to section
1459(g) of the Department of Defense Author-
ization Act, 1986 and deposited to the special
account established under subsection
1459(g)(2) of that Act are appropriated and
shall be available until expended for the op-
eration and maintenance of the Center as
provided for in subsection 1459(g)(2).

SEC. 8056. None of the funds appropriated in
this Act may be used to fill the commander’s
position at any military medical facility
with a health care professional unless the
prospective candidate can demonstrate pro-
fessional administrative skills.

SEC. 8057. (a) None of the funds appro-
priated in this Act may be expended by an
entity of the Department of Defense unless
the entity, in expending the funds, complies
with the Buy American Act. For purposes of
this subsection, the term ‘‘Buy American
Act’’ means title III of the Act entitled ‘‘An
Act making appropriations for the Treasury
and Post Office Departments for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1934, and for other pur-
poses’’, approved March 3, 1933 (41 U.S.C. 10a
et seq.).

(b) If the Secretary of Defense determines
that a person has been convicted of inten-
tionally affixing a label bearing a ‘‘Made in
America’’ inscription to any product sold in
or shipped to the United States that is not
made in America, the Secretary shall deter-
mine, in accordance with section 2410f of
title 10, United States Code, whether the per-
son should be debarred from contracting
with the Department of Defense.

(c) In the case of any equipment or prod-
ucts purchased with appropriations provided
under this Act, it is the sense of the Congress
that any entity of the Department of De-
fense, in expending the appropriation, pur-
chase only American-made equipment and
products, provided that American-made
equipment and products are cost-competi-
tive, quality-competitive, and available in a
timely fashion.
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SEC. 8058. None of the funds appropriated

by this Act shall be available for a contract
for studies, analyses, or consulting services
entered into without competition on the
basis of an unsolicited proposal unless the
head of the activity responsible for the pro-
curement determines—

(1) as a result of thorough technical eval-
uation, only one source is found fully quali-
fied to perform the proposed work, or

(2) the purpose of the contract is to explore
an unsolicited proposal which offers signifi-
cant scientific or technological promise, rep-
resents the product of original thinking, and
was submitted in confidence by one source,
or

(3) the purpose of the contract is to take
advantage of unique and significant indus-
trial accomplishment by a specific concern,
or to insure that a new product or idea of a
specific concern is given financial support:

Provided, That this limitation shall not
apply to contracts in an amount of less than
$25,000, contracts related to improvements of
equipment that is in development or produc-
tion, or contracts as to which a civilian offi-
cial of the Department of Defense, who has
been confirmed by the Senate, determines
that the award of such contract is in the in-
terest of the national defense.

SEC. 8059. Funds appropriated by this Act
for intelligence activities are deemed to be
specifically authorized by the Congress for
purposes of section 504 of the National Secu-
rity Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 414) during fiscal
year 1997 until the enactment of the Intel-
ligence Authorization Act for fiscal year
1997.

SEC. 8060. (a) None of the funds made avail-
able by this Act may be obligated for design,
development, acquisition, or operation of
more than 47 Titan IV expendable launch ve-
hicles, or for satellite mission-model plan-
ning for a Titan IV requirement beyond 47
vehicles.

(b) $59,600,000 made available in this Act
for Research, Development, Test and Evalua-
tion, Air Force, may only be obligated for
development of a new family of medium-lift
and heavy-lift expendable launch vehicles
evolved from existing technologies.

SEC. 8061. None of the funds available to
the Department of Defense in this Act may
be used to establish additional field operat-
ing agencies of any element of the Depart-
ment during fiscal year 1997, except for field
operating agencies funded within the Na-
tional Foreign Intelligence Program: Pro-
vided, That the Secretary of Defense may
waive this section by certifying to the House
and Senate Committees on Appropriations
that the creation of such field operating
agencies will reduce either the personnel
and/or financial requirements of the Depart-
ment of Defense.

SEC. 8062. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, for resident classes entering
the war colleges after September 30, 1997, the
Department of Defense shall require that not
less than 20 percent of the total of United
States military students at each war college
shall be from military departments other
than the hosting military department: Pro-
vided, That each military department will
recognize the attendance at a sister military
department war college as the equivalent of
attendance at its own war college for pro-
motion and advancement of personnel.

SEC. 8063. None of the funds provided in
this Act may be obligated for payment on
new contracts on which allowable costs
charged to the government include payments
for individual compensation at a rate in ex-
cess of $250,000 per year.

SEC. 8064. None of the funds available in
this Act may be used to reduce the author-
ized positions for military (civilian) techni-

cians of the Army National Guard, the Air
National Guard, Army Reserve and Air Force
Reserve for the purpose of applying any ad-
ministratively imposed civilian personnel
ceiling, freeze, or reduction on military (ci-
vilian) technicians, unless such reductions
are a direct result of a reduction in military
force structure.

SEC. 8065. None of the funds appropriated
or otherwise made available in this Act may
be obligated or expended for assistance to
the Democratic People’s Republic of North
Korea unless specifically appropriated for
that purpose.

SEC. 8066. During the current fiscal year,
funds appropriated in this Act are available
to compensate members of the National
Guard for duty performed pursuant to a plan
submitted by a Governor of a State and ap-
proved by the Secretary of Defense under
section 112 of title 32, United States Code:
Provided, That during the performance of
such duty, the members of the National
Guard shall be under State command and
control: Provided further, That such duty
shall be treated as full-time National Guard
duty for purposes of sections 12602 (a)(2) and
(b)(2) of title 10, United States Code.

SEC. 8067. Funds appropriated in this Act
for operation and maintenance of the Mili-
tary Departments, Unified and Specified
Commands and Defense Agencies shall be
available for reimbursement of pay, allow-
ances and other expenses which would other-
wise be incurred against appropriations for
the National Guard and Reserve when mem-
bers of the National Guard and Reserve pro-
vide intelligence support to Unified Com-
mands, Defense Agencies and Joint Intel-
ligence Activities, including the activities
and programs included within the General
Defense Intelligence Program and the Con-
solidated Cryptologic Program: Provided,
That nothing in this section authorizes devi-
ation from established Reserve and National
Guard personnel and training procedures.

SEC. 8068. During the current fiscal year,
none of the funds appropriated in this Act
may be used to reduce the civilian medical
and medical support personnel assigned to
military treatment facilities below the Sep-
tember 30, 1996 level.

SEC. 8069. All refunds or other amounts col-
lected in the administration of the Civilian
Health and Medical Program of the Uni-
formed Services (CHAMPUS) shall be cred-
ited to current year appropriations.

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

SEC. 8070. None of the funds appropriated in
this Act may be transferred to or obligated
from the Pentagon Reservation Maintenance
Revolving Fund, unless the Secretary of De-
fense certifies that the total cost for the
planning, design, construction and installa-
tion of equipment for the renovation of the
Pentagon Reservation will not exceed
$1,218,000,000.

SEC. 8071. (a) None of the funds available to
the Department of Defense for any fiscal
year for drug interdiction or counter-drug
activities may be transferred to any other
department or agency of the United States
except as specifically provided in an appro-
priations law.

(b) None of the funds available to the
Central Intelligence Agency for any fiscal
year for drug interdiction and counter-drug
activities may be transferred to any other
department or agency of the United States
except as specifically provided in an appro-
priations law.

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

SEC. 8072. Appropriations available in this
Act under the heading ‘‘Operation and Main-
tenance, Defense-Wide’’ for increasing en-
ergy and water efficiency in Federal build-
ings may, during their period of availability,

be transferred to other appropriations or
funds of the Department of Defense for
projects related to increasing energy and
water efficiency, to be merged with and to be
available for the same general purposes, and
for the same time period, as the appropria-
tion or fund to which transferred.

SEC. 8073. None of the funds appropriated
by this Act may be used for the procurement
of ball and roller bearings other than those
produced by a domestic source and of domes-
tic origin: Provided, That the Secretary of
the military department responsible for such
procurement may waive this restriction on a
case-by-case basis by certifying in writing to
the Committees on Appropriations of the
House of Representatives and the Senate,
that adequate domestic supplies are not
available to meet Department of Defense re-
quirements on a timely basis and that such
an acquisition must be made in order to ac-
quire capability for national security pur-
poses.

SEC. 8074. None of the funds in this Act
may be used to purchase any supercomputer
which is not manufactured in the United
States, unless the Secretary of Defense cer-
tifies to the congressional defense commit-
tees that such an acquisition must be made
in order to acquire capability for national se-
curity purposes that is not available from
United States manufacturers.

SEC. 8075. None of the funds appropriated
by this Act shall be available to lease or
charter a vessel in excess of seventeen
months (inclusive of any option periods) to
transport fuel or oil for the Department of
Defense if the vessel was constructed after
October 1, 1995 unless the Secretary of De-
fense requires that the vessel be constructed
in the United States with a double hull
under the long-term lease or charter author-
ity provided in section 2401 note of title 10,
United States Code: Provided, That this limi-
tation shall not apply to contracts in force
on the date of enactment of this Act: Pro-
vided further, That by 1997 at least 20 percent
of annual leases and charters must be for
ships of double hull design constructed after
October 1, 1995 if available in numbers suffi-
cient to satisfy this requirement: Provided
further, That the Military Sealift Command
shall plan to achieve the goal of eliminating
single hull ship leases by the year 2015.

SEC. 8076. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision in this Act, the total amount appro-
priated in this Act is hereby reduced by
$500,000,000 to reflect savings from reduced
carryover of activities funded through the
Defense Business Operations Fund, to be dis-
tributed as follows: ‘‘Operation and Mainte-
nance, Army’’, $60,000,000; and ‘‘Operation
and Maintenance, Navy’’, $440,000,000.

SEC. 8077. During the current fiscal year,
the Army shall use the former George Air
Force Base as the airhead for the National
Training Center at Fort Irwin: Provided,
That none of the funds in this Act shall be
obligated or expended to transport Army
personnel into Edwards Air Force Base for
training rotations at the National Training
Center.

SEC. 8078. (a) The Secretary of Defense
shall submit, on a quarterly basis, a report
to the congressional defense committees, the
Committee on International Relations of the
House of Representatives and the Committee
on Foreign Relations of the Senate setting
forth all costs (including incremental costs)
incurred by the Department of Defense dur-
ing the preceding quarter in implementing
or supporting resolutions of the United Na-
tions Security Council, including any such
resolution calling for international sanc-
tions, international peacekeeping oper-
ations, and humanitarian missions under-
taken by the Department of Defense. The
quarterly report shall include an aggregate
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of all such Department of Defense costs by
operation or mission.

(b) The Secretary of Defense shall detail in
the quarterly reports all efforts made to seek
credit against past United Nations expendi-
tures and all efforts made to seek compensa-
tion from the United Nations for costs in-
curred by the Department of Defense in im-
plementing and supporting United Nations
activities.

SEC. 8079. (a) LIMITATION ON TRANSFER OF
DEFENSE ARTICLES AND SERVICES.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, none of
the funds available to the Department of De-
fense for the current fiscal year may be obli-
gated or expended to transfer to another na-
tion or an international organization any de-
fense articles or services (other than intel-
ligence services) for use in the activities de-
scribed in subsection (b) unless the congres-
sional defense committees, the Committee
on International Relations of the House of
Representatives, and the Committee on For-
eign Relations of the Senate are notified 15
days in advance of such transfer.

(b) COVERED ACTIVITIES.—(1) This section
applies to—

(A) any international peacekeeping or
peace-enforcement operation under the au-
thority of chapter VI or chapter VII of the
United Nations Charter under the authority
of a United Nations Security Council resolu-
tion; and

(B) any other international peacekeeping,
peace-enforcement, or humanitarian assist-
ance operation.

(c) REQUIRED NOTICE.—A notice under sub-
section (a) shall include the following:

(1) A description of the equipment, sup-
plies, or services to be transferred.

(2) A statement of the value of the equip-
ment, supplies, or services to be transferred.

(3) In the case of a proposed transfer of
equipment or supplies—

(A) a statement of whether the inventory
requirements of all elements of the Armed
Forces (including the reserve components)
for the type of equipment or supplies to be
transferred have been met; and

(B) a statement of whether the items pro-
posed to be transferred will have to be re-
placed and, if so, how the President proposes
to provide funds for such replacement.

SEC. 8080. None of the funds available to
the Department of Defense shall be obligated
or expended to make a financial contribution
to the United Nations for the cost of an Unit-
ed Nations peacekeeping activity (whether
pursuant to assessment or a voluntary con-
tribution) or for payment of any United
States arrearage to the United Nations.

SEC. 8081. None of the funds available to
the Department of Defense under this Act
shall be obligated or expended to pay a con-
tractor under a contract with the Depart-
ment of Defense for costs of any amount paid
by the contractor to an employee when—

(1) such costs are for a bonus or otherwise
in excess of the normal salary paid by the
contractor to the employee; and

(2) such bonus is part of restructuring costs
associated with a business combination.

SEC. 8082. The amount otherwise provided
by this Act for ‘‘Operation and Maintenance,
Air Force’’ is hereby reduced by $195,000,000,
to reflect a reduction in the passthrough to
the Air Force business areas of the Defense
Business Operations Fund.

SEC. 8083. None of the funds provided in
title II of this Act for ‘‘Former Soviet Union
Threat Reduction’’ may be obligated or ex-
pended to finance housing for any individual
who was a member of the military forces of
the Soviet Union or for any individual who is
or was a member of the military forces of the
Russian Federation.

SEC. 8084. Beginning in fiscal year 1997 and
thereafter, and notwithstanding any other

provision of law, fixed and mobile tele-
communications support shall be provided by
the White House Communications Agency
(WHCA) to the United States Secret Service
(USSS), without reimbursement, in connec-
tion with the Secret Service’s duties directly
related to the protection of the President or
the Vice President or other officer imme-
diately next in order of succession to the of-
fice of the President at the White House Se-
curity Complex in the Washington, D.C. Met-
ropolitan Area and Camp David, Maryland.
For these purposes, the White House Secu-
rity Complex includes the White House, the
White House grounds, the Old Executive Of-
fice Building, the New Executive Office
Building, the Blair House, the Treasury
Building, and the Vice President’s Residence
at the Naval Observatory: Provided, That
funds made available to the WHCA (or any
successor agency) for support services for the
President from funds appropriated for the
Department of Defense for any fiscal year
(beginning with fiscal year 1997) may be used
only for the provision of telecommunications
support to the President and Vice President
and related elements (as defined in regula-
tions of that agency and specified by the
President with respect to particular individ-
uals within those related elements).

SEC. 8085. For purposes of section 1553(b) of
title 31, United States Code, any subdivision
of appropriations made in this Act under the
heading ‘‘Shipbuilding and Conversion,
Navy’’ shall be considered to be for the same
purpose as any subdivision under the heading
‘‘Shipbuilding and Conversion, Navy’’ appro-
priations in any prior year, and the one per-
cent limitation shall apply to the total
amount of the appropriation.

SEC. 8086. During the current fiscal year,
and notwithstanding 31 U.S.C. 1552(a), funds
appropriated under the heading ‘‘Aircraft
Procurement, Air Force’’ in Public Laws 102–
172 and 102–396 which were available and obli-
gated for the B–2 aircraft program shall re-
main available for expenditure and for ad-
justing obligations for such program until
September 30, 2002.

SEC. 8087. During the current fiscal year, in
the case of an appropriation account of the
Department of Defense for which the period
of availability for obligation has expired or
which has closed under the provisions of sec-
tion 1552 of title 31, United States Code, and
which has a negative unliquidated or unex-
pended balance, an obligation or an adjust-
ment of an obligation may be charged to any
current appropriation account for the same
purpose as the expired or closed account if—

(1) the obligation would have been properly
chargeable (except as to amount) to the ex-
pired or closed account before the end of the
period of availability or closing of that ac-
count;

(2) the obligation is not otherwise properly
chargeable to any current appropriation ac-
count of the Department of Defense; and

(3) in the case of an expired account, the
obligation is not chargeable to a current ap-
propriation of the Department of Defense
under the provisions of section 1405(b)(8) of
the National Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 1991, Public Law 101–510, as
amended (31 U.S.C. 1551 note): Provided, That
in the case of an expired account, if subse-
quent review or investigation discloses that
there was not in fact a negative unliquidated
or unexpended balance in the account, any
charge to a current account under the au-
thority of this section shall be reversed and
recorded against the expired account: Pro-
vided further, That the total amount charged
to a current appropriation under this section
may not exceed an amount equal to one per-
cent of the total appropriation for that ac-
count.

SEC. 8088. During the current fiscal year
the Marine Security Guard Program shall be

administered under the terms and conditions
of the March 29, 1994 Memorandum of Under-
standing between the Department of Defense
and the Department of State concerning
such program and the Department of State
shall continue to pay, or provide reimburse-
ment for, Marine Security Guard costs which
are the responsibility of the State Depart-
ment under the provisions of such Memoran-
dum.

SEC. 8089. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision in this Act, the total amount appro-
priated in this Act is hereby reduced by
$350,000,000 to reflect savings from improved
management of spare and repair parts inven-
tories of the Department of Defense, to be
distributed as follows: ‘‘Operation and Main-
tenance, Army’’, $91,000,000; ‘‘Operation and
Maintenance, Navy’’, $32,600,000; and ‘‘Oper-
ation and Maintenance, Air Force’’,
$226,400,000.

SEC. 8090. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, the Air Force shall not intro-
duce any new supplier for the remaining pro-
duction units for the AN/ALE–47 Counter-
measure Dispenser System.

SEC. 8091. In applying section 9005 of the
Department of Defense Appropriations Act,
1993 (Public Law 102–396)—

(1) synthetic fabric and coated synthetic
fabric shall be deemed to include synthetic
fiber and yarn and their products; and

(2) such section shall (notwithstanding sec-
tion 34 of Public Law 93–400) be treated as
being applicable to contracts and sub-
contracts for the procurement of commercial
items that are articles or items, specialty
metals, or tools covered by that section 9005.

SEC. 8092. TRADE-OFF STUDY OF CURRENT
AND FUTURE DEEP-STRIKE CAPABILITIES.—

(1) The Secretary of Defense shall carry
out the deep-strike tradeoff study announced
by the President to study tradeoffs between
bombers, land and sea-based tactical air-
craft, and missiles capable of striking tar-
gets in an enemy’s rear area.

(2) The Secretary of Defense shall establish
an ad hoc review committee under the aus-
pices of the Defense Science Board to estab-
lish the methodological approach to the
tradeoff study, to establish a broad range of
stressing scenarios of interest, and to review
assumptions regarding the analyses to be
conducted.

(3) The ad hoc review committee to be es-
tablished under paragraph (2) shall include
among its members analysts who have per-
formed or participated in bomber trade-off
analysis, retired military personnel with
broad experience in recent conventional war-
fare operations, and experts on the logistics
of both initial deployment and sustaining
support. These members shall be selected
without regard for current service on the De-
fense Science Board.

(4) After submitting its recommendations
for the conduct of the deep-strike tradeoff
study to the Secretary of Defense, the ad hoc
review committee shall continue to meet
regularly to review preliminary results of
the analysis and to recommend additional
variations in assumptions that may be re-
quired to illuminate particular force trade-
off issues.

SEC. 8093. TACTICAL AIRCRAFT REQUIREMENT
STUDY.—The Secretary of Defense and the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff shall
carry out a joint study under the direct su-
pervision of the Joint Requirements Over-
sight Council (JROC) assessing future tac-
tical aircraft requirements across service ju-
risdictions. This study shall determine the
best and most affordable mix of weapon sys-
tems to carry out different mission areas and
shall include recommendations for changes
to the planned numbers and types of tactical
aircraft to be developed and procured over
the next ten years if appropriate. Such re-
port shall be submitted to the Congressional
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defense committees no later than March 30,
1997.

SEC. 8094. (a) CONSIDERATION OF PERCENT-
AGE OF WORK PERFORMED IN THE UNITED
STATES.—None of the funds available to the
Department of Defense under this Act may
be obligated or expended to evaluate sealed
bids and competitive proposals for a contract
for the procurement of property or services
except when it is made known to the Federal
official having authority to obligate or ex-
pend such funds that—

(1) a factor in such evaluation is the per-
centage of work under the contract that the
bidder or offeror plans to perform in the
United States; and

(2) a high importance is assigned to such
factor.

(b) BREACH OF CONTRACT FOR TRANSFER-
RING WORK OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES.—
None of the funds available to the Depart-
ment of Defense under this Act may be obli-
gated or expended to procure property or
services except when it is made known to the
Federal official having authority to obligate
or expend such funds that each contract for
the procurement of property or services in-
cludes a clause providing that the contractor
is deemed to have breached the contract if
the contractor performs less work in the
United States than the contractor stated, in
its response to the solicitation for the con-
tract, that it planned to perform in the Unit-
ed States.

(c) INELIGIBILITY FOR CONTRACT RENEWAL.—
(1) None of the funds available to the Depart-
ment of Defense under this Act may be obli-
gated or expended to renew a covered con-
tract when it is made known to the Federal
official having authority to obligate or ex-
pend such funds that the amount of work
performed outside the United States under
the covered contract exceeded the maximum
amount of work that the contractor was ex-
pected to perform outside the United States,
based on the amount of work that the con-
tractor stated, in its response to the solicita-
tion for the contract, that it planned to per-
form inside the United States.

(2) For purposes of this section, a covered
contract is a contract for the procurement of
property or services that is made pursuant
to a solicitation described in subsection (a).

(d) WAIVER.—Subsections (a), (b), and (c)
shall not apply with respect to funds avail-
able to the Department of Defense under this
Act when it is made known to the Federal of-
ficial having authority to obligate or expend
such funds that an emergency situation or
the national security interests of the United
States requires the obligation or expenditure
of such funds.

(e) EXCEPTION FOR CONTRACTS BELOW SIM-
PLIFIED ACQUISITION THRESHOLD.—This sec-
tion does not apply to contracts for amounts
not greater than the simplified acquisition
threshold (as specified in section 2302(7) of
title 10, United States Code).

(f) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section shall
apply with respect to contracts entered into
more than 60 days after the date of the en-
actment of this Act.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida (during the
reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent that the remainder of
title VII through page 87, line 3, be con-
sidered as read, printed in the RECORD,
and open to amendment at any point.

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

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. Are there any

amendments to that portion of the
bill?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. OBEY

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

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. Obey: Page 87,

after line 3, insert the following new section:

PROHIBITION AGAINST UNNEEDED AND HIGH
COST ACQUISITIONS

SEC. 8095. None of the funds in this Act
may be made available for any acquisition
program, project or activity under Title III
of this Act (except under the appropriation
‘‘National Guard and Reserve Equipment’’) if
it is made known to the Federal official hav-
ing authority to obligate or expend such
funds that such acquisition—

(a) has no documented military require-
ment under established Department of De-
fense procedures; and

(b) has a cost per job created of more than
$100,000 according to documentation submit-
ted to the staff of the House National Secu-
rity Committee by the military services.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I reserve a point of order on the
amendment.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I have in
my hand, as Senator McCarthy from
my home State used to say, a pork bar-
rel catalog. What happened this year is
that the authorizing committee asked
the various services at the Pentagon to
prepare a list of projects in the author-
ization bill, by Member of Congress, in-
dicating what the economic impact
would be for each of the items in the
bill in each Member’s congressional
district.
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They were also asked to estimate
how many jobs were created by the
projects in each Member’s congres-
sional district. Again, there is nothing
wrong with that. But what this amend-
ment says is very simple, and I offer it
with absolutely no expectation it will
be adopted because I understand how
much pressure thee is on this bill.

But nonetheless, the amendment
says something very simple: It simply
says if there is a project in this bill and
if the military says it has no military
value, that it has no documented mili-
tary requirement under their formal
mission needs statement process, and,
second, if it is so extremely high in
cost, as defined by this pork catalog
put together by the national security
authorizing committee, that the cost
per job of that project would exceed
$100,000, then we should not do it. That
is all it says.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. YOUNG] insist on his
point of order?

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I withdraw my reservation of the
point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order
is withdrawn.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to this amend-
ment.

I do so mainly because we are having
a hard time figuring out what the
amendment would really do or what
the effect of this amendment would be.
The way it is written, it is hard to fig-
ure that out.

I do not know what this means, who
establishes what, whether he is talking

about by law, by regulation, by policy.
We have no idea what the list is that
he is waving around over there, the list
of projects that are so-called pork
projects. This could be very disruptive
of this entire legislation which has
been crafted with great sensitivity.

But I want to make this point, and I
wish the gentleman would listen. I
have discussed it with him before.
When the members of this committee
sat down to prepare this bill to present
to the committee, the full committee
and to the House, we were extremely
cautious. We applied a number of tests.

One is, does whatever is gong into
this bill have an application to our na-
tional defense, national security or
quality of life for our military forces?

No. 2, is there a requirement for it?
And, No. 3, how do we do it, if it

should be done, in the most cost-effec-
tive way?

I can assure the gentleman from Wis-
consin that nothing in the bill that we
present today is going to fall into any
category of being a political addition
for some Member of Congress or for
some contractor. We have been ex-
tremely careful not to do that. I say
that to the gentleman with all sincer-
ity. He has waved this little booklet
around before. I do not know what is in
it and I do not know where it came
from. We certainly never asked for any
information of this type.

I would have to oppose the amend-
ment at this time.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word and in opposi-
tion to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, this sounds like a
good government amendment and we
always try to accommodate Members,
but on the other hand we make sure
that it is something that the services
need, something that is important to
the services, before we accept any
amendment.

This amendment is so widespread,
and I understand the point he is mak-
ing. We certainly never ask where the
jobs come from, we do not ask whose
district creates how many jobs. We ask
what is military implication, how does
it apply to the threat, how important
it is to our national security. That is
what we ask when we are doing any
kind of amendment to the bill.

I would ask the gentleman to give us
an opportunity to study this. This is
the first we have seen it. I have to op-
pose this as it is now. Maybe we can
work something like this out in the
bill, if the gentleman would give us an
opportunity to take a look at this
thing and work it out as we move to
conference.

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

Mr. MURTHA. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington.

Mr. DICKS. I concur with the gen-
tleman. I think we should try to work
with the gentleman from Wisconsin
[Mr. OBEY]. But the one think I do
worry about is sometimes there are oc-
casions when Congress says we want



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH6362 June 13, 1996
them to build something or buy some-
thing.

I remember the SL–7 incident where
the Navy steadfastly said, ‘‘We don’t
need to have these fast sealift ships’’
and Congress said, ‘‘Yes, you must buy
them.’’ They probably did not have a
mission statement or something like
that. Therefore, we would have not got-
ten the ships that were absolutely es-
sential to moving the forces out to the
gulf.

I worry that without knowing the
implications of this or having talked to
the Pentagon about this, and I do not
believe this amendment was offered ei-
ther in the subcommittee or in the full
committee where we would have had an
opportunity to really take a look at it.

I would not forgo the opportunity of
trying to work something out with the
gentleman, but I think this is very
dangerous when we do not know the
full implications.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, I would
ask if the gentleman would withdraw
this, give us an opportunity to look at
this amendment, see what the gen-
tleman is trying to do, and see if we
cannot work something out.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words
and rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, I want to address my
friend from Wisconsin who has held
that list up, which incidentally I have
not seen yet, but I as the chairman of
the procurement subcommittee in Na-
tional Security requested the informa-
tion from DOD that the gentleman has
in that book. I am the guy that asked
for that information. Although I have
not yet received my copy of the book,
I am glad he has got it.

But let me just say, Mr. Chairman,
that we put a request together after we
had held extensive hearings, after all
the services had come in, after the
services made their requests for what
they needed, and the chiefs of the serv-
ices requested some $15 billion in addi-
tional modernization above and beyond
what President Clinton presented for
them in his budget. When they did
that, we held extensive hearings. We
had 3 major themes. One of our themes
was first to give enough ammo to the
troops so they could carry out the two-
MRC scenario. We plused up the ammo
accounts with the Marines and with
the Army. We put in precisely, in those
ammunition accounts, what they asked
for.

Second, we wanted to arm the bomb-
ers with precision-guided munitions be-
cause we have no precision-guided mu-
nitions to speak of in our bomber force
today. We put that together.

Third, we had hearings on aviation
safety. After the crashes of the F–14s
and the AV–8Bs, we said to the Navy
and the Marine Corps, ‘‘What do you
need to make your planes safer?’’ They
said, ‘‘Here it is’’ and we went down
from there and asked the services to
give us their request. When they gave
us their requests, the bill that we built

was 95 percent, in the additions, 95 per-
cent consistent with what was re-
quested by the services. In some cases,
I believe the Navy, it was as high as 99
percent requested.

Having said that, at the same time I
thought that it was important, since
our President was going to places like
California and standing before all the
McDonnell Douglas workers and say-
ing, ‘‘My defense bill means jobs,’’ that
they should have additional informa-
tion, the rest of the story.

The rest of the story is that while the
President’s bill might mean jobs, so did
the bill that we were putting together
in the Armed Services Committee. So I
asked our staff to put together the
number of businesses and the number
of jobs that would be increased in the
defense plus-up that is manifest in the
bill before us today. We wanted that to
be put together by the same gentlemen
who put together the President’s brag
sheet that he was using at McDonnell
Douglas in California and other places.

That is a fact. It is a fact that de-
fense spending is different from foreign
aid spending, for example, in that it
does produce jobs in the defense indus-
trial base and the Members of this
House have a right to know what that
is. But if the gentleman is implying
that somehow we put together a list
after we had gone through and ana-
lyzed districts, that is absolutely
wrong.

The chairman of the full committee
said the most important thing we have
got here is what the services want. He
asked the services to go on record.
They went on record. We gave them
what they asked for. For example, in
the ammunition account, and the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY]
mentioned a few items himself to me
that were important items, we looked
at some of those items, and some of
them we were responsive to the request
because he was right, the services did
not need them. So we did precisely
what the services needed.

In the ammo account, for example,
every single ‘‘T’’ that was crossed and
‘‘I’’ that was dotted in type of muni-
tion was given that was requested by
the Marine Corps or by the Army.
There is nothing inappropriate about
that list. I would be happy to take a
look at it.

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

Mr. HUNTER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, the only
thing I would say to the gentleman is
that the President went out to Califor-
nia, but what he was out there talking
about is a program that enjoys biparti-
san support in the House of Represent-
atives, and that is the C–17, unques-
tioned military value. They had some
problems producing it for several
years, but they finally got their act to-
gether and it is now a very good air-
craft. I think we have got to be careful
here in trying to justify defense ex-
penditures based on companies and

jobs. If we start doing that, I think we
get into the public works scam.

Mr. HUNTER. If I could take back
my time, I agree with the gentleman,
but I think it is also important to have
the facts on the table. The facts on the
table, according to the report I have
gotten back, is the increase in defense
expenditures we put in this year, along
with making the country more secure,
provides an additional 200,000 plus jobs
above and beyond the level that the
President was talking about in Califor-
nia.

I think it is important to have a
complete record, and I might remind
my friend that the President did not
make that speech to the Joint Chiefs of
Staff or to a security group. He made it
to workers who were concerned about
their jobs. He was plainly making a
pitch to aerospace workers to the ef-
fect that the Clinton administration is
going to maintain aerospace jobs. We
say fine. We would also like to put on
the record exactly how many jobs are
created by this defense bill.

Mr. MINGE. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words
and in support of the amendment that
has been offered.

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

Mr. MINGE. I yield to the gentleman
from Wisconsin.

Mr. OBEY. I thank the gentleman for
yielding.

Mr. Chairman, let me simply say
that I will simply repeat what the
amendment does, because I do not
know how else to make clear that it is
so simple. What this amendment says
is that if there is a project in the bill
which has no documented military re-
quirement under their formal mission
needs statement process, and if any
project is so high in cost per job that it
exceeds $100,000 per job as defined by
this project which was requested by the
House authorizing committee, that
they simply not proceed with the
project. That is all it says.

I make no value judgment about any-
one’s project in this bill. This applies
to all procurement except Guard and
Reserve. All I am saying is that if
there is no mission needs statement for
the project in question, and when they
total up the total number of jobs cre-
ated by the project and divide it into
the total number of dollars for the
project, if that cost exceeds $100,000 per
job, they do not go ahead with it. It
seems to me that that is a rational
thing to do.

I did not ask each service to provide
this information. The gentleman did. I
have a copy of a letter from the Navy
to a person who I believe is his staffer,
Mr. Steve Thompson, dated May 13,
transmitting this information, so he
knows as much about it as I do.

Mr. MINGE. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to support the amendment that
has been offered. What we have here is
a commonsense proposal. There is con-
cern that common sense if applied to
the defense budget might result in
some untoward conclusion.
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Certainly we ought to let this pro-

ceed as proposed. If indeed there is
something that the Defense Depart-
ment has not been able to justify that
is in the bill, that should be justified, I
suggest that there is ample oppor-
tunity in the conference committee
process or in the Senate for the De-
fense Department to identify this.

But it certainly does not make sense
for the United States House of Rep-
resentatives to be appropriating bil-
lions of dollars or millions of dollars,
whatever it may be, for military ex-
penditures that the Defense Depart-
ment has not said are necessary. I can-
not overemphasize this. Here we are,
one day after we have passed a budget
resolution which increases the Federal
deficit from the fiscal 1996 to the fiscal
1997 years. This is an amazing result,
that the majority in this body would
increase the deficit when we are trying
to eliminate the deficit. This amend-
ment is but one humble way to try to
achieve that conclusion.
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Mr. EVERETT. Mr. Speaker I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

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

Mr. EVERETT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California, the chairman
of the procurement committee.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
my friend for getting this time for me.

Let me just say that under the for-
mula that the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin has offered, that if a job, if a par-
ticular defense job amounts to $100,000
or more per job, and if it is not re-
quested by the services that it should
not be authorized and appropriated, let
me just suggest that under the formula
he has offered the F–117 stealth aircraft
would not be with us in the numbers it
is with us today because of the fact
that program was put forth by Con-
gress over the objections of the admin-
istration and because it is such a high-
tech program it cost a lot per job.

But that aircraft did much more
work in the Desert Storm operation
than any of the conventional aircraft.
It had stealth capability. It was highly
valuable. So we have a very arbitrary
equation that the gentleman has tried
to stick in in an attempt to embarrass
the Committee on National Security,
and I am just here to tell the gen-
tleman we took requests from all the
services. We had $15 billion in requests
on system; over 95 percent commonal-
ity of the additional spending was in
fact spending that was requested by
the services, and ultimately we only
put in about $6 billion in additional
funds in modernization.

So the services requested $15 billion,
far more than we put in, we put in
about $6 billion, and our budget was
put together before that analysis was
done. We put the budget together and
we said we want to do the same thing
the President does, we want you to tell
us how many jobs are in our budget

just like he goes out and talks about
how many jobs are in his budget.

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

Mr. EVERETT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I would
ask the gentleman if it is true if there
was such an expenditure, that the ad-
ministration, the Defense Department,
could seek a rescission on it under cur-
rent law. Is that not correct?

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will continue to yield, abso-
lutely.

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

Mr. EVERETT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, what level
would the gentleman from California
feel is appropriate?

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will continue to yield, first,
here is what is appropriate to this gen-
tleman. What is appropriate to this
gentleman is to put in the Armed Serv-
ices bill what we need to defend the
country. That means we hold hearings
like the ones we had on aircraft safety,
on Army and Marine ammo, on the
needs of the Navy, on the needs of the
bomber force, and we put together a
bill that we think does that. And some-
times, as in the case of the F–117, Con-
gress is right and the Pentagon is
wrong.

When we said we need F–117’s, they
said, no, you can kill the program now.
We said, no, we need them. So we do
not always agree. But the idea the gen-
tleman has put forth that the Pentagon
is always right and that Congress can-
not have any different idea about a
weapon system, so if we are off 1 per-
cent, we are wrong, I think the idea the
gentleman puts forth is highly invalid.

I am telling the gentleman again, the
increases we put together were 95 per-
cent requested by the Army, the Air
Force, and the Marines.

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

Mr. EVERETT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, I just
hope we can come to a vote here be-
cause we are trying to get this thing
over. A lot of people have commit-
ments and so forth, and I just wonder if
we could not get a vote here.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. EVERETT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida, the chairman.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing.

I want to give one example of why I
am concerned about this amendment,
since we really have not had a chance
to totally understand its effect: The
tragedy of Secretary Ron Brown flying
in an OSA aircraft into Croatia, losing
his life and that of the crew and those
with him, because the aircraft did not
have certain types of safety equipment,
including global positioning systems.

Now, in this bill we provide money to
outfit that fleet with GPS, a safety up-
grade. Now, is that documented by
something in the service? Did the Air
Force ask for it? No. But we put it in
and we think it is a good add.

I just think we really need to know
who would do the documentation, how
will they do the documentation. I
think there are too many questions un-
answered in this, and I am like the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. MUR-
THA], I would like to move along.
Maybe we can address this in con-
ference.

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. EVERETT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. I
thank my friend for yielding.

I do not know whether this amend-
ment applies to, for instance, the $200
million that we have put in the bill,
the defense bill in the past, for breast
cancer research. Is that part of the doc-
umentation for job creation that the
gentleman is trying to get at? Is that
one of the items we will use this cri-
teria against in terms of jobs?

And my second point is what do we
mean by job creation? Does that mean
subcontracting job and sub-sub-
contracting job? There is so much am-
biguity here it is very difficult to un-
derstand what we are voting on.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Alabama [Mr. EVER-
ETT] has expired.

(On request of Mr. OBEY, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. EVERETT was
allowed to proceed for 1 additional
minute.)

Mr. EVERETT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I would
simply like to make the point that on
the item that the gentleman men-
tioned in connection with Secretary
Brown there is, in fact, a request from
the Pentagon on that point, and that
would not be covered by this amend-
ment.

Mr. EVERETT. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote
against this strictly political amend-
ment.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

The gentleman from Wisconsin is
correct, Mr. Perry changed the require-
ment just a few days ago, but up to
that point they said they do not need
this equipment and they did not put it
on these planes because of monetary
considerations.

If we had the Obey amendment in
place, if that had been the policy and
Congress had added the money, to fix
the problem it might not have been
spent. And what bothers me the most is
this looks like a line-item veto. Giving
the Defense Department the ability to
go in and pick out items it does not
want and strike them out without Con-
gress having a chance to reconsider it.
That is why I think DOD should send
up a rescission. If it is as bad as the
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gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY]
points out, they should send up a re-
scission and we should consider it.

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DICKS. I yield to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, I would make this point to
the distinguished ranking member of
the Committee on Appropriations. Is
he aware that the administration has
yet to request one dollar of funding for
the Nautilus program, that he has told
the Israelis is the highest priority for
their national security?

Is the gentleman aware there has
been no request for that funding, yet
we in this bill and the authorization
bill are taking the lead to provide that
funding?

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

Mr. DICKS. I yield to the gentleman
from Wisconsin.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, let me
simply say I find this discussion highly
interesting and entertaining. The fact
is that the item mentioned as far as
the Commerce Secretary’s plane is con-
cerned is a hypothetical with respect
to this bill. The Congress never put
that money in. This amendment does
not apply to something that Congress
does not do, it only applies to some-
thing Congress does do.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, reclaim-
ing my time, Congress thought these
planes had the equipment on them. We
could not believe the Air Force had not
put the equipment on the planes. We
gave them directives to do it. We told
them to put this equipment on and
they refused to do it.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman would continue to yield, again,
this amendment cannot make up for
congressional lack of effectiveness, but
this amendment does not attack some-
thing Congress has not done.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman. once
again reclaiming my time, I think it is
a lack of effectiveness on the part of
the Air Force and the Department of
Defense for not having put it on in the
first place. They should have known,
because the equipment is available.
They just did not do it for budgetary
reasons.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman would yield once more, the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin is hardly a
Member who always takes the advice of
the Pentagon over the services, but I
would simply say that this is an honest
attempt to try to save some money.
For every project the gentleman can
point out that might be essential to
national interest, I will show you 50
that are straight pork, and I would
urge a vote on this amendment.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, once
again reclaiming my time, I would as-
sume we could again take a look at
this list, and I think we should try to
cut these things out, if they are unnec-
essary, in the conference committee.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY].

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

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I demand a
recorded vote, and pending that, I
make a point of order that a quorum is
not present.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, further proceedings on the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] will be post-
poned.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRS. SCHROEDER

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mrs. SCHROEDER: At

the end of the bill (before the short title),
add the following new section.

SEC. . The amount of appropriations pro-
vided by this Act is hereby reduced by
$6,572,000.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent that all
debate on this amendment and all
amendments thereto close in 20 min-
utes and that the time be equally di-
vided.

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

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, re-
serving the right to object, we have
had many people say they want to
speak, but because of the confusion of
the scheduling I do not know if they
will get here or not. So I am a little
troubled about what to do on time.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, first off, I thought there had been
an agreement reached on the 20-minute
time limit, is the reason I made the re-
quest. If the gentlewoman would like
me to withdraw it, I will do so, but we
are attempting, as diligently as we can,
to complete this bill this evening, be-
cause I know that Members have com-
mitments for tomorrow.

Again, I thought we had an agree-
ment on the 20 minutes.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. chairman, re-
claiming my time, as the gentleman
knows, there are three authors to this
amendment, and so I hesitate to speak
for all three. But I think if we could
maybe not put a time limit on this one,
it would be helpful. I do not think it
will take a tremendous amount of
time. I think it is very clear what we
are doing, but I just hesitate to shut
people off if people do come over.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, if the gentlewoman will continue
to yield, as I told the gentlewoman ear-
lier in the discussion of this on the
rule, we would not attempt to deny
anyone the opportunity to speak, but
we would hope that we would get co-
operation to continue to expedite the
bill as well as we have.

Mr. Chairman, I withdraw my unani-
mous-consent request.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman,
the gentleman is indeed a gentleman
and has stuck by his word and I appre-
ciate that very, very much.

Members of this body, my amend-
ment is really quite simple. It is dif-
ferent from the one that was in the
RECORD because I just amended it to
make it in line with the distinguished
gentleman from Florida’s amendment,
the manager’s amendment, that did cut
the spending. So what my amendment
does now is what it was supposed to do
from the very beginning. We have
changed the numbers to make sure it is
right on point, and that is it lowers the
amount of this bill to what was in the
blue dog coalition budget. I am one of
the people who voted for the coalition
budget. I think newspaper editorials all
over the country backed the coalition
budget and said that this was a very
fair number.

What is this number? This number is
more than the Defense Department and
the President asked for and it is, obvi-
ously, less than what is in this bill.
this number is what the administration
requested plus 3 percent because we
care very much and want to guarantee
that the pay raise is included.

I think everyone understands one of
the most important things for any
fighting force is morale, morale, mo-
rale, morale, and whatever happens we
want to be absolutely assured that we
do not end up with a shortfall for the
pay raise. So this is the administration
plus a guarantee by the 3 percent that
there will be money for a pay raise.

Now, that still leaves megabucks and
gigabucks in the whole budget. We still
end up spending 2.5 times more than all
of our adversaries combined and, actu-
ally, we spend more than all of our al-
lies combined. And there comes a point
when we begin to say how much more
money should we throw at this.

I want to back up, however, and re-
mind people of the debate we had yes-
terday and how difficult it was to get
people to vote in the end for that budg-
et, because the budget that was adopt-
ed yesterday had a higher deficit than
the one that we had this year. Now, if
my amendment passes, it would mean
that this year’s budget deficit would be
almost equal to the one that we now
have. I mean, next year’s budget deficit
would be almost equal to the one we
have now. We would still be a couple
billion more, but is would be down
from the budget resolution that was
adopted last night.

I think when we look at the coalition
budget, when we listen to the cries of
civility and a bipartisan approach to
these things, this makes an incredible
amount of sense. This was the biparti-
san attempt to try to come together,
and it says we should be spending this
money but we also must be sure our
personnel do not get squeezed.

Now, if we cannot get a defense budg-
et that will defend this country for
that kind of money, we ought to throw
in the towel.
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Mr. Chairman, we listen every day to
debates about children who are not
doing as well, so we are going to cut
back their school lunches and cut back
this person and cut back that. But
when it comes to defense it seems no
matter what happens, it never ever
transpires that we bring it down. They
have been the sacred cows in this whole
budget debate. I have pointed out that
the British have been affected by the
mad cow disease, but this House seems
to be affected by the sacred cow disease
every time the defense budget comes to
the floor. And I think that this amend-
ment that is coauthored by the gen-
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. MINGE]
and the gentleman from Oregon [Mr.
DEFAZIO] makes a tremendous amount
of sense.

So, Mr. Chairman, I ask everyone
who voted for the coalition budget to
please stand for what we said we stand
for. And I ask every other Member to
look at this amendment with an open
mind. If Members do not think this is
enough, why is it not enough? Why can
the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Presi-
dent not be trusted with a plus-up for 3
percent just in case they are wrong?
When we look at how we are treating
every other aspect of the budget, chop,
chop, chop, chop, chop, and when we re-
alize this is over half of the discre-
tionary spending, half, that we are de-
bating today, we really need to look at
this as sensibly and reasonably as ev-
erything else.

So, Mr. Chairman, I stand here
proudly with my other two coauthors. I
certainly hope the body will adopt this
amendment. And I think what we will
find is that we will be moving forward
and it will really help the deficit. It
will put next year’s budget much more
in line this this year’s.

I urge an ‘‘aye’’ vote on this amend-
ment.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to this amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, I have a question to
begin with. The gentlewoman said that
her amendment would exempt this cut
applying to the pay for military. I have
read the amendment three or four
times now and I do not see any exemp-
tion in this amendment to exempt pay
for military.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I yield to the
gentlewoman from Colorado.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman,
basically, what I said was it was the
figure that was utilized in the coalition
budget, which was the administration
plus 3 percent. This does not exempt,
but what the purpose was, was to make
sure that there was adequate pay for
the pay raise. We wanted to make sure
that did not come out without being
covered.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I did not want anyone to mis-
understand. This did not exempt any-
thing. This could be across the board.

What would it cut? How about the $475
million that we had to add for medical
care that was identified by the Surgeon
General, a serious addition that we
made that the President did not ask
for; the billion dollars that we added
for barracks renovation and real prop-
erty at bases; $125 million for breast
cancer research and treatment?

Mr. Chairman, all of these things
would be gone, because what we would
do under her amendment was to allow
the Pentagon officials to decide where
to make these cuts. The items that I
just mentioned were not on the Penta-
gon’s list, so obviously would be on the
top of their list to cut.

So I say we should not spend any
time on this amendment. We ought to
go to a vote and defeat it soundly be-
cause it is not workable.

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

Mr. Chairman, I would like to begin
by making a brief comment on the re-
marks of the distinguished chair of the
subcommittee. I do not believe that we
are just giving this to the Pentagon to
make the decisions and acting irre-
sponsibly in that sense. We certainly
have ample opportunity in the con-
ference committee process and at the
Senate to deal with this amendment.

Second, I would note that the Chair
actually reduced the level of expendi-
tures by $500 million as a manager’s
amendment at the outset of the debate
today. And certainly this change is
parallel to the proposal in that respect.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to direct
my comments this afternoon to the
Members on both sides of the aisle who
voted against the budget resolution
last night, because we recognized in
that vote that the budget resolution
actually increased the deficit for the
1997 fiscal year.

This amendment gives those of us
who are uncomfortable with a deficit
increase an opportunity to follow
through with our concern. The Schroe-
der-Minge-DeFazio amendment would
reduce spending in the Department of
Defense appropriations by 6.58 billion.
Adoption of our amendment would re-
duce the deficit to $146 billion and
would eliminate virtually all of the in-
crease in the 1997 deficit that was pro-
posed in the budget resolution. Here we
have a chance to redeem ourselves.

This amendment would also elimi-
nate 60 percent of the increased spend-
ing above what the administration re-
quested. And I certainly think that it
behooves us to listen to the Defense
Department and the administration
when it comes to defense spending.

Mr. Chairman, we certainly would
like to think that wisdom, truth, and
justice all resides in this Chamber, but
on the other hand we cannot micro-
manage an agency of that size. I think
that if we exercise good oversight func-
tion we have played a critical role, but
to determine the exact level of expend-
iture and then increase it over what
the Defense Department has asked I
think is irresponsible.

I also am disturbed when I look at
the appropriations bill that we consid-
ered last night, which was the House
agricultural appropriations bill. We re-
duced the outlay for the U.S. Depart-
ment of Agriculture by a very substan-
tial amount over 1996 fiscal year ex-
penditure levels.

It is certainly something that needed
to be looked at, and it was done. But at
a time when we are at peace with our
former enemies in this world, the world
war is over, why is it that we need to
make an increase in defense spending
above what the Pentagon asks, and at
the same time cut expenditures in
other sectors of our economy?

I submit that this is not responsible
budgeting. We certainly ought to treat
all sectors of the budget proportion-
ately and appropriately.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to remind
every Member that this amendment
still allows for an increase in defense
spending by $5 billion over the Presi-
dent’s request. I must confess that I
am uncomfortable in doing this; how-
ever, I am a member of the blue dog co-
alition and I feel that what we at-
tempted to do in the blue dog coalition
report was to strike a balance between
what the administration requested and
what the Republican leadership is sub-
mitting.

I also feel it is only responsible to at-
tempt to avoid a veto. What sense does
it make to submit to the President a
defense appropriation which he has
said he expects to veto and then start
the shutdown dance all over again?

We certainly ought to listen to the 19
freshman Republicans who voted to
hold the line on the deficit. This is a
common sense compromise.

In closing, I would like to call to the
attention of the Members of this Cham-
ber this chart, which shows military
spending comparisons, U.S. spending
versus potential threats.

We are spending approximately 75
percent of this pie, whereas the poten-
tial threats to this country are spend-
ing approximately 25 percent of this
pie.

And when you look at what Russia is
getting in Chechnya for its defense ex-
penditures, I think you can see that
this comparison is not irrelevant.
There is no reason why we need to con-
tinue this massive level of expendi-
tures when we find that the potential
threats to this country are spending
such an insignificant amount.

And I certainly, Mr. Chairman, have
a great deal of trust in the Pentagon
and defense contractors that the
money that we are appropriating is at
least as well spent as the money that is
being appropriated in those other coun-
tries.

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

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HUNTER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I think this might be a good time
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to address this issue that we heard all
last year, and we are hearing it again
now, that we are talking about things
that the Pentagon does not want. That
is not true.

I want to unroll this scroll sometime
during the debate, and I am going to
show you several thousand items that
the Pentagon said they really needed
but could not be included in the budget
because they had a political number
that said they could not go beyond that
number.

Here is what Secretary Perry said
when he presented the fiscal year 1997
budget. He said:

If there’s more money put into the defense
budget, I would urge that it be done the
same as they did last year, which is not add
new program * * * but rather move forward
programs that are already in the budget.

That is what I asked them to do last year,
when they were putting more money in. And
by and large, they did that.

And that is what we did this year. So
do not come on the floor and try to tell
our colleagues that the military does
not need these things or does not want
them. They were given an artificial po-
litical dollar amount and they had to
abide by that. We do not have to abide
by that.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, I thank the gen-
tleman from Florida for his point, and
he makes it so well.

Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman from
Minnesota who was just talking would
just listen for 1 minute, we added in
procurement about $6 billion to the re-
quest that was made by the services.
Now, the entire approximately $40 bil-
lion in request that was made by the
services, that is about a 70-percent cut
under what we used to spend in the
Reagan years. That was all requested
by the services. So, the base budget
that was requested by the services was
approved.

We then asked the services, after Mr.
Perry said we really need an additional
$20 billion in modernization spending,
we then added $6 billion after we asked
the services what they wanted. They
came up with a list of $15 billion. The
increased $6 billion that we added was
95 percent requested by the services.

So if my friend looks at the total
procurement bill that we have before
us right now, less than 1 percent of
that bill is congressional initiatives
that were not requested by the serv-
ices. And I would just ask the gen-
tleman if he listened to the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. YOUNG], he listens to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
MURTHA] and other leaders on the com-
mittee. The gentleman says he trusts
the Pentagon. Fine. The Pentagon has
99 percent of this budget, 1 percent,
like the smart guys in Congress who
kept the F–117 Stealth program going
when the Pentagon said stop; those
were people like Mr. MURTHA, Mr.
YOUNG, and other people. Don’t you
trust your own leadership in the com-
mittee and in the Congress to even add
or even participate in 1 percent of the

defense damage, or do you want to take
a total veto from the Pentagon? What
is the answer to that? Do you trust
them?

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

Mr. HUNTER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota.

Mr. MINGE. Mr. Chairman, first I no-
tice there was a discrepancy. The gen-
tleman said it was 95 percent and now
he says it was 99 percent.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time. If the gentleman
will listen carefully to me, I am talk-
ing about 90 percent of the add-on. The
add-on is approximately $6 billion. But
that is not the $39 billion that the Pen-
tagon sent over to us under the Clinton
budget.

If the gentleman would add all of
that together, take 95 percent of the
add-on of the total procurement bill,
that is, everything we buy in the mod-
ernization accounts, roughly 1 percent
or less is done purely by congressional
initiative. All of the rest of the items
have been requested by the services.

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

Mr. HUNTER. And I would ask the
gentleman, and I have yielded to the
gentleman a lot more than he yielded
to me.

Mr. MINGE. The gentleman has
asked me a question. I have not asked
the gentleman any questions.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I want
to get the same courtesy I gave the
gentleman when he did not want to
yield. We have a budget that is 99 per-
cent put together by the Pentagon, 1
percent put together by the members
of the defense committees and the
Members of Congress. I think that is a
pretty good balance, and I think the
good judgment and wisdom of Members
like the ones who wanted to see the
changes in the aircraft that would
bring about greater safety, like those
who wanted to see greater ammunition
accounts should be listened to and re-
lied on by our fellow Members of Con-
gress. I thank the gentleman.

MODIFICATION TO AMENDMENT OFFERED BY
MRS. SCHROEDER

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent to modify the
amendment by correcting the clerical
error in the dollar figure. I confess to
the body I am a math nerd.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the modification.

The Clerk read as follows:
Modification to amendment offered by

Mrs. SCHROEDER: At the end of the bill (be-
fore the short title), add the following new
section:

SEC. . The amount of appropriations pro-
vided by this Act is hereby reduced by
$6,572,000,000.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentlewoman
from Colorado?

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Reserving the
right to object, Mr. Chairman, I would
like to point out that the effect of this
amendment is to take this from a $6

million cut to a $6 billion cut. And I
would rather deal with a $6 million cut.
But to extend the courtesies that the
gentlewoman will extend to us
throughout the day, I will not object.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman and I owe him a
plate of cookies.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentlewoman
from Colorado?

There was no objection.

b 1730

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, the question before
the Members of the House is quite sim-
ple. Will the Pentagon be exempt from
the cuts which we are going to exact on
every other part of the Government as
we move toward a balanced budget in
the year 2002, something that is abso-
lutely essential to the economic secu-
rity of our Nation? Is the Pentagon
spending every penny and has it spent
so well every penny in its whole budget
that it should be exempt and not only
exempt but it should get an add-on
over and above that requested by the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Secretary of
Defense, and the President of the Unit-
ed States?

Should they be exempt from procure-
ment reform, prioritization, new effi-
ciencies? I think not. I will use a cou-
ple of examples. I mentioned one ear-
lier.

In a GAO audit of procurement by
the Department of Defense over the
last decade, there is $15 billion, B, bil-
lion dollars totally unaccounted for,
$15 billion was spent for which no one
can find a receipt, a disbursement or a
purpose, $15 billion. What was it spent
on?

Was it spent on essential things, per-
haps it could have acquired the GPS
little handout units and the little
laptop computers that will cost about
5,000 bucks a plane for the 500 planes in
the fleet, $2.5 million. That would be a
tiny fraction of the missing $15 billion,
but it was not spent there.

I believe if Congress begins to clamp
down a little bit on the mismanage-
ment at the Pentagon that they will
spend the money more wisely and ef-
fectively and defend America even bet-
ter than they have in the past, cer-
tainly more cost effectively.

Fifteen billion dollars. If any other
agency of the Government could not
account for $15 billion of spending over
the last decade, there would be an up-
roar like we would not believe, but
here it is ho hum, give them more
money. If they cannot account for $15
billion, let us increase their budget
this year by $11 billion.

Then there is the warehouse situa-
tion. We have done a little bit of look-
ing at what is in the warehouses. It is
essential that we must have more
money this year. Well, there is $36 bil-
lion of equipment in the warehouses
that exceeds the 100-year requirement
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of the Pentagon for operations, includ-
ing wartime contingencies. This is $36
billion of wasteful acquisition, things
sitting in warehouse, vacuum tubes for
equipment that no longer exists. They
did get rid of the leather stock, I be-
lieve, for chaps for the cavalry, but
there is still other things in 10 million
cubic feet of warehouses. Yet this is
the same agency that we are told has
to be able to write its own ticket that
comes forward and tells us what addi-
tional acquisitions they need with no
scrutiny.

Now, I believe the original request
was excessive, given these points. But
certainly the request before this body
which busts the budget and puts us on
an upward trend in the deficit next
year is not warranted nor necessary. I
believe that the Pentagon, the defense
of the United States and certainly the
taxpayers of the United States, we
would all benefit if very simply we just
said no. You got a lot of money over
there. Spend it a little more effec-
tively. Figure out what you did with
that $15 billion and maybe you can
spend it again, or how about you figure
out what to do.

Let us have a garage sale with the $36
billion of equipment that exceeds the
100-year operational requirement of the
military even in wartime contingency.
Maybe there are some antique collec-
tors somewhere that would like to buy
some of that stuff.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the req-
uisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I was impressed with
the candor of the explanation as to how
the appropriations subcommittee budg-
ets for the Pentagon. They ask them
what they want; they give them most
of it. That is a pleasant way to spend
one’s time but not a wise way to spend
one’s money.

Let us understand a couple of points.
First of all, the price of this budget,
absent the amendment of the gentle-
woman from Colorado, who spent more
than 20 years on the Committee on
Armed Services and has time and again
demonstrated the wisdom of her judg-
ments in this area, the price of this
amendment being defeated is cutbacks
everywhere else.

We are going to balance the budget.
We are going to reduce spending. If you
continue the pattern of insulating the
pentagon and the CIA and the intel-
ligence agencies, which are included in
this budget, from any significant budg-
etary discipline, and it does not seem
to me that it is budgetary discipline
when the justification for the budget
is, that is what the agency wanted, if
you continue to insult the Pentagon
from that, then every other area gov-
ernment gets hurt.

Now there are Members in the House
who do not care much about environ-
mental programs. There are Members
who think that we should not be spend-
ing as much money to help young peo-
ple to go to college. There are Members
who do not like the community devel-

opment block grant program. I assume
they can easily vote against this
amendment.

But any Member who has told people
in his or her district, I am sorry we
cannot do more in Medicare, I regret
that we have to cut back as much as we
have in Medicaid, I wish we could do
more for this program, I am sorry
about it, vote against this amendment
and you have undercut the accuracy of
these statements, because if you give
the Pentagon an additional $6.5 billion
because they want it, then that $6.5 bil-
lion will come from education, from
the environment, from public safety.

Yes, this is a dangerous world. But I
believe $6.5 billion could be far better
spent protecting Americans against
crime in their cities, against drug-in-
duced problems, against serious envi-
ronmental hazards than it would be
against foreign enemies who are al-
ready dwarf with our military power.

That is the choice. Do you think peo-
ple are endangered by hazardous waste
or are they endangered by crimes, by
drugs, or by outdated infrastructure, or
are they endangered by the countries
which collectively spend a very small
percentage of what we spend?

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield
to the gentlewoman from Colorado.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding to
me.

I thought of one more thing. The gen-
tleman has such an active mind, but
there is also the threat of the debt. We
could decide not to spend it at all and
assign it to the debt.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I understand that, but the
Pentagon wants it. What is debt reduc-
tion compared against the desires of
the Pentagon? The gentlewoman must
understand what is going to win around
here. So I assume we are not going to
do that.

This, of course, is the account in
which the magical increasing missing
intelligence pot comes. You remember
that. That was the $1 billion that we
checked into, and we made it $2 billion.
Then our diligent overseers checked
into it and it became $4 billion. That is
hidden in here. Who knows how much
it is?

You are saying now that, gee, we can-
not afford to take away $6 billion
which is what happened when we
caught them with money that they
were withholding. We let them spend it
elsewhere. So the first part is the real
cost of this. Second, let us also retitle
this bill. This is the foreign aid bill. We
spend more in foreign aid in one mili-
tary budget than we spend in all the
so-called foreign aid budgets because,
as was noted, Japan and England and
Germany and France and Norway and
Belgium and all of the other wealthy
countries in the world are the bene-
ficiaries of those who vote to kill this
amendment because none of them have
military budgets as a percentage of

their governments, of their gross prod-
uct like ours. We confer on them this
great benefit.

Of course, there are bad people in the
world. But there are also some good
countries in the world that are the po-
tential victims. They understand that
they do not have to do things. Vir-
tually, all of our allies are making very
significant military cutbacks. Why?
Because the Soviet Union has collapsed
and because the Pentagon wants more
money. Therefore, since we will give
the Pentagon what they want, they do
not have to do it in England, in Ger-
many, and elsewhere.

This is the subsidy to our competi-
tors economically. It is an imposition
on every other Government program. It
undercuts one basic point. People have
said we have to tell the American peo-
ple they have to sacrifice, we have to
cut back on Medicare. They cannot
have Social Security. Give the Penta-
gon everything it wants, and you un-
dercut your ability to get other people
to accept sacrifice.

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of the Schroeder-Minge-DeFazio
amendment. This is a sound amend-
ment that should appeal to Members
on both sides of the aisle. This amend-
ment cuts the bloated military budget
by just under $7 billion and brings it in
line with the conservative blue dog
budget and closer to the President’s
budget and the Pentagon’s own re-
quest. Cutting $6,572,000,000 is not a
radical proposal, not at all. It is one
small step for fiscal sanity at a time
when we really should be taking a
giant leap.

Right now we are considering a de-
fense bill which is loaded up with ex-
pensive cold war hardware like seven
Trident D–5 missiles which will cost
$267 billion in 1997, and continuation of
the Seawolf submarine program at the
outrageous price of $699 million in 1997.
For the price of continuing the Seawolf
submarine program, Mr. Chairman, we
could send over 200,000 children to Head
Start for a full year.

Think about it. We waste money on
weapons we do not need which in turn
prevents us from spending money on
our children, our families, our seniors,
and our environment. Those are invest-
ments we do need. Just last night the
majority passed a budget agreement
which cuts college loans for students,
raises taxes on poor working families
and eliminates the guarantee of health
care for low-income seniors.

Just last night, the Gingrich major-
ity told children: If you are poor, do
not get sick, do not get hungry, do not
get cold, because we really do not
think you are important. In fact, we
will no longer guarantee health care
for you if you are poor. But, on the
other hand, if you are a defense con-
tractor, you are really important. This
budget provides $246 billion for defense
programs, $11.1 billion more than the
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President’s request and $3.7 billion
more than last year’s budget.

Let us get our priorities straight. Let
us add back some sanity to the defense
budget by subtracting $6.5 billion in
wasteful spending. And for heaven’s
sakes, let us invest in our children and
their education, our seniors and their
health care, and our families and their
security while we invest wisely in our
military.

Vote for the Schroeder-Minge-
DeFazio amendment.

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, with about 10 legisla-
tive weeks left in the 104th Congress, I
think it is a good time to examine the
priorities of the new majority. The Re-
publicans have relentlessly attacked
education and health care and environ-
mental protection, energy conserva-
tion, crime control. The minimum
wage remains unlivable, corporate wel-
fare unstoppable. The deficit is going
to go up each of the next 2 years under
the plan that was adopted last night
while taxes are deliberately increased
on working families who earn under
$25,000 a year. But spending on
unrequested and unneeded weapons
systems is off the charts: billions of
dollars for new missile defense systems
to defend against hypothetical or imag-
ined enemies that do not exist, mil-
lions for further development of the B–
2 bomber, many millions more for
other aircraft and hardware the Penta-
gon says it does not need to defend ei-
ther our shores or our interests.

This defense budget is an utter per-
verse reading of the peace dividend the
end of the cold war was supposed to
produce. It makes you wonder who
really wants to balance the budget.
Makes you wonder who is really willing
to make tough choices of shared sac-
rifice.

Both the President’s budget and the
coalition budget are fair and more
human, more honest, more realistic
plans to balance the budget in 6 years.
The amendment by the gentlewoman
from Colorado brings defense spending
in line with the coalition’s budget, al-
most $7 billion less than the Repub-
lican majority’s plan. That would leave
a full $238 billion for defense and might
open the door for protection for work-
ing families that the President right-
fully demands. If we would do that, if
we would pass this amendment, we
might get a balanced budget agree-
ment.
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Is that not really what the Repub-
licans say they want?

I urge all of us to take a constructive
step to adopt a dose of common sense
to put our children’s future before spe-
cial interests, and the next time we
have an opportunity to take a com-
monsense, constructive step on behalf
of our children’s future, we find it easi-
er.

I urge my colleagues to support the
amendment that has been offered by

the distinguished gentlewoman from
Colorado [Mrs. SCHROEDER].

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from Colorado [Mrs. SCHROE-
DER].

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

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, I
demand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, further proceedings on the amend-
ment offered by the gentlewoman from
Colorado [Mrs. SCHROEDER] will be
postponed.

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

Mr. Chairman, I want to commend
the chairman of the subcommittee, the
gentleman from Florida [Mr. YOUNG]
for his work on this legislation and for
taking action to reduce the funding for
the Operational Support Airlift. The
OSA provides air transport for senior
military officials, Members of Con-
gress, and the executive branch. Some
of these trips may be necessary, but
many are clearly questionable.

Mr. Chairman, each year the Penta-
gon spends $300 million on military
travel for top Government officials.
According to the General Accounting
Office, roughly $24 million of this
amount is being spent needlessly by
government officials flying military
planes rather than commercial trans-
port.

The press regularly reports about
abuses by congressional junketeers
who use military planes at taxpayers’
expense to fly to destinations such as
Victoria Falls, Amsterdam and Bali.

The Defense Department’s inspector
general reprimanded a general who
used a C–141 cargo jet to fly from Italy
to Colorado with only his personal
aide, his cat and himself as passengers.
The cost of this trip was estimated at
$120,000. The general paid the Govern-
ment $5,000, but the rest of the tab was
picked up by the taxpayers.

The GAO has reported on members of
the executive branch utilizing the mili-
tary airplanes for personal purposes,
like the White House staffers who in
1994 used a military helicopter for a fa-
mous golf outing.

If taxpayers are going to pay millions
of dollars a year for Government trav-
el, they have a right to know exactly
who is running up the tab, where they
are going and why.

Last year the GAO estimated that
the Department of Defense had a fleet
of 600 aircraft that could be used by the
OSA. GAO has estimated that the costs
for operating military aircraft range
from $5,300 per hour to $15,000 per hour.
Because the cost of operational support
aircraft is so high, members of the
military, Congress and the executive
branch should be more responsible
when requesting trips.

For instance, many military and ci-
vilian officials take frequent trips by
military helicopters from Andrews Air
Force Base in Maryland to the Penta-

gon, which is 15 miles away. The cost
of some of these military helicopter
flights is $1,600. A Yellow Cab costs $18
for the same trip.

This bill reduces the funding for the
OSA by $68 million. Equally important,
it calls for a study of the use of mili-
tary aircraft. I believe this action by
the committee will help the Pentagon
to better manage its assets and save
substantial amounts of taxpayers’
money, but I would urge Congress to
take an important step beyond this and
require full disclosure of all air trips
taken on military transport.

In this regard I would ask to engage
the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
YOUNG] in a colloquy regarding the Op-
eration Support Airlift.

I have expressed concern about the
use and possible abuse of DOD Oper-
ational Support Airlift fleet. I am
aware that the chairman of the Na-
tional Security Appropriations Sub-
committee shares my concern and has
taken measures to reduce OSA funding
levels, and I commend him for his ac-
tions. I am also aware that this bill di-
rects DOD to prepare a thorough report
on its activities. Nevertheless, I believe
Congress must pursue this matter fur-
ther.

As Congress proceeds to conference
on this bill, I would like to have the as-
surance of the gentleman from Florida
that he will work with me to obtain a
complete accounting from DOD of who
is taking these trips, why, where they
are going and the estimated cost of
each trip when Members of Congress
and the executive branch use Govern-
ment aircraft.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, would the gentleman yield?

Mr. ZIMMER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing, and I would like to thank him for
raising this issue and respond to the
gentleman by saying that in the fiscal
year 1996 appropriation bill we reduced
funding for this type of travel by $50
million. The bill that we have before us
today reduces last year’s level by an
additional $68 million.

I would also have to advise the gen-
tleman that getting information on the
specifics that he is asking about is not
really easy, but we are trying, and we
have some reviews ongoing. But I cer-
tainly expect to continue to work with
him and others who are interested in
this issue and continue to do what we
can to make sure that whatever is done
in the way of military transportation
is done properly.

Mr. ZIMMER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for his work on behalf of
the taxpayers in this connection.

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

Mr. Chairman, I am as anxious to
conclude this bill as anyone here, but I
do have a simple amendment that ad-
dresses a very serious problem.

Mr. Chairman, as all my colleagues
know, young men and women are re-
cruited into the military service with
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the promise that they will receive free
health care for life. I can show my col-
leagues dozens of brochures where this
is in writing that they will get free
quality medical care for life. Unfortu-
nately, the Government has decided to
renege on this contract. Military retir-
ees now, once they turn 65, are kicked
out of the military insurance programs
and effectively denied treatment at
many military facilities.

At the time when military retirees
need medical treatment the most, our
Government gives them the least.
After age 65, military retirees are not
allowed to enroll in CHAMPUS, they
are not even allowed to enroll in TRI-
CARE, and even worse they are effec-
tively denied care at a military medi-
cal treatment facility because they are
last on the priorities list.

I have heard countless stories, and I
know the chairman of the committee
has, the chairman of the subcommit-
tee, the ranking member. I bet most of
the Members of this body have heard
countless stories of people over the age
of 65 waiting all day at a military med-
ical treatment facility having younger
people than them brought up ahead of
them. People that come in much later
than they have been waiting are
brought to the front of the line because
the policy is, if they are over the age of
65, they go to the back of the line, then
have to wait until everyone else gets
their health care. They only get health
care on what they call a space-avail-
able basis.

So, as my colleagues know, we have
got to do something about this. Medi-
care is available to them under Medi-
care subvention. It is not adequate in
many ways. It does not cover prescrip-
tion drugs. Its reimbursement rates are
simply too low. Our amendment ad-
dresses this inequity and honors the
commitment made to military retirees
by creating a very limited demonstra-
tion project that will allow military
retirees over the age of 65 to enroll in
the Federal employees health benefits
program. This is the same insurance
program that all of us have. All we
want to do is to make it available to
military retires on a limited dem-
onstration basis to see whether this
will meet the demand. We want to de-
termine what the cost will be, how
much acceptance there will be, whether
it is going to work.

Now, I can go on and on, I have got
plenty of compelling arguments. I am
not going to, because I know there is a
lot of support for this. Let me just say
that the military coalition and vir-
tually every military group has en-
dorsed this. I have introduced legisla-
tion as well that would establish the
program nationwide, and that has over
75 co-sponsors. But this amendment
today would simply give us the kind of
information that we need to make sure
we are doing the right thing, and we
know it is the fair thing, we know that
there is some urgency to do it because
this policy is effectively excluding peo-
ple that really need medical treatment
today.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MORAN. I yield to the gentleman
from Florida.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing, and I appreciate the effort that he
has put into this effort, and I would say
to him, as I have in private, that I
probably have the privilege of rep-
resenting more retired military who
fall into this situation than anybody in
this House, and I made a commitment
to my constituents, and I made a com-
mitment to the members of the mili-
tary coalition who I met with just last
week to discuss this. We have sent the
proposal for a demonstration program
to the Congressional Budget Office.
The numbers are being juggled at this
point.

What I would say to the gentleman is
that we are going to do everything we
can to solve this problem. We have a
shared jurisdiction situation with the
Committee on Ways and Means and
also with the subcommittee of the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. MICA], but we
are going to work together. When we
go into our conference, we would like
to address this, do whatever we can be-
cause I have the same commitment
that the gentleman from Virginia has,
and we are going to make this happen
because it has to happen, it is only fair.
It keeps our commitment that we have
made a long time ago to those who
served us in the military for a lifetime.

Mr. MORAN. I much appreciate the
commitment of the gentleman from
Florida, and my friend and colleague,
the chairman of the Civil Service Sub-
committee, is on his feet, and he also
would have authorizing responsibility
for this, is very supportive as well, and
I know that the ranking member of the
Defense Appropriations Subcommittee,
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
MURTHA], is strongly supportive of
doing this as well.

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

Mr. MORAN. I yield to the gentleman
from Florida.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, I rise to
enter into a colloquy with the chair-
man of the Appropriation Subcommit-
tee on National Security, the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. YOUNG]. As
the gentleman from Virginia [Mr.
MORAN] indicated, we have agreed to-
night to withdraw this amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. MORAN]
has expired.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word and continue with
my colloquy.

Again, as the gentleman from Vir-
ginia [Mr. MORAN] has indicated, we
have agreed to withdraw this amend-
ment because we have an understand-
ing, we believe, with him that this will
be addressed in the conference commit-
tee. I believe the amendment that was
offered needs further refinement, and
by addressing this issue in conference
we will have the time necessary to

thoroughly examine all the ramifica-
tions of the proposal. It may be nec-
essary, in fact, to expand the dem-
onstration projects in the amendment
to include all non-active-duty individ-
uals eligible for military health care.

Mr. Chairman, I certainly appreciate
the dedication and commitment of the
gentleman from Florida [Mr. YOUNG] to
resolving the deficiencies in the mili-
tary health care system and his agree-
ment to address these problems in con-
ference. I have the honor of serving as
chairman of the House Subcommittee
on Civil Service, and the issue of im-
proving access to health care for mili-
tary families was a subject of our sub-
committee hearing on September 12,
last year. We have gathered informa-
tion on this important subject, and, as
my colleagues know, it is vital to our
military retirees, their survivors and
families, and we ask again for the co-
operation of the gentleman as this leg-
islation and this bill move on to con-
ference in trying to find a solution, and
we understand that the gentleman in-
tends to cooperate.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MICA. I yield to the gentleman
from Florida.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Yes, the an-
swer is exactly correct. The same re-
sponse that I made to the gentleman
from Virginia [Mr. MORAN]. Page 205 of
our committee report, there is a page
devoted to that issue, and let me add to
this further.

This is just one of the reasons that
we added the $475 million over the
President’s budget for medical health
care, for members of the military and
their family, and, by the way, that is
one of the items that can very likely be
cut by the amendment offered by our
colleague, the gentlewoman from Colo-
rado [Mrs. SCHROEDER], or the amend-
ment that will be offered by our col-
league, the gentleman from Connecti-
cut [Mr. SHAYS], and the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. FRANK]. We
have to be careful. We do not want to
give anybody the opportunity to take
those moneys out of this bill.

Mr. MICA. I would like to respond, if
I may, to the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. YOUNG].

First of all, we appreciate the gentle-
man’s leadership on the issue, the lead-
ership of the gentleman from South
Carolina [Mr. SPENCE]. I thank the
ranking member of our subcommittee,
the gentleman from Virginia [Mr.
MORAN], who has worked with us. Our
intent is to provide health care to as
many folks who served, and their de-
pendents, as possible, and that is our
sole intent, and we also know the fiscal
constraints that the gentleman is
under. I intend to support him on this
next measure which would get that,
and I do know the circumstances of our
military personnel and their depend-
ents who do not have this health care;
visited in Europe and saw, and other
places where our military, one-third of
them, live in substandard housing, and
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I know the damage that this potential
cut could do.
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Mr. YOUNG of Florida. If the gen-
tleman will yield further, I would like
to say this, that it was the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. MURTHA], the
ranking member of our subcommittee,
who first raised this issue in the sub-
committee with the witnesses who ap-
peared, and he has been the driver on
this issue to get us to where we are.
The gentleman has our commitment
that we are going to continue on this
issue.

Mr. MICA. Again, I thank the gen-
tleman, I thank him for agreeing to the
colloquy, and I thank the ranking
member.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the last
word.

I want to comment on the gentleman
from Florida’s threat assessment that
the amendment of the gentlewoman
from Colorado cuts $6 billion or the
amendment that will be offered by the
gentleman from Kansas, the gentleman
from Wisconsin, myself, and others,
our amendment would cut $1.8 billion
from this, and he says this might en-
danger this particular project. Only if
you want to.

Our amendment gives total discre-
tion to the defense appropriators and
the Defense Department as to where to
cut. So I would just make a prediction
to Members. As we talk about cutting
$1.8 billion, we will hear people oppos-
ing this threaten that it is going to
cost about $40 billion in cuts. Add up
how many times that $1.8 billion is
going to be spent. In fact, a $1.8 million
cut out of this $240 billion budget in no
way, shape, or form would threaten
this particular program unless the peo-
ple involved do not like the program
and want to threaten it.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield
to the gentleman from Florida.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, the $475 million that I just identi-
fied that we added for medical care for
military and their families was not in
the President’s request, so it obviously
would be at the top of the list of those
items to cut if the cutting amendment
would be agreed to.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I
would take back my time to point out
to the gentleman that if the amend-
ment that the gentlewoman from Colo-
rado [Mrs. SCHROEDER] offered passes,
you will still have $5 billion over the
President’s request. If the amendment
of the gentleman from Connecticut
[Mr. SHAYS], I, the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. NEUMANN], and others is
adopted, you will have $9 billion over
the President’s request.

The fact is that you do not have to
listen to the President’s request. So
the notion that by cutting $1.8 billion,
which would still leave it $9 billion
over the President’s request, we have

endangered that $475 million, I guess
that is the kind of excessive threat as-
sessment that leads you to think that
you have got to keep pumping this bill
up. But the fact is that there is no ra-
tional connection between the two and
this is a preview of coming distrac-
tions.

Mr. MURTHA. If the gentleman will
yield, I appreciate all the compliments
we get on what we are doing here. I
wonder if we could not move along, be-
cause I have been in the forefront of
health care all these years. I do not
think anybody has done any more than
I have for the military health care.
BILL YOUNG and I have worked on it
constantly. So I wonder, instead, if we
could just move right along here and
go to the next amendment here.

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the last
word to enter into a colloquy with
Chairman YOUNG.

Mr. Chairman, on page 214 of the re-
port accompanying H.R. 3610 is lan-
guage that says that the committee ex-
pects the President to notify and con-
sult with Congress prior to any such
deployment of peace enforcement,
peacekeeping or international humani-
tarian assistance operations; is that
correct?

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. I yield
to the gentleman from Florida.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. The gen-
tleman is correct.

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr.
Chairman, I would just like to clarify
and make absolutely sure that this lan-
guage in no way is an attempt to
broaden the President’s warmaking
powers by contravening existing law.

Under the U.N. Participation Act of
1945, as amended in 1949, Congress must
give prior approval before the Presi-
dent may deploy any troops to peace-
keeping operations. His advising us is
not adequate. This law says that he
must get prior approval from Congress
before he deploys any troops to peace-
keeping operations in response to chap-
ter VII U.N. resolutions.

I just want to make very sure that
the report language in this bill is not
designed in any way to change the re-
quirement of this existing law.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I would re-
spond that the gentleman is correct.
The U.N. Participation Act requires
prior congressional approval before the
President can submit any troop to
peacekeeping or peace enforcement op-
erations. So the answer is ‘‘no,’’ the
gentleman is correct.

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. I thank
the gentleman for this clarification.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any other
amendments not precluded by clause
2(a) or 2(c) of rule XXI?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SHAYS

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

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

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 27 offered by Mr. SHAYS:
At the end of the bill, insert after the last
section (preceding the short title) the follow-
ing new section:

SEC. . New budget authority provided in
this Act shall be available for obligation in
fiscal year 1997 only to the extent that obli-
gation thereof will not cause the total obli-
gation of new budget authority provided in
this Act for all operations and agencies to
exceed $243,251,297,000, which amount cor-
responds to the new budget authority that
was provided in the Department of Defense
Appropriations Act, 1996.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent that all
debate on this amendment close in 1
hour and that the time be equally di-
vided.

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

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, reserving the right to ob-
ject, I just wanted to clarify that if any
amendments to the amendment were
offered, they would not come out of the
hour. We certainly, I think, would
agree to the hour but just in case any
amendments to the amendment were
offered, they would not come out of the
hour.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. If the gen-
tleman will yield, I would suggest we
deal with that if we get to it. As we did
with the gentlewoman from Colorado
[Mrs. SCHROEDER], we are not going to
deny anyone the opportunity to be
heard.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I ap-
preciate that, and I would not object if
we were talking about 1 hour on the
amendment that the gentleman is of-
fering, and any amendment to the
amendment would have to be dealt
with separately, that it would not
come out of that limit.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would
state that that is the way the request
is stated.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I withdraw my reservation
of objection.

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

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. The time limitation

on the Shays amendment is 1 hour.
Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I ask

unanimous consent to designate 15
minutes to my colleague the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
FRANK], who is an equal cosponsor of
this amendment for the purposes of
yielding time.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent to yield
15 minutes of my time to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. MUR-
THA].

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
the time will be divided 15 minutes for
the gentleman from Connecticut [Mr.
SHAYS], 15 minutes for the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. YOUNG], 15 minutes
for the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. MURTHA], and 15 minutes for the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
FRANK].
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There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-

nizes the gentleman from Connecticut
[Mr. SHAYS].

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, this is a very simple
amendment. This is not a cutting
amendment nor is it an increasing
amendment. This is an amendment
that says that this Congress will au-
thorize and appropriate the same
amount next year as we have appro-
priated this year, $243,251,297,000.

This is an amendment that freezes
defense spending for next year at the
level that it is this year.

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

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the distin-
guished gentlewoman from Nevada
[Mrs. VUCANOVICH].

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of H.R. 3610 and in oppo-
sition to the Shays amendment. This
amendment proposes to cut funds in
quality of life programs which are in
the bill.

Our chairman, BILL YOUNG, should be
praised for putting these items in the
bill. Our service men and women serve
our Nation with great dignity, and
Congress and the American people
should respect this fact. Of particular
importance to me, and women through-
out our Nation, is the commitment to
breast cancer research, prevention, and
treatment. This bill provides $100 mil-
lion to continue the Department of the
Army’s peer-reviewed breast cancer re-
search program and $25 million for pre-
vention and education programs. More
than 184,000 women will discover they
have breast cancer this year, and many
of those women will be members of our
Armed Forces or family members.

Beyond this funding, the committee
has restored the budget shortfall in the
Defense Health Program. Any reduc-
tion to this account would drastically
limit medical services for our military
families and retirees. The very least we
can do is show our support for our men
and women who serve our Nation with-
out reservation.

I urge my colleagues to support the
funding levels in H.R. 3610, and oppose
the Shays amendment.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself 2 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, we now have the question as
to whether this is a Congress seriously dedi-
cated to reducing the budget deficit, under-
standing that that causes some difficult
choices everywhere, or whether we will, as
this appropriations bill does, exempt the de-
fense and intelligence budgets together from
any significant budget discipline.

Remember, we talk about the entitlements
leaving us only a certain amount of discre-
tionary spending. We are talking about ap-
proximately half the discretionary spending. If
you go forward and provide this significant in-
crease for the defense and intelligence budg-
ets, an intelligence budget which found, and
let us be very clear, this cut would be $1.8 bil-
lion from the appropriations proposal, which

would make it a freeze. It is acknowledged by
the intelligence agencies which are part of this
budget that they misplaced more than twice
this amount. More than twice the amount of
$1.8 billion was kind of lost because they have
got so much money they cannot keep track of
it. So that notion that we have got to cut
health or cut this or cut that, we will hear all
kinds of exaggerations. All we are saying to
the defense and intelligence agencies together
is, ‘‘No, live this year with the same amount
you had last year and you will be doing better
than many, many other agencies.’’

Reject this amendment, and I think this is
too small of a cut, but if this amendment is re-
jected, then you have said, no, we will get into
a situation where we will reduce the deficit, re-
duce every other discretionary program so the
Pentagon can go up and up and up, and your
ability to persuade people that they should ac-
cept sacrifices elsewhere will be substantially
eroded.

This leaves entire discretion to appropriators
and the Defense Department to make this cut
of less than 1 percent. I hope the amendment
is adopted.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 30
seconds.

Mr. Chairman, I would emphasize again that
this is a freeze amendment. We are not advo-
cating that the Department of Defense spend
less than we spend this year next year. We
are advocating that they have a freeze. I am
a member of the Budget Committee. On the
Budget Committee we are allowing entitle-
ments to grow. We are allowing the growth of
entitlements like Medicare and Medicaid. We
advocate freezing defense spending—at least
I do—and we are cutting discretionary domes-
tic spending. We are having real and absolute
cuts in discretionary spending.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. KLUG] for our
freeze amendment to defense.

Mr. KLUG. Mr. Chairman, I thank my col-
league from Connecticut and my colleague
from Massachusetts for leading the fight on
this amendment today. It parallels the fight we
actually tried to do several weeks ago during
the defense authorization bill. Unfortunately
we were not allowed that opportunity on the
floor to make our case.

Let me really simply try to argue that there
are three points in front of us today on this.
First of all, I think it is a test for Republicans,
whether we are going to apply the same kind
of scrutiny to the Pentagon that we apply to
every other Federal agency.

I heard my colleague from California, Mr.
HUNTER, come to the well a few minutes ago
and say, ‘‘Look, we came up with this list of
what the Department of Defense needs be-
cause that’s what the Department of Defense
told us they needed.’’

Do we really deal that same way with any
other Federal agency? If the Environmental
Protection Agency came in and said: We need
this money. You got it.

Or the EPA came in and said: We need this
money. You got it.

Or the Interior Department came in and
said: We need this money. You go it.

Of course not. We have said to every
single one of those Federal agencies
over the last 2 years, ‘‘We’re broke.’’

We are broke as a country. We are
hundreds of billions of dollars in the
hole this year, and we are several tril-

lion dollars in the hole in terms of the
national debt itself. And so we have
asked every one of those agencies to
operate more intelligently and more ef-
ficiently.

Somebody please explain to me
where the Pentagon suddenly devel-
oped this reputation as the poster boy
for Government efficiency. This idea
that somehow the Pentagon is sac-
rosanct just does not, I think, confront
reality.

Mr. Chairman, my second point is
going to be characterized in some ways
as an attack on our ability to defend
ourselves. We are not saying you can-
not buy bullets. What we are suggest-
ing is maybe you already have enough
pencils. And we are not saying you can-
not buy tanks. Maybe you already have
enough offices filled with enough file
cabinets.

You are going to tell me in a $260 bil-
lion budget, you cannot eliminate
three-quarters of 1 percent through ef-
ficiency standards?

Folks will say if you do not pass the
bill in front of us as the Committee on
Appropriations wrote it, that means
there will not be any quality of life,
there will not be raises for our service
men and our service women. Set that
money aside, give them the raises, then
go back and look at the other $250 bil-
lion and find another three-quarters of
1 percent.

We are not military experts. And so
we did not come to the floor and say,
‘‘Here is the places you cut in order to
do that.’’ We came to the floor to say,
on principle, we have got to ask the
Pentagon to live by the same kind of
standards we have asked every other
Federal agency.

b 1815
In fact, as the gentleman from Con-

necticut [Mr. SHAYS] has correctly
characterized this amendment, it is not
a cut, it is a freeze. We are saying they
get the same amount of money they
got last year, where every other appro-
priations bill debated on the floor over
the last several weeks and over the
next several months we will actually
have Federal agencies substantially
cut. Not freezes, but cuts. This is the
same money they got last year.

Finally, I want to say to my Repub-
lican colleagues, I think if we are to
earn the respect of the American public
and develop the sense of credibility on
other deficit issues, we have to apply
the same kind of standards to the U.S.
military and to the Pentagon. To
somehow say we are going to look ag-
gressively at every program and to say
we are going to ask Medicare to slow
its rate of growth and we are going to
ask the Environmental Protection
Agency to live with less money, and
the National Park Service to live with
less money, and the FBI, and every sin-
gle Federal agency across the board,
but then say, wait a minute, wait, the
only guys who get more money are the
folks at the Pentagon because they
have operated so efficiently and so in-
telligently over the years that they
cannot find any place to cut.
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I find that absolutely incredible, Mr.

Chairman, and I think every single one
of my colleagues should ask them-
selves, if they are serious about deficit
reduction and if they want a balanced
budget and they want to provide a fu-
ture for our children, then we should
ask the Pentagon to be subject to the
same kind of scrutiny we ask every
other Federal agency to live with, and
we should do it with a vote early this
evening.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to vote for the Shays amendment.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, may I inquire how much
time is remaining on both sides?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. FRANK] has 13
minutes remaining; the gentleman
from Connecticut [Mr. SHAYS] has 10
minutes remaining; the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. YOUNG] has 131⁄2 min-
utes remaining; and the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. MURTHA] has
15 minutes remaining.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself 30 seconds to
say I am struck by how we are told
that cutting $1.8 billion could cause
such havoc. The appropriations sub-
committee underestimated its own
skill. They were just told by the Com-
mittee on the Budget cut $700 million
and they did it fairly painlessly. Appar-
ently, they were able to get rid of 700
million and America is still secure; no
invasion impends, no health care has
been cut back.

They could cut 700 million appar-
ently with no problem. I think if they
worked a little harder, they could cut
another $1.8 billion, which is still less
than 1 percent of the total budget.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. MEEHAN].

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman. I rise
to support the freeze amendment. That
is what this does. It is a freeze amend-
ment.

Now, it is interesting to me, when we
voted on the balanced budget amend-
ment there were about 300 Members of
the House of Representatives who came
in here and voted for a balanced budget
amendment. That was the easy part,
come in a vote for a balance budget
amendment, go back to our districts
and say, well, I voted for a balanced
budget amendment; I want to balance
the budget.

We tried yesterday to cut corporate
welfare with very little success, then
we tried to cut tobacco subsidies with
a little more success, but we were un-
able to do it. Mr. Chairman, this de-
fense appropriations bill adds close to
$11 billion more than what the Presi-
dent requested, $3.7 billion more than
we gave the Pentagon last year.

Adding $11 billion to the defense
budget is the height of fiscal irrespon-
sibility; 15 percent of the budget is the
defense budget. How in the world are
we going to tell the American people
that we are serious about balancing the
budget when we do not have the cour-

age to make the difficult choices with
defense?

In this particular option, $1.8 billion,
as my colleague from Massachusetts
said, we cut $800 million just with the
rule that we passed. This is an easy
amendment.

I hear this talk about we are going to
cut health care, we are going to cut the
extra money for the troops and the
extra money for readiness. This bill ap-
propriates $6 billion more than the
President’s request on weapons pro-
curement. It accelerates the purchases
of new fighter aircraft and submarines,
items that the Pentagon had not
planned to buy for years. And if they
had not planned to buy them for years,
how in the world will we pay the up-
keep?

It does not make any sense. This
budget sinks $858 million, 69 percent
more than the President requested,
into the national missile defense sys-
tem.

If we are serious about balancing the
budget, let us not exempt 15 percent of
the budget. Let us pass this freeze
amendment.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. LEWIS], a
distinguished member of the sub-
committee.

(Mr. LEWIS of California asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the chairman and the dis-
tinguished ranking member, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania.

I first want to say to both my col-
leagues, my chairman as well as the
gentleman from Pennsylvania, that I
could not admire more the work of
these two gentlemen in terms of the ef-
forts they make in that Committee on
Appropriations on behalf of the coun-
try. There is not a responsibility at the
Federal level that is more important,
more significant to this country and to
the world than the work of this sub-
committee, where we either appro-
priate the money or we do not appro-
priate the money to keep America
strong.

In my time in the Congress, there has
been nothing more important that we
have done than to lay a foundation
that causes us to be strong, as the one
leader in the entire world. It is the re-
sult of their work that indeed the So-
viet Union eventually collapsed. The
pressure it put on that process brought
an end to the East-West confrontation.
I do not know how many trillions of
dollars that effort has saved this coun-
try.

The price of peace is great but, in-
deed, the price of not having it could be
much, much greater. To suggest that
we should continue to reduce this
budget is almost laughable if it was not
so important. Indeed, ladies and gentle-
men, over the last 5 years we have re-
duced these budgets not by a billion
dollars discussed here, but by $100 bil-
lion. And over those same years, every

other program of much less signifi-
cance has been increased beyond infla-
tion by the very people who do not
want to support defense.

It is time to recognize that this is
one of the critical responsibilities of
the Federal Government. It is appro-
priate for the Congress to go forward
with this spending. Indeed, the job
being done here should be commended;
it certainly deserves our support.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. ROTH].

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Chairman, I thank
my friend from Connecticut for yield-
ing me this time. I think this is a very
important amendment not only be-
cause of the money involved, but I
think because of the thought process
that it goes into when we vote on these
amendments.

As I interpret this amendment, what
we will be doing rather than spending
$245 billion, we will be spending $243
billion. That seems to me to be a rath-
er modest cut.

The speaker before had mentioned
that we spent a lot of money on defense
and the Soviet Union therefore is no
longer. One of the reasons the Soviet
Union fell is not because we spent a lot
of money on defense, but because of
what technology did in the Soviet
Union.

But it is true we spent a lot of money
to keep our country strong. I served in
the Army; I served on the board at
West Point. I am very partial to our
military. But there is a time when we
start asking ourselves why are we
spending these billions?

No one here has come to the well,
now that the Soviet Union is no longer,
no one has come to the well and said
why are we spending this money; to de-
fend ourselves from who? Who is the
enemy? Even with this amendment we
are spending $243 billion. That is a lot
of money.

If we want to protect the United
States of America, do not build more
planes or more ships. We had a hearing
today. In Odessa, in the Ukraine, there
is no longer communism there. They do
not have school from December
through March. Why? Because there is
not enough heat for the schools. They
do not have pens in the schools. They
do not have paper. They are here in the
United States looking for old books
and textbooks to send to Odessa so the
kids have something to go to school
with, so the kids have something to
write on, and we are spending billions
of dollars in defense.

If we want to do something in defense
of America we should start sending
some textbooks, sending some pencils,
sending some school supplies to Odessa
and to the regions in that part of the
world. Do not send more missiles. We
are spending billions of dollars to help
the people in the Ukraine destroy their
weaponry and over here we are building
more weaponry. It does not make
sense.

The problem, as I see it, is one of
thinking. It is difficult to have change.
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We see that in our society today. The
most difficult thing to do is to change
our way of thinking. I have been here
in the Congress for 18 years. When I
came here we had a Soviet Union. I
voted for all the defense spending. But
that enemy is gone. It is a different
era, it is a different time. We have to
bring some new thinking to the world.

It is a different world and we have to
acclimate to the world we are moving
into and that we are in today. The
world we are in today is one of eco-
nomic competition, not more and more
military planes and ships. What are we
going to do with more subs that we will
have? Who are we defending ourselves
against?

I know it is difficult to bring in new
thinking, to change one’s thinking, but
this is what we have to do and that is
why this amendment is important. It is
not only that we are saving a couple
billion dollars, but we have to have a
different mental attitude, a different
thinking in this Congress. We are not
acclimating to the new world.

We are like the old Communists try-
ing to get back in power against
Yeltsin in Russia today. We have to
have some new thinking, and this
amendment goes in that direction.
That is why it is important.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself 21⁄2 minutes,
because I want to comment on this no-
tion that defense and intelligence is
somehow an obligation different than
every other.

In this budget, remember the intel-
ligence agencies, for instance, have
now gotten into economic intelligence.
The budget does not just talk about
guns and ships and men and women in
uniform. This funds the intelligence
agency, where we have been told the
intelligence agencies have decided to
do economic analysis. I am glad they
are, but is economic analysis in the in-
telligence budget of a qualitatively dif-
ferent nature from economic analysis
elsewhere so that it should be exempt-
ed from any kind of budget scrutiny?
Because all this is a freeze. All we are
saying is they do not get more than
they got last year. It is a freeze, not a
cut, that we are advocating.

Let us talk about other Government
functions; the FBI, faced in Montana
with a difficult situation. We are told
in the Judiciary that, yes, they did not
have quite as many agents to inves-
tigate church burnings. We were going
to adjourn temporarily to deal with the
terrible issue of church burnings. I
think putting a stop to church burn-
ings is a very significant Federal re-
sponsibility. That takes well-financed
Federal agencies.

What about Immigration protecting
our borders? What about the problem
of drug-induced crime? What about the
problem of terrible toxic dumps? We
have had to slow down the money we
put into reducing hazards where small
children live because we have said to
people we do not have enough money.

All we are saying is, yes, defense is a
very important function. So is domes-

tic law enforcement. So is taking poi-
son away from small children. So is
having adequate control of our borders.
But we cannot do all of it to the extent
that we would like. And a freeze, giving
the Defense Department the same
amount of money this year in this
budget as they had in the year before,
given the trends the gentleman from
Wisconsin quite thoughtfully pointed
out, given the fact of the diminution in
the exterior threat, indeed if we look
at America today compared to 8 years
ago, where has the threat to our secu-
rity gotten worse? I think it is more
domestic than exterior.

Frankly, I think with the collapse of
the Soviet Union, we are somewhat
safer internationally than we were be-
fore. I wish we could say the same
about crime and about environmental
problems. So does it make sense to ex-
empt from the process of freezing and
discipline the foreign area, where we
are almost certainly safer, and take
out even more from the domestic area
where the threats sadly are even great-
er?

b 1830
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-

man, I yield 2 minutes to the distin-
guished gentleman from Florida [Mr.
MICA].

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, I thank the
gentleman for yielding. I serve as
chairman of the Subcommittee on Civil
Service of the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform and Oversight, and I
know where the cuts in our work force
are taking place. We have heard of
273,000 employees downsized; 80 percent
of the cuts in this administration have
come out of the civilian defense force.

We just heard the last speaker say,
What is the threat? The threat is we
have had the largest arms sale in the
history of the world, and we have mis-
siles, and we have subs, and we have all
kinds of weapons. Pick up the news-
paper today and we see the potential of
the threat. And our No. 1 responsibility
under the Constitution is what? To pro-
vide for the defense of this country. It
does not say to get into all these pro-
grams.

It is no problem for us to come here
or this administration to come here
and spend $2 billion on Haiti; $2 billion
on Somalia; another billion in Rwanda;
Bosnia, $5 to $6 billion. And then we
talk about a missile defense of $5 bil-
lion. We are really standing still. We
are losing ground.

Mr. Chairman, two-thirds of our
money to three-quarters of it is on sal-
aries and retirement benefits. We are
now paying more on interest on the na-
tional debt than we are in real dollars
for our national security, our No. 1 re-
sponsibility under the Constitution.

Mr. Chairman, we cannot afford to
err. We cannot afford as a Congress to
make a mistake. That is the threat.
That is where the money is being spent
and that is our obligation under the
Constitution.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, what is the time remaining,
please?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Connecticut [Mr. SHAYS] has 7
minutes remaining; the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. YOUNG] has 91⁄2 min-
utes remaining; the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. FRANK] has 8 min-
utes remaining; and the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. MURTHA] has
15 minutes remaining.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Lou-
isiana [Mr. LIVINGSTON], the chairman
of the Committee on Appropriations.

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

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to this amendment. I
know that there are a lot of folks who
believe in the need to balance the
budget, and I take second place to no
one in that belief. The fact is we do
need to balance the budget, that our
children and our grandchildren are
going to be paying for our profligacy if,
in fact, we do not start getting our
spending in line with our in-flow.

The fact is, Mr. Chairman, that for
the last 40 years we have been spending
far too much, running deficits of $100
billion a year, $200 billion a year, $300
billion a year, and the interest within
the next 12 to 18 months, the interest
on the debt that we have accumulated,
that $5 trillion plus debt that has been
accumulated over the years, will soon
exceed what we spend on the defense of
this Nation.

For the first time in the history of
the country, our No. 1 priority, provid-
ing a defense for our people, providing
security for every man, woman, and
child in this country, will come second
to paying interest on the debt, interest
on the borrowings that we have had in
order to just pay for government.

So there is no doubt that we have got
to get our budget under control. But
the fact is that in discretionary spend-
ing in the last year and a half, we have
saved roughly $43 to $50 billion under
what was appropriated 2 years ago, and
by the end of this appropriations sea-
son we will have saved about $60 billion
under what was appropriated 2 years
ago.

Mr. Chairman, if Members look at
the trend line for what President Clin-
ton would have asked this Congress to
spend had we not had the change in
Congress that we have had, the savings
have run about $80 billion.

Mr. Chairman, we are succeeding in
getting the discretionary portion of the
budget under control. We are losing the
battle still, because without the Presi-
dent’s agreement, we cannot get his
consent to get entitlements or the
mandatory portion of the budget under
control. That is no reason, absolutely
no reason to say well, therefore, we
should take extra savings out of the
hide of the defense of this Nation.

The fact is that we need a ballistic
missile defense. That is still in conten-
tion. It is opposed by Members of the
House, it is opposed by Members of the
Senate, and it is opposed by the Presi-
dent of the United States. Oh, he says
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we need to work on the development of
a system, but he says we do not want
to deploy one. I happen to disagree
with him. I think it is one of the few
threats that the American people face.
It is a dangerous world when we look
at North Korea, when we look at China
and the technological advances of
China, when we look at the Iranians
and the Muslim governments.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Louisiana [Mr. LIVING-
STON].

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman,
when we look at the advances of a hos-
tile world out there, we begin to under-
stand that if America does not prepare
for what threats might develop in the
future, that we may well find ourselves
underprepared and not ready for those
threats when they occur. That would
be a disaster. We owe it to our troops,
we owe it to our people to be secure.

As this chart shows, Mr. Chairman,
we actually, with the current proposed
spending, after we take off medical
spending and the pay raise that has
been built into the system, we are ac-
tually going down under last year.
When the Joint Chiefs have said we ac-
tually need an extra $15 billion in
weapons modernization, we are not giv-
ing them the $15 billion in weapons
modernization. We are not even keep-
ing even with where we were last year.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment
would cut us by an additional $2 bil-
lion. That is unwise, it cuts our seed
corn so that we cannot sow seeds for
the future and be prepared. It will
leave us ill prepared to meet the
threats of the 21st century, and I urge
the defeat of this amendment.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself 10 seconds.

Mr. Chairman, I am learning the lexi-
con. Sometimes a freeze is a cut, and
sometimes a freeze is a freeze. A freeze
is a cut when it is for some programs
and a freeze is not a cut or is just a
freeze for the Pentagon.

Mr. Chairman. I yield 21⁄2 minutes to
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr.
LUTHER].

Mr. LUTHER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of this amendment to freeze
Department of Defense spending at the
fiscal year 1996 level.

In the past year and a half we have
seen some progress in reducing our
country’s deficit, but not nearly
enough. With the budget crisis facing
this Nation, we must look for every
single opportunity we have to reduce
the deficit. And we simply cannot jus-
tify spending more on defense than our
own military experts believe is nec-
essary.

Mr. Chairman, we have been elected
to this body to exercise judgment, com-
mon sense, and courage to make the
hard choices necessary to achieve a
balanced Federal budget. Freezing
military spending would demonstrate
our collective commitment to getting
our Nation’s fiscal house in order. But
more importantly, it will set the stage

for asking the American people to
make sacrifices in other important
budget areas.

It is much easier to discuss the idea
of shared sacrifice with senior citizens,
children, and hardworking American
people when we can assure them that
all Federal programs and agencies are
facing the same budget constraints.

The American people know it is
wrong to ask them to share the pain of
balancing the budget when a big part of
the budget, the military budget, is
being increased. The bottom line is
simple, and we should know it by now
after everything we have gone through
in the last year and a half. If we are se-
rious about balancing the budget of
this country, it is essential that every
Federal program and Federal agency
share in the sacrifice, including the De-
partment of Defense.

Mr. Chairman, let us show the Amer-
ican people that we really are commit-
ted to fiscal responsibility. Let us
apply the same belt tightening to the
military budget that we applied to the
rest of the budget.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my fellow
House Members to vote for this amend-
ment and freeze military spending at
the 1996 level.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. NEUMANN] in support of the
amendment to freeze defense.

Mr. NEUMANN. Mr. Chairman, this
is an amendment to freeze defense
spending at last year’s levels. It is no
big secret in this Nation that elections
are coming up in November of this year
and I have become accustomed to hear-
ing an awful lot of demagoguing. I hope
this amendment passes so that there
will be no demagoguing come the fall
elections this year about defense
spending increasing.

Mr. Chairman, if we pass this amend-
ment, defense spending is frozen. Pe-
riod. It is not an increase or decrease.
It is frozen, period. And there should be
no demagoguing going into the fall
elections after we pass this amend-
ment. This amendment freezes defense
spending at last year’s level.

Last year’s level was $243 billion.
Next year’s level would be $243 billion
if this is passed. What about defense
spending and where does this rate in
priorities of the Nation? I think de-
fense spending is one of the highest pri-
orities of the Nation and should be
treated that way. But does that mean
defense spending should not be treated
with the same scrutiny that all other
parts of the budget are?

Mr. Chairman, I personally think we
need to develop a missile defense sys-
tem for this Nation. Many of the Amer-
ican people do not realize that if some-
body launches a missile against the
United States of America, we have no
ability to shoot that missile down and
to protect our own Nation. So, I think
we do need to develop a missile defense
system.

If we freeze defense spending, how
can we go about developing a missile

defense system? Well, we go at the de-
fense budget the same way we have
gone after all the other parts of this
budget. We find the programs that are
not absolutely essential and we take
money from those programs that are
not absolutely essential and we redi-
rect the funds into the programs that
are the most important.

Mr. Chairman, my recommendation
is I think we move to a high-tech-
nology military. I think we use techno-
logical advancements the best we pos-
sibly can. We develop the systems that
are necessary to preserve and protect
this Nation for our children.

But when we are doing that, at the
same time we have to retire planes
that are too old to service properly,
planes that are too dangerous and
other equipment that is too old, and
properly bring down the support for
that equipment that we no longer need
with a high-technology military.

What is happening in this amend-
ment? Defense spending will be frozen.
The National Taxpayers Union sup-
ports it, and I would like to quote their
letter directly. It says, ‘‘Congress has
committed to reining in wasteful
spending. We cannot afford to increase
military spending if we are to gain con-
trol of our Federal deficits and achieve
a balanced budget.’’

Last night on the floor of the House
of Representatives we had a very inter-
esting debate. The vote outcome indi-
cated that we in this body believed
that we have to have an $8 billion in-
crease in the deficit next year.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to sug-
gest to my colleagues that the passage
of this amendment allows us to move
$1.8 billion closer to a balanced budget.
I would like to conclude my remarks
this evening by encouraging the people
in this body to do what is right for the
future of our Nation, to do what is
right for our children’s future.

Mr. Chairman, I say to my col-
leagues, move us closer to a balanced
budget. We are $5.2 trillion in debt.
That is $20,000 for every man, woman,
and child. It is time we move closer to
a balanced budget. I encourage the sup-
port of this amendment which simply
freezes defense spending.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 3 minutes to the distin-
guished gentleman from Washington,
[Mr. DICKS], a member of the sub-
committee.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I just
wanted to make sure my colleagues
have not forgotten a little history
here. I have heard a lot of talk about
the defense budget not having been cut.
I want to say that is the most ridicu-
lous thing I have heard all night to-
night.

Mr. Chairman, we have cut the de-
fense budget by $100 billion a year since
1985. When we take today’s budget, it
would have been $350 billion. Today, it
is $250 billion. We have cut procure-
ment by 70 percent. The Joint Chiefs
have just written a letter to Secretary
Perry saying that we are short annu-
ally $20 billion in procurement.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H6375June 13, 1996
b 1845

We have downsized the military since
the gulf war dramatically. In the gulf
war we had 1 million men in the U.S.
Army. Today we are down at 495,000.
And we are operating at a higher op
tempo than at any point between the
Vietnam war and the gulf war.

We are sending these kids, these
young men and women in the military,
out more often to more places. The op
tempo has never been higher. To say in
the face of that evidence that we do
not need to do more for defense is sim-
ply incorrect. We are operating in a
very fragile situation here. We added
about $6 billion to procurement. That
takes us up to $44 billion. The Joint
Chiefs say that we need to be at $60 bil-
lion, and Secretary Perry has admitted
the fact that we have got a major
shortfall in procurement. This budget
does not really come close to meeting
the legitimate requirement.

Now, I understand my colleagues who
say we should be doing more on domes-
tic priorities. I wish we could do more
in domestic priorities. But if you cut
the money out of this defense budget,
it is not going to go over and help HEW
or other bills. It is going to go to defi-
cit reduction, which is a very impor-
tant issue. And I do not favor tax cuts,
other things that are part of the other
side’s budget that will make the deficit
situation worse. But to say that we
have not cut defense, we have cut de-
fense more than any other discre-
tionary spending issue in the budget.
Nothing has been cut more than de-
fense over the last decade.

The requirements today on the mili-
tary are major. So I urge my col-
leagues not to forget history here. We
have leveled this off for the last couple
years. We have not really done what is
necessary. I just urge Members not to
take this amendment, because it will
make the job even more difficult to try
and have adequate procurement fund-
ing for the equipment that our services
need. We are going to have a major
problem out there in the future if we
do not have adequate funding for pro-
curement.

I urge Members to stay with this
budget. It is not perfect, but it is cer-
tainly a step in the right direction.
And to say that we have not cut de-
fense is just ludicrous.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, I yield
30 seconds to the gentleman from Mis-
souri [Mr. SKELTON].

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to associate myself with the
remarks of the gentleman who just
spoke. We cannot cut this defense
budget anymore.

It is interesting in all this debate,
not much has been said about the sol-
dier. The first place that you cut, the
easiest place that you cut is from the
soldier, himself or herself from those
who are on the high seas, who keep the
airplanes flying. We should not forget
those because they are the first to be
cut in an event of a cut such as this
amendment would provide.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself 1 minute.

Let me say to my good friend from
Washington, I do not disagree with his
history. It is his mathematics that I
want to focus on. The gentleman is the
most honest advocate of increased
military spending. He says the military
budget would be $340 billion. But it was
never in dollars more than about 200
billion.

What did he do? He used an inflation
adjusted figure and that is at the heart
of this discussion. We are talking about
dollars being dollars. The gentleman
from Washington says, it is a cut in
part because we have not keep up with
inflation. So I ask, particularly Mem-
bers on the other side, if that is the ac-
counting they want to go back to, OK.
But understand that that is the basis
for the gentleman from Washington’s
argument.

He talks about a reduction from $340
billion, but we never got to $340 billion.
It is the inflation adjustment.

This is a freeze. This is the same dol-
lars. That is the issue here. Are we
going to adopt a whole different set of
accounting for the military? My friend
says, 340, understand that that is get-
ting you into inflation adjusted ac-
counting. And if you do not keep up
with inflation, it is a cut.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
HINCHEY].

Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Chairman, old
habits break hard. That is as true of
nations as it is of people. We are in the
habit of spending enormous amounts of
money on the military budget. Right
now we are spending approximately the
same amount as the next 10 nations
combined.

It is simply a prudent thing to freeze
our defense spending at its present
level. Some might argue that we ought
to go far beyond that and reduce the
military budget substantially. There
are people in this town, responsible
people who follow the military expend-
itures intimately, who would argue
that you could safely cut $50 billion
out of the military budget without af-
fecting the security of this country one
iota. No one there is proposing any-
thing like that. They are simply pro-
posing that we freeze military spending
at its present level so that we can
begin to establish some new priorities.

Our priorities approximately have
been to spend for the military, for the
Second World War and for the cold war.
All of that is behind us now. The major
threats to our countries are within.

We have schools in this country that
are falling apart. We have children who
are not getting decent education. We
have people who need health care. We
have roads and bridges which are fall-
ing apart. Half of the bridges in this
country are below standards, below
safety standards. Everywhere we look
the basic infrastructure of this country
is in dire need. We continue to pour
more and more money into larger and
larger military budgets against an

enemy that is no longer extant. They
are gone. We have beat them. They are
defeated. They are not here anymore.

This kind of military has got to be
brought in line. We have to, this Con-
gress has got to be given the oppor-
tunity to establish new priorities, rea-
sonable priorities that meet the needs
of our country. We have got to begin to
focus more approximately on our do-
mestic needs.

I have just mentioned a few. They are
legion. They go far beyond those few
that I have just mentioned. But the
best priorities of this country are hurt-
ing and wanting, and we are not treat-
ing them appropriately. This amend-
ment is reasonable. We should freeze
military spending and refocus our pri-
orities appropriately.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself the balance of
my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. FRANK] is rec-
ognized for 21⁄4 minutes.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I want to be very clear
again about what we are discussing.
The gentleman from Washington was
very honest. He said he does not think
this budget is enough. I will be honest
and say that, even if this amendment
passes, I think it will be too much. I
asked for a realistic threat assessment.
I asked the same intellectual and
mathematical standards be applied to
the Pentagon as elsewhere. We do not
do enough with the FBI. We do not do
enough to reduce serious hazardous
weight. We do not do enough to im-
prove air traffic safety. We do not do
enough to provide health care for older
people.

We are about to tell older people they
will have to take some reduction in the
kind of health care that is available to
them. You cannot exempt one area
from that. If you reject this amend-
ment, that is what you do. This amend-
ment does not cut the Pentagon. It
cuts it from the inflation adjusted fig-
ure which I thought we were not using
anymore.

This amendment says the Pentagon
and the intelligence entities. Let us be
clear, not just the Pentagon, It is all
the intelligence agencies as well. They
will get the same amount of money
this year as they had last year. Unlike
almost any other agency of govern-
ment, they will be held harmless
against the reductions.

Now look at the threats in the world.
Yes, we have Iran and we have Iraq. We
had them when we had the Soviet
Union as well. I do not believe that
they are at this point a greater threat
than the collectivity of crime, hazard-
ous waste, air traffic problems, terror-
ism. We have serious problems here at
home as well. Here is what we do if we
reject this amendment. We say to the
wealthy European and Asian nations of
this world, do not worry about defend-
ing yourselves because that is what we
are talking about here. When we talk
about a two-war strategy, had we
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talked about the broad projections of
American power, we are talking explic-
itly in defense planning of saying to
Europe and Asia, those prosperous
areas of the world, you need not spend
very much on your own defense. We
will do it. Save your money to become
more efficient. Save your money so you
can outcompete us.

Let us adopt this amendment as a be-
ginning of a rational decision to deal
with military spending in the same
way that we should deal with other
spending.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 1 minute.

Mr. Chairman, I just want to say to
the Members, this is an across-the-
board cut. We have rejected several
specific cuts. Over the years we have
cut substantial amounts from defense.
The threat has changed dramatically. I
think this would be a mistake for us to
now freeze the defense spending at this
level.

We go to conference, we may have to
make some more adjustments. All of us
know how difficult it is to make sure
the troops are taken care of, make sure
the threat is taken care of. All of us
work diligently listening to hearings,
listening to what the military wants.
They have long lists of what they
would like. But in order to keep our
military ready to respond and our Na-
tional Guard and Reserve ready to re-
spond, we cannot take another cut at
this point as we negotiate through this
bill. So I would urge Members to vote
against this amendment.

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

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute to the distin-
guished gentleman from Washington
[Mr. NETHERCUTT], a member of the
subcommittee.

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman very much for
yielding time to me. I have been sitting
in my office listening to this debate. I
felt compelled to come here to the
floor as a member of this subcommit-
tee who sat through the hearings day
after day, moment after moment, lis-
tening to the needs expressed by the
military for our future readiness and
our current readiness.

I want to speak to my Republican
freshman colleagues. Be very careful
about what we do here. This is a bad
amendment. This is something that is
going to threaten, in my judgment, the
future of this Nation. Think back just
recently when we were so proud in this
country to have our military forces be
able to go to Bosnia and rescue Scott
O’Grady, a constituent of mine from
Spokane, WA. Think back how we felt
in 1978 and 1979 when we had the fiasco
in our military problems in the Iran
rescue attempts. All the reason for
that success in the Scott O’Grady case
is because we are prepared.

We have to be prepared for the fu-
ture. This is a dangerous world. We
have heard it time after time in our
subcommittee. This is a dangerous

amendment. In my judgment, my col-
leagues, we ought to reject it very,
very strongly.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Connecticut [Mr. SHAYS] is recog-
nized for 4 minutes.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I believe
with all my heart and soul, if you tell
the American people the truth, they
will have you do the right thing. If you
tell your colleagues the truth, they
will have you do the right thing, too.

It is truthful, it is very truthful, as
the opponents of this bill point out,
there have been cuts in defense. In 1990,
we appropriated $286 billion. In 1991,
$268 billion. In 1992, $269 billion. In 1993,
$253 billion. In 1994, we spent, appro-
priated $240 billion. Since that time,
1995, $243 billion, 1996, the budget we
are in now, $243 billion.

This amendment is saying that we
should not cut from defense anymore.
We should not add to defense anymore.
We should spend $243 billion. It is in
truth a freeze.

Now, it is important to point out
that, when we took over, I speak pri-
marily to my Republican colleagues
and to those who might be watching on
TV, especially to the staff, when we
took over, we had a rescissions bill
that cut $20 billion.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
should address his remarks to the
Chair and not to the audience.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, none of it
was cutting defense. We were cutting
discretionary domestic spending. We
added back $11 billion; some of it went
to defense, for very necessary things.

In 1996, the President wanted to
spend $7 billion more than 1995 in dis-
cretionary spending. We spent $23 bil-
lion less. All cuts to domestic discre-
tionary spending. No cut to defense. We
cut HUD $6.3 billion from 1995 to 1996.
EPA we cut $713 million. FEMA we cut
$143 million. The Department of Edu-
cation, we cut $1.5 billion. NASA, we
cut $473 million. The National Science
Foundation, we cut $141 million. The
summer youth program, we cut $185
million. We cut from legal services $122
million. We did cut domestic spending.
We have to be truthful about it. We did
not cut Medicare. We did not cut Med-
icaid. We allowed the student loan pro-
gram to grow. We did not cut the
earned income tax credit. That is all
going up.

b 1900

Entitlement are going up under our
budget. We are just slowing the
growth. Domestic spending, nondefense
spending, is going down. We are cutting
it. And some of us happen to serve on
those committees where we would have
liked to have spent more, but we knew
we had to cut to balance this budget in
7 years, and I just urge my colleagues
to recognize that we need to get our fi-
nancial house in order.

If my colleagues did not like the
bump in next year’s budget and they

were tempted to vote against the budg-
et resolution, that was a plan, that was
not all that of a hard vote to vote ‘‘no’’
if my colleagues thought so. What is
important is to vote to actually cut
spending where we can, domestic
spending, to freeze it where we can, de-
fense spending, to slow the growth of
entitlements.

If we do all three things, we will, in
fact, balance the budget.

I urge my colleagues to recognize
this is not a cut from next year, from
this year to next year. We are freezing
defense spending. My God, if we cannot
freeze defense spending, how the heck
can we continue to say that we can cut
domestic spending, that we can slow
the growth of entitlements?

This is our moment of truth for any-
one who wants to get our financial
house in order and balance the Federal
budget. I urge adoption of this freeze
amendment.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself the balance of my
time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Florida is recognized for 41⁄2 min-
utes.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I just think it is time now to get
real about what it is that we are doing
and what it is we are talking about.
We’ve heard all of the facts and figures
being thrown out. This $2 billion cut
will have the effect of reducing this
budget $6.7 billion below last year’s
level, adjusted for inflation. Whether
my colleagues like it or not, there is an
inflation factor out there that we have
to take into account, and so this would
not be a freeze, it would be $6.7 billion
below last year in terms of actual buy-
ing power.

Now, this subcommittee that brings
this bill here today has already cut $1.3
billion out of the original number that
this House gave us to work with. They
gave us the number, and we worked
from that number. We have had to cut
it $1.3 billion already, from subcommit-
tee to the floor.

Now we talk about the defense budg-
et. For the last 12 years, including this
year, the real dollars invested in our
Nation’s security have declined while
almost every other spending account
that has been mentioned in that same
12-year period increased. So, in effect,
we are playing catchup, and there is a
lot more that needs to be done than we
are doing here, and I am going to talk
about that in just a minute.

But I think it is important that the
Members know that two-thirds of the
money, listen to this, two-thirds of the
money appropriated by this bill goes
for pay, housing, education, medical
care, quality-of-life issues for our peo-
ple in the military, as well as training
and readiness; two-thirds of this bill go
for these purposes. Now, why is that,
and why is it we spend more on our
military than other nations?

Mr. Chairman, it is because we have
an all-volunteer military. Those men
and women serving in uniform today
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are volunteers. They are serving their
country because they want to. They
have not been drafted or conscripted.
they are a volunteer military, and we
have an obligation to take care of
them.

Some $540 million of the money in
this budget is going to pay for Bosnia,
one of the many contingencies that our
troops have been involved in. With all
the operational tempo, the contin-
gencies, we are wearing out our equip-
ment, and we need to replace some of
that equipment.

What do we do today, my colleagues?
What we do today not only determines
where we are in our military capability
in 1996 and 1997. What we do today de-
termines what our readiness situation
will be 5 years from now or 10 years
from now. Let us not take the chance.
Let us be prepared, let us reject this
amendment, and let us get on with
passing this bill and getting to con-
ference with the Senate and getting it
to the President.

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

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Par-
liamentary inquiry, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, are we going to roll this
vote? Just for the guidance of the
Members, is it the intention of the
Chair to now take the pending votes
and go on to the next amendment in
debate?

The CHAIRMAN. A request for a re-
corded vote on this amendment will be
postponed until after disposition of the
Schroeder amendment.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. But we
will not go on to the next debate until
the next votes?

The CHAIRMAN. That is correct.
The question is on the amendment

offered by the gentleman from Con-
necticut [Mr. SHAYS].

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

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I demand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, further proceedings on the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Connecticut [Mr. SHAYS] will be post-
poned.

SEQUENTIAL VOTES POSTPONED IN COMMITTEE
OF THE WHOLE

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 453, proceedings will now
resume on those amendments on which
further proceedings were postponed in
the following order: an amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Wisconsin
[Mr. OBEY]; an amendment offered by
the gentlewoman from Colorado [Mrs.
SCHROEDER]; and an amendment offered
by the gentleman from Connecticut
[Mr. SHAYS].

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes
the time for any electronic vote after
the first vote in this series.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. OBEY

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] on
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the noes prevailed
by voice vote.

The Clerk will designate the amend-
ment.

The Clerk designated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 101, noes 319,
not voting 14, as follows:

[Roll No. 243]

AYES—101

Ackerman
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Beilenson
Blumenauer
Bonior
Brown (CA)
Brown (OH)
Bryant (TX)
Clay
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Conyers
Coyne
Cummings
Danner
DeFazio
Dellums
Dingell
Doggett
Duncan
Durbin
Ehlers
Evans
Fattah
Filner
Flake
Foglietta
Ford
Frank (MA)
Furse
Gephardt
Gutierrez

Hilliard
Hinchey
Jackson (IL)
Jacobs
Johnson (SD)
Johnston
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (MA)
Kleczka
Lewis (GA)
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney
Markey
McCarthy
McDermott
McKinney
Meehan
Menendez
Miller (CA)
Minge
Mink
Nadler
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Owens
Payne (NJ)
Pelosi
Petri
Poshard

Ramstad
Rangel
Reed
Rivers
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sanders
Schroeder
Schumer
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Shays
Slaughter
Stark
Stearns
Stockman
Stokes
Studds
Stupak
Torres
Towns
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Williams
Woolsey
Wynn
Yates
Zimmer

NOES—319

Abercrombie
Allard
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bentsen
Bereuter
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Borski
Boucher
Brewster
Browder
Brown (FL)
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bunn

Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chapman
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clayton
Clement
Clinger
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Coleman
Collins (GA)
Combest
Condit
Cooley
Costello
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham

Davis
de la Garza
Deal
DeLauro
DeLay
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dixon
Dooley
Doolittle
Dornan
Doyle
Dreier
Dunn
Edwards
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
Ensign
Eshoo
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fawell
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Fields (TX)
Flanagan
Foley
Forbes
Fowler
Fox
Franks (CT)

Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Frost
Funderburk
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Geren
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Green (TX)
Greene (UT)
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hancock
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke
Holden
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kim
King
Kingston
Klink
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaFalce

LaHood
Lantos
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Longley
Lucas
Manton
Manzullo
Martinez
Martini
Mascara
Matsui
McCollum
McCrery
McHale
McHugh
McInnis
McKeon
McNulty
Meek
Metcalf
Meyers
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)
Moakley
Molinari
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Morella
Murtha
Myers
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Ortiz
Orton
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Parker
Pastor
Paxon
Payne (VA)
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Pickett
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich

Rahall
Regula
Richardson
Riggs
Roberts
Roemer
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose
Roth
Royce
Sabo
Salmon
Sanford
Sawyer
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Scott
Seastrand
Shadegg
Shaw
Shuster
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stenholm
Stump
Talent
Tanner
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Tejeda
Thomas
Thompson
Thornberry
Thurman
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Torricelli
Traficant
Upton
Volkmer
Vucanovich
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Ward
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zeliff

NOT VOTING—14

Berman
Bevill
Bilbray
Cardin
English

Gillmor
Hayes
Lincoln
McDade
McIntosh

Moran
Saxton
Smith (NJ)
Thornton

b 1924

Mr. UPTON, Mr. GENE GREEN of
Texas, Mrs. MYRICK, and Mrs. CLAY-
TON changed their vote from ‘‘aye’’ to
‘‘no.’’

So the amendment was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
AMENDMENT, AS MODIFIED, OFFERED BY MRS.

SCHROEDER

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on the amendment, as modified, offered
by the gentlewoman from Colorado
[Mrs. SCHROEDER], on which further
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proceedings were postponed and on
which the noes prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will designate the amend-
ment.

The Clerk designated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The CHAIRMAN. This will be a 5-

minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 148, noes 265,
not voting 21, as follows:

[Roll No. 244]

AYES—148

Ackerman
Allard
Baesler
Baldacci
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Beilenson
Bentsen
Berman
Blumenauer
Blute
Bonior
Borski
Brown (CA)
Brown (OH)
Bryant (TX)
Campbell
Chrysler
Clay
Clayton
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Condit
Conyers
Coyne
Cummings
Danner
DeFazio
Dellums
Deutsch
Dingell
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Duncan
Durbin
Ehlers
Engel
Eshoo
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Filner
Flake
Foglietta
Ford
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Furse

Gephardt
Green (TX)
Gutierrez
Hall (TX)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Holden
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jacobs
Johnson (SD)
Johnston
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (MA)
Kleczka
Klink
Klug
LaFalce
Lantos
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Markey
Martini
Mascara
McCarthy
McDermott
McHale
McKinney
Meehan
Menendez
Miller (CA)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Morella
Nadler
Neal
Neumann
Oberstar
Obey
Olver

Orton
Owens
Pallone
Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pomeroy
Poshard
Ramstad
Rangel
Rivers
Roemer
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanders
Sawyer
Schroeder
Schumer
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Shays
Skaggs
Slaughter
Stark
Stenholm
Stokes
Studds
Stupak
Thurman
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Williams
Wise
Woolsey
Wynn
Yates
Zimmer

NOES—265

Abercrombie
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Boucher

Brewster
Browder
Brown (FL)
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chapman
Chenoweth
Christensen
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn

Coleman
Collins (GA)
Combest
Cooley
Costello
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
de la Garza
Deal
DeLauro
DeLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dixon
Doolittle
Dornan
Dreier
Dunn
Edwards

Ehrlich
Emerson
Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Fields (LA)
Fields (TX)
Flanagan
Foley
Forbes
Fowler
Fox
Franks (CT)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Frost
Funderburk
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Geren
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gilman
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Greene (UT)
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hamilton
Hancock
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam

Jones
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kim
Kingston
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Linder
Livingston
Longley
Lucas
Manzullo
Martinez
Matsui
McCollum
McCrery
McInnis
McKeon
McNulty
Metcalf
Meyers
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)
Molinari
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Murtha
Myers
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Ortiz
Oxley
Packard
Parker
Paxon
Payne (VA)
Peterson (FL)
Pickett
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce
Quillen
Radanovich
Rahall
Reed

Regula
Richardson
Riggs
Roberts
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose
Roth
Royce
Salmon
Sanford
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Scott
Seastrand
Shadegg
Shaw
Shuster
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stearns
Stockman
Stump
Talent
Tanner
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Tejeda
Thomas
Thompson
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Traficant
Upton
Vucanovich
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Ward
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zeliff

NOT VOTING—21

Bevill
Bilbray
Cardin
Clinger
Cox
Davis
English

Gillmor
Gonzalez
Hayes
King
Lincoln
McDade
McHugh

McIntosh
Meek
Moran
Quinn
Saxton
Smith (NJ)
Thornton

b 1931

Mr. GORDON changed his vote from
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

So the amendment as modified was
rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SHAYS

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Connecticut [Mr. SHAYS]
on which further proceedings were
postponed and on which the ayes pre-
vailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate the
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The CHAIRMAN. This will be a 5-

minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 194, noes 219,
not voting 21, as follows:

[Roll No. 245]

AYES—194

Andrews
Baesler
Baldacci
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Bass
Becerra
Beilenson
Bentsen
Berman
Blumenauer
Blute
Bonior
Borski
Brown (CA)
Brown (OH)
Bryant (TX)
Bunn
Camp
Campbell
Castle
Chabot
Chapman
Chrysler
Clay
Clayton
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Condit
Costello
Coyne
Cummings
Danner
Deal
DeFazio
Dellums
Deutsch
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Duncan
Durbin
Ehlers
Engel
Ensign
Eshoo
Evans
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Fawell
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Filner
Flake
Flanagan
Foglietta
Foley
Ford
Fox
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Furse
Ganske

Gephardt
Gilchrest
Goodlatte
Gordon
Green (TX)
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hoekstra
Hoke
Holden
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jacobs
Johnson (SD)
Johnston
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klug
LaFalce
LaHood
Lantos
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Markey
Martini
Mascara
McCarthy
McDermott
McHale
McInnis
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Menendez
Metcalf
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Morella
Nadler
Neal
Neumann

Ney
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Orton
Owens
Pallone
Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Ramstad
Rangel
Riggs
Rivers
Roemer
Rohrabacher
Roth
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanders
Sanford
Schroeder
Schumer
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Shays
Skaggs
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (WA)
Spratt
Stark
Stokes
Studds
Stupak
Thurman
Tiahrt
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Volkmer
Wamp
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weller
Williams
Wise
Woolsey
Wynn
Yates
Zimmer

NOES—219

Abercrombie
Allard
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bateman
Bereuter
Bilirakis
Bishop

Bliley
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Boucher
Brewster
Browder
Brown (FL)
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan

Calvert
Canady
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Coleman
Collins (GA)
Combest
Cooley
Cox
Cramer
Crane
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Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
de la Garza
DeLauro
DeLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Doolittle
Dornan
Dreier
Dunn
Edwards
Ehrlich
Emerson
Everett
Fields (TX)
Forbes
Fowler
Franks (CT)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Frost
Funderburk
Gallegly
Gejdenson
Gekas
Geren
Gibbons
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Greene (UT)
Hall (OH)
Hamilton
Hancock
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hunter
Hutchinson

Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kasich
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kim
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Largent
Laughlin
Lazio
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Linder
Livingston
Longley
Lucas
Manzullo
Martinez
Matsui
McCollum
McCrery
McKeon
Meek
Meyers
Mica
Molinari
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Moran
Murtha
Myers
Myrick
Nethercutt
Norwood
Ortiz
Oxley
Packard
Parker
Paxon
Payne (VA)
Peterson (FL)
Pickett
Pombo
Pryce
Quillen
Radanovich
Rahall

Reed
Regula
Richardson
Roberts
Rogers
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose
Royce
Salmon
Sawyer
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Scott
Seastrand
Shadegg
Shaw
Shuster
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Solomon
Spence
Stearns
Stenholm
Stockman
Stump
Talent
Tanner
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Tejeda
Thomas
Thompson
Thornberry
Torkildsen
Traficant
Visclosky
Vucanovich
Walker
Walsh
Ward
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zeliff

NOT VOTING—21

Ackerman
Bevill
Bilbray
Cardin
Clinger
Conyers
Cunningham

Davis
English
Gillmor
Hayes
Johnson, E.B.
King
Lincoln

McDade
McHugh
McIntosh
Quinn
Saxton
Souder
Thornton

b 1939

Mr. PORTMAN changed his vote
from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the amendment was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HOKE

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

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. HOKE: At the

end of the bill (before the short title), insert
the following new section:

SEC. 8095. None of the funds available to
the Department of Defense under this Act
may be obligated or expended to procure
landing gear for aircraft except when it is
made known to the Federal official having
authority to obligate or expend such funds
that—

(1) the manufacturer of the item is part of
the national technology and industrial base;

(2) the landing gear is manufactured and
assembled in the United States; and

(3) the contract through which the pro-
curement is made is entered into more than
30 days after the date of the enactment of

this Act: Provided, That contracts existing
on the date of enactment of this Act and ex-
isting or subsequent options in such con-
tracts through January 1, 2000 are not cov-
ered by this section if the Secretary of the
military department which issued the air-
craft production contract certifies to the Ap-
propriations Committees of the House and
Senate that purchasing landing gear under
the terms of this section will create a signifi-
cant adverse technical, cost, or schedule im-
pact on the aircraft production program.

Mr. HOKE (during the reading). Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the amendment be considered as
read and printed in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.
Mr. HOKE. Mr. Chairman, this is the

amendment as originally published in
the RECORD with an addition to it that
clarifies the intent that the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT] and I had
with respect to the amendment.

The clarification makes it clear ex-
pressly that the amendment does not
apply to existing contracts on the date
of enactment of the act or to subse-
quent options in such contracts
through January 1, 2000. This was in-
cluded at the request of the chairman
of the subcommittee.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOKE. I yield to the gentleman
from Florida.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, we reviewed this
amendment and asked the gentleman
to modify his amendment, which he
did. We are prepared to accept it on
that basis.

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for accepting the
amendment. I would like to say just
very, very briefly that what this does
is essentially it is a ‘‘Buy American’’
amendment that applies to landing
gear with certain exceptions and its
makes it clear that the landing gear
that will go on our military aircraft
will, to the extent possible, be manu-
factured and assembled in the United
States of America.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to my good
friend from Youngstown, OH, Mr.
TRAFICANT.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, this
is a good amendment, it will save a lot
of jobs, and I appreciate the committee
happily accepting it.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. HOKE].

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. KENNEDY OF

MASSACHUSETTS

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. KENNEDY of

Massachusetts: Page 87, after line 3, insert
the following new section:

SEC. . (a) None of the funds appropriated
or otherwise made available by this Act for
the Department of Defense specimen reposi-

tory described in subsection (b) may be used
for any purpose except in accordance with
the requirement in paragraph numbered 3 of
the covered Department of Defense policy
memorandum that specifically provides that
permissible uses of specimen samples in the
repository are limited to the following pur-
poses:

(1) Identification of human remains.
(2) Internal quality assurance activities to

validate processes for collection, mainte-
nance and analysis of samples.

(3) A purpose for which the donor of the
sample (or surviving next-of-kin) provides
consent.

(4) As compelled by other applicable law in
a case in which all of the following condi-
tions are present:

(A) The responsible Department of Defense
official has received a proper judicial order
or judicial authorization.

(B) The specimen sample is needed for the
investigation or prosecution of a crime pun-
ishable by one year or more of confinement.

(C) No reasonable alternative means for
obtaining a specimen for DNA profile analy-
sis is available.

(b) The specimen repository referred to in
subsection (a) is the repository that was es-
tablished pursuant to Deputy Secretary of
Defense Memorandum 47803, dated December
16, 1991, and designated as the ‘‘Armed
Forces Repository of Specimen Samples for
the Identification of Remains’’ by paragraph
numbered 4 in the covered Department of De-
fense policy memorandum.

(c) For purposes of this section, the cov-
ered Department of Defense policy memoran-
dum is the memorandum of the Assistant
Secretary of Defense (Health Affairs) for the
Secretary of the Army, dated April 2, 1996,
issued pursuant to law which states as its
subject ‘‘Policy Refinements for the Armed
Forces Repository of Specimen Samples for
the Identification of Remains’’.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts
(during the reading). Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent that the
amendment be considered as read and
printed in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.
Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.

Chairman, I have spoken with my
friend, the chairman of the committee,
as well as Mr. MURTHA about this pro-
vision. These provisions deal with what
is an exciting new development in the
human genome project and the fact
that there will probably be no larger
group of donors of DNA and genetic in-
formation than all of the members of
our military that will be required to
provide DNA samples.

Under current Pentagon policy, the
use of genetic information only goes to
the identification of remains or for the
investigation of the prosecution of a
crime.

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

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. I
yield to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, I know
the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
YOUNG] and I have looked at this. This
is, I think, an important safeguard
that is necessary. It may need to be
cleaned up, but I certainly have no
problem with it.
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Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. I

appreciate that.
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-

man, if the gentleman will yield, we
are prepared to accept it and move on
to the next amendment.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I appreciate the cooperation
of both the chairman and the ranking
member.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN-
NEDY].

The amendment was agreed to.

b 1945

Mrs. FOWLER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, this is for the purpose
of entering into a colloquy with the
chairman of the Subcommittee on Na-
tional Security on the question of
funding reductions to Defense Business
Operations Fund activities, which are
included in his bill.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. FOWLER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I would be more than happy to
engage in such a colloquy.

Mrs. FOWLER. Mr. Chairman, I note
that the committee has reduced fund-
ing for Army and Navy activities in the
Defense Business Operations Fund by
$500 million to reduce funded carryover
of these activities. I hope that I can re-
ceive some clarification from the
chairman on how the committee in-
tends to distribute this reduction.
Could the gentleman provide some as-
surance that the committee intends to
apply this reduction in a manner that
is directly proportionate to the level of
projected carryover assignable to each
of the various kinds of DBOF activi-
ties?

I ask this because I am aware that
the Naval Aviation Depots’ budgets
were reduced in the Department of De-
fense review of the Military Services’
budget request. I am concerned about
the possibility that further reductions
could be applied in an inequitable man-
ner. I would also note that the Depart-
ment of Defense has convened a study
group to consider modifications to the
DOD policy in this area.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, if the gentlewoman will continue
to yield, let me assure my colleague
from Florida that it is the committee’s
intent to reduce these accounts in a
manner that reflects the various DBOF
activities’ proportionate share of the
total carryover. The committee does
not intend to impose an excessive or
inappropriate burden on any one kind
of DBOF function or activity.

Mrs. FOWLER. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, I thank the gen-
tleman from his clarification. I also
want to praise the chairman and his
committee for the outstanding product
they have brought us today. His bill

makes significant improvements over
the administration’s request by en-
hancing readiness, modernization, and
military quality of life.

I strongly support passage of this
bill, and urge my colleagues to do the
same.

Mr. TORRES. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I wish to enter into a
colloquy with the gentleman from
Florida, Chairman YOUNG, at this time.

I deeply appreciate Chairman
YOUNG’s efforts to improve the readi-
ness of our U.S. Armed Forces to con-
duct operations in chemical and bio-
logical operations and their environ-
ment. I fully support the chairman’s
request for increased appropriations for
the procurement of protective chemi-
cal-biological clothing.

Mr. Chairman, I have brought to the
subcommittee’s attention an offer to
provide the Armed Services with just
such individual protective clothing
which may result in a cost savings to
the American taxpayer. Discussions
which are ongoing with our Armed
Services on this offer require addi-
tional discussions, and I am seeking
the chairman’s support in assisting me
to resolve these discussions during the
conference process.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TORRES. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for bring-
ing this matter to our attention and
assure him that we will look forward to
working with him between now and
conference to come to a final resolu-
tion on this matter.

Mr. TORRES. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, I thank the gen-
tleman for taking this under consider-
ation.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DE FAZIO

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

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

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. DEFAZIO: At
the end of the bill (before the short title), in-
sert the following new section:

SEC. . None of the funds provided in this
Act for the National Missile Defense pro-
gram may be obligated for space-based inter-
ceptors or space-based directed-energy weap-
ons.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent that all
debate on this amendment and all
amendments thereto close in 20 min-
utes and that the time be equally di-
vided.

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

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, reserv-
ing the right to object, we talked about
30. Did the gentleman just say 20?

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I said 20, and that was my pref-
erence.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, when I
discussed it earlier with the ranking
member——

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. All right, Mr.
Chairman, I withdraw that request, and
let me offer another unanimous-con-
sent request.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that debate on this amendment
and all amendments thereto close in 30
minutes and that the time be equally
divided, and, hopefully, we will not use
all the time.

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

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman

from Oregon [Mr. DEFAZIO] and the
gentleman from Florida [Mr. YOUNG]
will each be recognized for 15 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Oregon [Mr. DEFAZIO.]

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

The amendment before the House is
quite simple. It says, and I can read it
because it is so brief, ‘‘None of the
funds provided in this act for the na-
tional missile defense program may be
obligated for space-based interceptors
or space-based directed energy weap-
ons.’’

The intent of this amendment is to
have the Pentagon focus on effective
missile defense; that is, theater missile
defense and other national missile de-
fense initiatives which have great
promise, and not to spin off back into
space in the fantasy of star wars once
again.

As we know from our last experiences
with star wars, it has an infinite capac-
ity to consume funds. We have had
much debate here today about scarce
resources at the Pentagon, and I be-
lieve adopting this amendment will
help the Pentagon to focus more effec-
tively on the technologies that have
the most promise to defend the United
States of America and defend our al-
lies.

It will not impact theater missile de-
fense; it will not impact the Nautilus
program, which is being developed in
concert with Israel; it will not impact
the Navy Upper Tier program; it will
not impact the three-plus-three BMDO
proposal; it will not impact the LEAP
proposal of the Navy; it will not impact
the EKV proposal of the Army. But
what it does, within the context of this
bill, which will provide $3.2 billion for
missile defense programs of all types,
it will prevent movement and dispersal
of scarce funds into space-based fan-
tasies.

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

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. THORNBERRY].

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to begin by putting this
amendment in a little bit of context,
because I think the American people do
not understand exactly where we are
with regard to missile defense.
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There are missiles that threaten peo-

ple in the United States today. There
are some now and there will be more in
the future. There gets to be a debate
about how quickly we will have more
and how quickly other countries will
have this capability, but there will be
more and nobody denies that.

Second, there is absolutely nothing
that we can do today to stop a missile
from hitting the United States. That is
a fact. The children in this country are
absolutely vulnerable, as is everyone
else, to a missile attack by a country
that has missiles now or someone that
may have missiles in the future.

This amendment asks us to tie one
hand behind our back as we seek to
find the best way to meet that threat
in the future. The truth is this is not
the area where most of the work is
going on now. It is not the area that of-
fers the best possibility for an imme-
diate kind of protection against a
small sort of launch, but it is some-
thing we should explore.

We ought to look ahead to the kinds
of threats we will have in the future
and the best and most effective ways to
prevent it in the future, and that is
why I think it is foolish for us to tie
one hand behind our back as this
amendment seeks to do. We should ex-
plore all the options and we should
take advantage of the best option to
protect our people and our children, be-
cause I think that is the first obliga-
tion of this Congress and the defense
that we are responsible for.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from South
Carolina [Mr. SPRATT].

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

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the amendment offered by
my colleague from Oregon. I do so as a
supporter of ballistic missile defense,
both national and theater, and I do so
as a supporter of the plus-up that the
Committee on National Security and
the appropriations subcommittee have
given national missile defense.

Used wisely, this extra sum of $300
million to $350 million will take us, I
think, to the point in 3 years where we
will have a ground-based interceptor to
test, and once we have it to test, we
can decide if we want to move forward
with it and deploy it in 3 more years.

A lot of people in this institution,
this House, like the last speaker, decry
the fact that we do not have ballistic
missile defense. Let me tell my friends
it is not for want of spending money.
Since Ronald Reagan made his speech
in March 1983, we have spent over $35
billion in pursuit of ballistic missile
defenses, strategic defense. And a good
bit of that, at least at the outset, was
spent on space-based lasers.

To start with, there was the x–ray
laser, which was to be the coup de
grace. It was to be the ultimate answer
to ballistic missile defense. It did not
pan out. Then there was the excimer
laser, and the free electron laser, both

of which would have been ground-
based, but they could not propagate a
beam through the atmosphere without
gross corrections. And then there were
three or four or five different kinds of
chemical lasers, and none of them has
yet come to fruition, proved its effi-
cacy as a system that can be so-called
weaponized.

We have spent more money on space-
based interceptors, something called
Brilliant Pebbles. The idea once was to
launch thousands of these cheap small
satellites encircling the globe in low-
earth orbit. We built Endo- and Exo-at-
mospheric interceptors.

If there is any lesson learned from all
of this, it is simply this: It is not for
lack of funding but lack of focus that
we do not have anything to deploy that
we can call strategic or national mis-
sile defense today. And if there is any-
where that the lack of focus has cost us
more, there is nowhere more that it
has cost us and bought us less than in
the area of directed energy systems or
spaced-based laser systems.

Now, I support a reasonable level of
research on these space-based systems,
on these directed energy laser systems.
One day they may realize their poten-
tial. They may transform missile de-
fense and other forms of military de-
fense. But this amendment, the
DeFazio amendment, does not preclude
this kind of research. That is because
this amendment does not cut the Presi-
dent’s request for research in another
ballistic missile defense account called
the advanced technology line. It leaves
that line untouched and unaffected.

This amendment also does not pro-
hibit or affect at all tactical laser sys-
tems, like the Nautilus, which we are
pursuing jointly with Israel right now.
That is because this is funded in the
Army’s R&D budget. This applies only
to national missile defense and says as
to it, we can do research but we cannot
pursue national missile defense sys-
tems which include a space-based laser.

The technology to make space-based
lasers militarily useful is simply years,
decades away from fruition, and the
cost of developing and deploying lasers
or interceptors in space is far beyond
anything we can afford in this tight
budget. If we try it, we will only drain
dry our conventional military systems.

So this amendment keeps us from
going down a very costly and maybe ul-
timately fruitless road.

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

Mr. SPRATT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciate the gentleman’s yielding. I just
want to associate myself with the gen-
tleman’s remarks.

I believe that we should move for-
ward with a treaty compliant ground-
based system. I am not at all opposed
to doing research on advanced systems,
but I think any effort to procure them
or to move ahead rapidly to a space-
based system violates——

Mr. SPRATT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington [Mr. DICKS].

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, as I said,
that would violate the ABM agreement
and would be a very serious mistake.

I appreciate the gentleman, all his
hard work and his effort and expertise
on this matter, and, in my judgment, a
ground-based system could be effective;
and, frankly, I think the real threat to
America is terrorism and, in my judg-
ment, we should be doing more about
that. I think that is more of a threat
than a ballistic missile attack from an
enemy.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, I would say that for
those Members, like the gentleman
from Washington and myself who sup-
port some form of ballistic missile de-
fense, national missile defense, the way
to go, the sensible approach is with a
ground-based system. That is the near-
term system that is attainable right
now.

This amendment is important be-
cause it keeps us focused on that with
limited amounts of money to spend. If
we are going to have a ground-based
system, we can only accomplish it by
staying focused and staying dis-
ciplined.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman will continue to yield, the
other thing is, our first priority has to
be theater missile defense and
CorpsSAM. When we deploy troops, we
have to be able to defend those troops,
and I think the priorities the adminis-
tration has are correct on this.

b 2000

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 4 minutes to the distin-
guished gentleman from Louisiana [Mr.
LIVINGSTON], chairman of the Commit-
tee on Appropriations.

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

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I
think it is interesting just to listen to
that conversation that just preceded
us. The two gentlemen were talking
past each other. One was talking about
the ground-based system and the other
was talking about some system that is
out there in the hinterlands for a thea-
ter-based defense, and they are not nec-
essarily the same. So, they were not
necessarily in agreement.

Look, the liberals have been saying
since Gen. Daniel Graham came out
with what they called the star wars
system, they have been saying it does
not work. Technology is not capable of
delivering such a system. You cannot
possibly shoot down an incoming mis-
sile. They said that all the way
through the eighties.

All of a sudden, in the nineties, we
started developing these systems and
they started realizing, well, so much
for that argument. It is gone. Because
it is technologically capable. Then
they said, well, we cannot develop a
space-based system or lasers will never
work.

Well, if lasers never work, how come
the Israelis want one right now that



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH6382 June 13, 1996
has been utilized in the deserts of Ari-
zona or New Mexico and actually shot
down incoming targets? And Israel
says that is so neat, we would like to
have it.

The liberals are saying, oh, my good-
ness, we cannot have a space-based
laser. They are not saying it is not
technologically possible. They are say-
ing it is not treaty-compliant. What
treaty are they talking about? The
ABM Treaty. The treaty that was
confected between the United States
and a country that used to be called
the Soviet Union, a monolithic totali-
tarian government comprised of some
16 entities, some of which do not even
exist today, and certainly that entity
does not exist today.

Mr. Chairman, even if we were com-
pliant with that treaty, which was
probably bad news back then, it cer-
tainly did not apply to this highly
technological age of ours today where
the North Koreans, the Chinese, the
Iranians, the Iraqis and everybody else
who is of ill will in the world will have
the capability of putting ballistic mis-
siles together with nuclear warheads,
chemical warheads, or biological war-
heads and dropping them on New York.
And we are going to say we are not
going to deploy those space-based op-
portunities because we do not want to
spend our money?

Everybody knows the ground-based
system that the gentleman already
talked about is the most expensive sys-
tem we already have. The space-based
system actually is the cheapest. The
one in between is the Navy system,
which probably could be deployed by
the year 2000.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman has
amended the Republican plan which
would call for deployment by the year
2003 by saying, well, he has got a better
amendment. We can develop a system
in the year 2000 which may or may not
be deployed by 2003.

Weasel words. We will never deploy it
if it is up to the gentleman who pro-
ceeded me in the well. The fact is he
does not want an antiballistic missile
system. He does not want to protect
the American people. He is willing to
hide behind words and good thoughts
as much as he possibly can, but he does
not want a missile defense system that
will protect the American people or our
troops, as was indicated was the pref-
erence of the gentleman from Washing-
ton.

Now, we are going to have to have a
system. We can deploy a system. And
whether it is space based or sea based
or land based, whether it is lasers or
whatever it is, it ought to be the most
effective system that money can buy,
and it ought to be the most cost-effec-
tive system that we can get. We should
not be standing here in the well of this
House of Representatives and saying
one technology is off limits for what-
ever reason.

Mr. Chairman, that is insane. We
might as well be saying we are going to
tie our hands behind our backs and not

defend the American people. Is that
what my colleagues on the other side
of the aisle want? If that is what they
want, they should vote for DeFazio. If
it is not what they want, they should
vote against it.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from South
Carolina [Mr. SPRATT].

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I began
my last statement by saying I am a
supporter of ballistic missile defense,
and in years past when our side was in
the majority, on several occasions I
came to the floor when my own com-
mittee had cut the request for national
missile defense and offered amend-
ments which plussed it back up, which
prevailed in the House.

Mr. Chairman, I supported ballistic
missile defense and support it now on
the ground, because I think it is an at-
tainable system. But I also think, and
the chairman of the Committee on Ap-
propriations knows well, that we have
a terribly tight defense budget. If we
are going to put national defense, mis-
sile defense in place by the year 2003,
we have got to keep it focused on a
basic system that we can, indeed, de-
ploy.

Mr. Chairman, we are very close to
being able to deploy a ground-based
system which is cheaper than a laser-
based system. BMDO put our cost esti-
mates in March of 1995, which placed
the cost of space-based lasers at $20 bil-
lion, $30 billion, $40 billion. Those were
extrapolations. Nobody knows for sure,
because it is a very, very embryonic
technology. We have years to go.

There is another problem with space-
based, or any kind of space-based sys-
tems, and that is their inherent vulner-
ability. Because once they are placed
in space in fixed orbit, then they can be
taken out in fixed orbit. They can be
taken out by any country which is our
adversary and can launch an ICBM
that would truly be a threat to us.
They can fire an ICBM against it, or
they can use an antisatellite system
which itself is space-based. They could
even launch a space-based laser against
it.

So, Mr. Chairman, one of the reasons
that BMDO abandoned space-based sys-
tems some time ago in preference for
ground-based, at least as a first stages,
is the inherent vulnerability of
predeployed assets in space, lasers and
interceptors.

Mr. Chairman, I am against wasting
more money on deployment; not on re-
search. I specifically made that clear.
This allows research to continue. But
against pursuing the deployment of
these systems, because they would pre-
clude the one thing that is attainable
in the near term: ground-based inter-
ceptors.

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

Mr. DEFAZIO. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I want to
say to the distinguished gentleman
from Louisiana [Mr. LIVINGSTON], that

the gentleman from South Carolina
and myself, the former chairman of the
Senate Arms Services Committee, are
all people who are committed to de-
ploying a system. We think that a thin
system that is treaty-compliant is the
right way to go because we think it is
attainable. We think it does not start
an arms race with the other side, and it
will be less expensive.

Now, what I said, and I think the
gentleman misunderstood me, is that it
is crucial. First of all, if we are going
to send 500,000 troops to the Gulf again,
I want them to go with theater missile
defense, PAC–3, THAD, and using Navy
ships with the standard missile. I think
that is a good approach to defending
our troops in the field. To me, that
should be the highest priority.

Mr. Chairman, when we are sending
men and women into combat, they
have to have protection from scud mis-
siles and other launchers. That should
be first.

And then, second, we should keep
working on deploying this system. We
are prepared to go in that direction,
and we should continue to do the re-
search on the other, more exotic lay-
ered systems, but I think we should not
deploy them; as long as we are going to
maintain the ABM agreement, I do not
think they should be deployed.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Louisiana [Mr. LIVING-
STON], chairman of the Committee on
Appropriations.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman,
three points. First of all, the gen-
tleman that preceded me is talking
about the use of existing technology,
which means we could deploy that
right now. We have that equipment.
That is not the issue.

The gentleman is trying to sub-
stitute existing technology for future
technology. The fact, is in answer to
the gentleman who preceded him, Mr.
SPRATT, the fact is any system is vul-
nerable to some degree. I mean, you
could take out a ground-based system;
you could take out a sea-based system;
you could take out a space-based sys-
tem. They are all vulnerable. The point
is, are we going to provide some um-
brella of protection for the American
people?

Mr. Chairman, I happen to think we
should look for the best technology at
the best available price, and we should
not start blocking out certain tech-
nologies just because they happen to be
exotic for somebody who never believed
in them in the first place. That is ex-
actly the position of the author of this
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I would hope that
Members would understand, we are not
the experts. Let us develop the system.
Actually, I have read the language very
carefully, from the gentleman from
South Carolina [Mr. SPRATT] to the
ballistic missile defense program or the
bill that we have offered on the floor,
and he does not commit to deploying.
The gentleman says he looks forward
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to developing a system that may be de-
ployed by the year 2003.

Mr. Chairman, we say we will deploy
by the year 2003. There is a gulf of dif-
ference between those two positions. I
say we should be deploying and we
should be looking forward to the best,
cheapest, most effective system to pro-
tect the American people. Anything
less than that is an abdication of our
responsibility to them, our constitu-
ents.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
30 seconds to the gentleman from
Washington [Mr. DICKS].

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, the ques-
tion is, what are we going to deploy?
What is there to deploy? Are we going
to fly before we have done the tech-
nology and worked it out and proven it
will work? That is a prescription for
throwing money at the problem in a
ideological overreaction.

Mr. Chairman, let us try to go with
technology that we know something
about that will work, that will give us
limited protection, because that is all
we are going to get.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. EDWARDS].

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Chairman, star
wars is the Freddie Krueger of defense.
It simply will not die.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is
very simple. If Members oppose star
wars, vote ‘‘yes’’ on this amendment. If
they want to revive star wars, an ill-
fated taxpayer boondoggle that has
never done anything for the American
people’s defense, then oppose this
amendment. It is very simple.

Mr. Chairman, if Members think it
was not enough to take $30 billion of
taxpayers’ money to put into this pro-
gram that never proved out, was never
able to be deployed in the 1980’s, then
vote ‘‘no’’ on this amendment. To
spend more money on star wars is like
spending more money on the Edsel. It
simply will not work no matter how
hard we try. It is very simple.

Finally, if we want to take limited
defense dollars and ultimately put
them in a space-based system that is
unproven, rather than military con-
struction, military pay raises, theater
missile defense, if Members want to
take money out of their terribly impor-
tant defense programs and put it once
again into star wars, which I thought
my Republican colleagues said in the
defense bill debate right on this floor
last year they had no interest in, if
Members want to do all of that, they
should vote ‘‘no’’ on this amendment.

If my colleagues think it is time to
put a stake in the heart of this mod-
ern-day Dracula known as star wars,
then vote ‘‘yes’’ for this amendment.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, could I
inquire as to the remaining time?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Oregon [Mr. DEFAZIO] has 41⁄2
minutes remaining, and the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. YOUNG] has 8 min-
utes remaining.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentlewoman from
California [Ms. WOOLSEY].

(Ms. WOOLSEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, just
when we thought star wars was rel-
egated to the video rental store, it
comes back as national policy.

Mr. Chairman, It is unbelievable that
in the same week that the Gingrich
Congress passed a budget that hurts
seniors, hurts children, and hurts the
environment, we are considering spend-
ing $245 billion on the military. This
bill that we are talking about now will
accelerate the space-based star wars
program and wind up costing $30 billion
to $40 billion by the time the project is
completed.

That is not science fiction, folks; it is
double-feature horror show: yester-
day’s conference report and today’s de-
fense bill.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
DeFazio amendment because the Na-
tion cannot waste $30 billion to $40 bil-
lion on a space-based star wars system.

When our seniors are losing the guar-
antee of high-quality health care, this
Nation cannot afford to waste $30 bil-
lion to $40 billion on a space-based star
wars system when our young people
cannot afford to go to college.

This Nation cannot afford to waste
$30 billion to $40 billion on a space-
based star wars system when poor chil-
dren are losing the guarantee of basic
health care.

Mr. Chairman, let us ground our-
selves in reality for a moment. The
United States spends as much on the
military as all of our allies combined.
We spend 100 times more money on the
military than Iraq. Iraq, which is the
biggest spender among the rogue na-
tions.

This Nation cannot afford to waste
$30 billion to $40 billion on a space-
based star wars system when the threat
of a missile attack has been reduced by
the end of the cold war.

Inventing a threat in order to justify
this star wars gravy train for defense
contractors is simply irresponsible.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I remember the debate
last year when the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. EDWARDS] stood on this side
and a Member on the other side kept
saying, ‘‘I wish you would not say star
wars.’’ We are not talking about star
wars. We are not going back to star
wars. Star wars was a failure. We are
talking about ballistic missile defense
and things that are workable.

Mr. Chairman, here we are now a
year later, and we want to open that
door again. As we heard so ably dis-
cussed by the gentleman from South
Carolina [Mr. SPRATT] and the gen-
tleman from Washington [Mr. DICKS],
there is technology out there which ex-
ists, which can potentially defend the
United States against these threats
that we hear so much about, the rogue

nations and the single or the few mul-
tiple missiles.

But what we are talking about here,
if this amendment is defeated, is open-
ing the door again to the star wars fan-
tasy to spend another $30 billion to $60
million, which is estimated by the ma-
jority’s own Congressional Budget Of-
fice. They came up with the $30 billion
to $60 billion estimate for star wars.

b 2015

That is why the bill was pulled about
a week and a half ago from the floor of
the House. So let us focus our scarce
resources on something that might
provide benefit for the United States of
America in terms of defending our own
Nation against rogue nations, which
might, in fact already has defended our
troops when they are deployed overseas
hopefully defend some of our allies
overseas in the co-development with Is-
rael of the Nautilus program.

This amendment allows the TMD, the
Nautilus, the Navy Upper Tier, the 3
plus 3 BMDO, the LEAP, the EKV; all
those programs can go forward. They
are all technologies that have a good
chance of working.

What it does say is that we are not
going to move ahead to deployment of
a $30- to $60 billion boondoggle that
will not do anything to defend our Na-
tion.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself the balance of my
time.

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

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. I yield to the
gentleman from California.

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Chairman, I wish
you could understand how silly it
sounds, all these references to star
wars, to talk about all these other the-
ater missile defense systems that are
working. Where do my colleagues think
all that technology came from?

This is simply a funding limitation,
doing something to ourselves that no
other Nation is doing to itself. This is
an R&D program, and to not spend
this, and this is why I am shocked by
some of the strong Democrat defense
eagles on the other side, not clearing
the air here. Stop this silly rhetoric,
and let us not hamstring ourselves in a
dangerous world. Do my colleagues not
take questions at townhall meetings
that indicate that this country is still
undefended from a rogue missile?

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, the author of the amendment has
suggested all the things that we can do
under his amendment. But there are
some things that we cannot do. We re-
strict the ability under this amend-
ment to move into some types of tech-
nology that really look like they might
be very promising and very clean and
very efficient.

I would give the example, the U.S.-Is-
raeli program referred to as Nautilus, a
laser program missile defense program.
It seems to have a tremendous amount
of promise, and we are funding it in
this bill. Except for the range involved,
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it is not unlike the type of laser that
we might be talking about. The point
is that may or may not be the system
that we would deploy eventually. But
we should not deny ourselves the op-
portunity to investigate, to search out,
to find out what really would be the
best way to defend our Nation against
a rogue attack or in the future, who
knows, against an intentional attack.

We know the threat is growing. The
point is that we do not have the ability
to defend this Nation against an in-
coming missile. We all know that in
this Chamber. There may be some who
do not believe that. But that is the
fact.

The gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. MURTHA] and I, because of the po-
sitions that we hold in this Congress,
have the opportunity to know whether
we have that kind of a protective de-
vice or not. The answer is we do not.

It is interesting. Just about 3 weeks
ago I was talking with a group of busi-
ness people, some of who were involved
in military industry. And one of the
persons who really should know said to
me: Look, I do not care what you guys
say. I know you have something out
there to defend us if the enemy should
send a missile or whether it should
come by mistake or however it might
come.

Of course we know that the North
Koreans are developing longer-range
missiles all the time. We know that
Libya and Iraq and countries like those
are and have been developing weapons
of mass destruction that could easily
fit on a North Korean No Dong missile.

We also know that Iran is willing to
put up plenty of money to harass the
United States and our interests. So the
threat is there, and the threat is grow-
ing.

We ought not to deny ourselves the
opportunity to really find out what is
the best way to defend our Nation. The
administration says we do not have to
worry about this for at least 15 years.
I disagree with that. I think the capa-
bility on the part of a rogue nation will
be there long before the 15-year period,
and I think even the gentleman from
Washington [Mr. DICKS] would agree
with that.

Here is what I want to tell Members.
Despite the gentlemen in industry who
told me we really have something, in
your town hall meetings, in your meet-
ing with children in schools, the ques-
tion comes up about defending America
from missile attacks. Most of the peo-
ple in our country believe that some-
where, someone has the answer, has
something to pull out of the magic hat
to defend our Nation. The fact is we do
not.

When Pearl Harbor was attacked, I
was just a little kid. I was growing up
in a small coal mine town in western
Pennsylvania. We did not have tele-
vision back then, so we did not know
too much about what was happening.
But the radio accounts and the news-
paper accounts were frightening to
young kids who wondered if we were

going to be invaded next week or next
month because we had suffered such a
devastating blow in Pearl Harbor.

As I began to learn more about what
was happening, as our Nation rebuilt
after Pearl Harbor, we had time in
those days; we would not have time
today. I began to realize that in Amer-
ica someone was looking out for me
and all the other little kids in my same
generation. And they did. They came
back and rebuilt the armies and the na-
vies and the air forces. After a tremen-
dous struggle, tremendous sacrifice,
tremendous loss of life, we won World
War II. Today those kids in those
schoolrooms where you go to visit be-
lieve that we have the capability to de-
fend your Nation against an incoming
missile. They think in their hearts,
like I did when I was a kid, and I will
bet many of you did, that, OK, so there
is a threat out there; but someone
somewhere is going to make sure that
we have whatever it is we need should
the time ever come.

Mr. Chairman, that is us. We are the
ones that those young kids of today be-
lieve have something somewhere to
take care of the Nation should that at-
tack ever come. That is us. And that
vote is here today on this amendment.

Vote no on this amendment, and let
us prepare this Nation to defend itself
should the time ever come.

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

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DICKS TO THE
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DE FAZIO

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment to the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. DICKS to the

amendment offered by Mr. DEFAZIO: On line
2, add at the end ‘‘for the deployment of’’.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to explain my
amendment for 1 minute.

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

There was no objection.
Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I want to

make it perfectly clear that what we
are talking about in this amendment is
the deployment of a space-based sys-
tem, not that we are stopping the obli-
gation of money for an R&D approach.
There are legitimate R&D programs
that should go forward, and I would
urge the chairman and the ranking
member to accept the amendment, and
my colleague from Oregon.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DICKS. I yield to the gentleman
from Florida.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, is this intended to be an amend-
ment to the amendment or an amend-
ment to the bill?

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, it is an
amendment to the amendment.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, if the gentleman will continue to
yield, the amendment says, at the end
of the bill before the short title. It does
not say amendment to the amendment.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, it is added
at the end of line 2, ‘‘for the deploy-
ment of’’.

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, I object. Mr. Chairman, I ob-
ject.

The CHAIRMAN. The amendment
has already been reported and is pend-
ing. The unanimous-consent request of
the gentleman from Washington was
for time to debate the amendment.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I ask for a
vote on my amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Washington [Mr. DICKS],
to the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Oregon [Mr. DEFAZIO].

The amendment to the amendment
was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Oregon [Mr. DEFAZIO], as
amended.

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

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote and, pending
that, I make the point of order that a
quorum is not present.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, further proceedings on the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Oregon [Mr. DEFAZIO], as amended, will
be postponed.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BEREUTER

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

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

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BEREUTER:
Page 87, after line 3, insert the following new
section:

SEC. 8095: Hereafter, the Air National
Guard may assume primary or sole respon-
sibility for providing fire fighting and rescue
services in response to all aircraft-related
emergencies at the Lincoln Municipal Air-
port in Lincoln, Nebraska.
MODIFICATION OF AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR.

BEREUTER

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the amend-
ment be modified, that on line 2 of the
amendment the words ‘‘primary or
sole’’ be stricken.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the modification.

The Clerk read as follows:
Modification of amendment offered by Mr.

BEREUTER: In line 2 of the Bureuter amend-
ment No. 4, strike ‘‘primary or sole’’.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
the modification is agreed to.

There was no objection.
(Mr. BEREUTER asked and was

given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BEREUTER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, we have a few problems with this
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amendment but would be prepared to
accept it.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, in
light of the chairman’s generous agree-
ment to accept the amendment, as
modified, I will not complete my entire
statement.

I will say, however, that this should
save the American taxpayer and the
taxpayers of Lincoln a substantial
amount of money. And by the deletion
of the three words, we remove any kind
of direction to them about what kind
of agreement the National Guard and
the city of Lincoln acting through the
Lincoln Airport Authority may agree
to. I think it is appropriate to leave
complete discretion to them regarding
the amount of degree of responsibility
that may be assured.

I thank the gentleman for his com-
ments and for his courtesy.

Mr. Chairman, this is a very simple and
straightforward amendment. It would allow the
Air National Guard to assume responsibility for
providing firefighting and rescue services in re-
sponse to all aircraft-related emergencies at
the Lincoln Municipal Airport in Lincoln, NE.

This amendment offers a commonsense,
cost-effective solution to a long-standing prob-
lem at the airport. Currently, the Lincoln Fire
Department and the Air National Guard both
are stationed at the airport and respond to air-
craft-related emergencies at the airport. This is
clearly an inefficient and costly situation which
does nothing to increase safety.

The airport, the city of Lincoln, and the Ne-
braska National Guard all agree that it makes
more sense to place the National Guard fire-
fighting personnel with their matchlessly su-
perb equipment—5 trucks and 30 personnel—
in charge of all aircraft-related emergencies.
Not only would this change result in no in-
crease in costs to the National Guard, it would
actually save them money. The airport has,
preliminarily agreed, for example, to cancel
the National Guard’s $60,000 per year pay-
ment to the Lincoln Airport if the National
Guard assumes the firefighting responsibilities.

This would clearly be a win-win situation for
everyone. Unfortunately, the interested parties
are running into a bureaucratic roadblock be-
cause there is no explicit congressional au-
thority to allow this arrangement. This amend-
ment fixes the problem by making it clear with
permissive legislation that the National Guard
may assume responsibility for firefighting and
rescue services at the Lincoln Municipal Air-
port.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Nebraska [Mr. BEREUTER],
as modified.

The amendment, as modified, was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SKELTON

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

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. SKELTON:

Page 87, after line 3, insert the following new
section.

SEC. . Of the funds provided in title IV for
‘‘RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND EVAL-
UATION, DEFENSE-WIDE’’, the amount avail-
able for National Missile Defense shall not
exceed $812,437,000.

Mr. SKELTON (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.
Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise

with an amendment to modify the
funding priorities of the bill for missile
defense programs. It is my intention to
explain this and to discuss it briefly
with the chairman of this subcommit-
tee, Mr. YOUNG, and then it is my in-
tention to withdraw it. But I wish I
could explain it at this time.

The bill before us contains $350 mil-
lion increase for national missile de-
fense research and development but
eliminates funding for the only emerg-
ing technology aimed at protecting our
front line troops throughout the world.
The program formerly named CORPS
SAM and now called Medium Extended
Air Defense Systems, or MEADS, is a
joint research and development pro-
gram with Germany and Italy. The ad-
ministration’s budget request included
$56 million, but this bill includes no
funding, no funding. My amendment
recommends restoring $46 million to
MEADS from the National Missile De-
fense Account.

Our forward deployed military per-
sonnel face a critical and growing
threat from the air. Today short range
ballistic missiles, cruise missiles and
unmanned aerial vehicles threaten
American soldiers, front line American
soldiers. Tomorrow this threat will cer-
tainly be greater. We live in a dan-
gerous world. Our troops were vulner-
able to missile attack in Desert Storm,
and further proliferation of dangerous
weapons will certainly increase the
threat tomorrow. I am concerned be-
cause no other program, Mr. Chairman,
no other program promises to protect
our forward deployed troops as shown
by a chart that I have available.

I might say that, on behalf of our sol-
diers and our marines, three of our re-
gional commanders have written about
the requirements for MEADS: Generals
Luck, Peay, and Joulwan.

Mr. Chairman, I include for the
RECORD the following correspondence:

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, OFFICE
OF THE DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF
FOR OPERATIONS AND PLANS,

Washington, DC, May 1, 1996.
Hon. FLOYD SPENCE,
Chairman, House National Security Committee,

House of Representatives, Washington, DC.
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The Army under-

stands that the House National Security
Committee (HNSC) Research & Development
Subcommittee will recommend during full
committee markup that Medium Extended
Air Defense System (MEADS) funding be cut.
This action is apparently based on concerns
surrounding technical, fiscal, and coopera-
tive issues surrounding this international ef-
fort. These misconceptions place this pro-
gram in severe jeopardy and place our future
deployed forces at risk.

The MEADS effort was undertaken to ex-
plore a cost effective international solution
to the need for defense of maneuver forces
against the full threat spectrum to include
aircraft, helicopters, unmanned aerial vehi-
cles (UAV), cruise missiles (CM), and theater
ballistic missiles (TBM). This need was re-
emphasized both last summer in a series of
Senior Department level and CINC letters to
Congress and in DoD’s recently completed

Ballistic Missile Defense Review which fully
funded the programs’ Project Definition and
Validation (PD–V) Phase. Despite the poten-
tial French withdrawal from the program,
the urgent need to provide maneuver force
protection still exists.

The United States, Germany, and Italy re-
cently committed to continue the inter-
national program, as demonstrated by their
22 April 1996 trilateral Statement of Intent.
The Army enthusiastically supports pursuit
of this international program with our
NATO allies including Germany, one of our
strongest and most stable air defense part-
ners. The lack of demonstrated U.S. finan-
cial resolve will undoubtedly send a perplex-
ing signal to this international industrial
and governmental partnership.

MEADS is recognized as a vital defense
system for the challenge of force protection
on the 21st century battlefield. The Army
views a system like MEADS as the eventual
long term replacement for the Patriot sys-
tem as the Army’s lower tier TBM defense in
the post 2010 time frame. The current invest-
ment in the PD–V phase will ensure that Sol-
diers, Marines, Airmen, and Sailors of the fu-
ture will be protected on the battlefield by a
robust system capable of responding to the
full spectrum of threat.

Request your support for this critical De-
partment of Defense Army air and missile
defense program.

Respectfully,
EDWARD G. ANDERSON III,

Major General, U.S. Army.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, BALLIS-
TIC MISSILE DEFENSE ORGANIZA-
TION,

Washington, DC, May 1, 1996.
Hon. FLOYD SPENCE,
Chairman, House National Security Committee,

House of Representatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR SIR: I understand that the R&D Sub-
committee has recommended that, in the
FY97 Authorization Bill, the Medium Ex-
tended Air Defense (MEADS) be canceled. I
would respectfully ask the Committee not to
accept this recommendation for several rea-
sons.

MEADS is an absolutely critical element
of our ballistic missile defense architecture,
providing the critical protection for US ma-
neuver forces as they engage the enemy. It is
strongly supported by both the U.S. Army
and Marine Corps. In last year’s discussion of
MEADS, General Joulwan, our European
CINC, forwarded a particularly strong letter
of support for MEADS, reflecting the views
of our other warfighters.

It is the only system that will have the
transportability and mobility to be brought
into theater and to forward deploy with the
troops. Besides its capability to defend
against ballistic missiles, it is a critical sys-
tem to also protect these forces against ad-
vanced aircraft and cruise missiles. Patriot
and other missile defense systems in our the-
ater architecture cannot fulfill this role.

MEADS is envisioned to be a key multi-
national co-development program where we
will leverage investment by European part-
ners, who have similar military require-
ments, to undertake and complete the sys-
tem development. We are responding to the
direction given to us by the Congress in the
FY96 Authorization Act.

As I have indicated to the Committee in
my recent testimony, our negotiations with
our European partners are complete and we
should sign the Memorandum of Understand-
ing within the next few weeks. Against the
backdrop of a HNSC cancellation of the Pro-
gram in FY97, the credibility of the United
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States vis-a-vis armaments cooperation will
be called into question. Additionally, such a
cancellation would have very serious rami-
fications vis-a-vis other programs where the
United States is seeking European support.

Sincerely,
MALCOLM R. O’NEILL,

Lieutenant General, USA, Director.

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, U.S.
ARMY SPACE AND STRATEGIC DE-
FENSE COMMAND

Arlington, VA, May 16, 1996.
Hon. FLOYD SPENCE,
Chairman, House National Security Committee,

Washington, DC.
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN. The Army under-

stands that the House National Security
Committee has recommended that funding
for the Medium Extended Air Defense Sys-
tem (MEADS) be cut and the Senate Armed
Services Committee has recommended fund-
ing be reduced below the level negotiated for
the international program. These actions
place this program in severe jeopardy and, as
a result, place our deployed forces at risk.

The threats to Army and Marine Corps ma-
neuver forces (short range tactical ballistic
missiles, cruise missiles and unmanned aer-
ial vehicles) exist today and will grow sig-
nificantly as we enter the 21st Century. The
joint requirement document specifics coun-
tering these threats with a strategically
deployable, tactically mobile system provid-
ing 360 degree coverage. Existing system con-
figurations fail to provide the required pro-
tection due to deployability and mobility
limitations, lack of 360 degree coverage, and
lack of growth potential to meet these essen-
tial requirements.

As envisioned, this requirement will pro-
vide our forces the mobile protection re-
quired on future battlefields. The United
States, Germany and Italy recently commit-
ted to continue the international program as
demonstrated by their April 22, 1996 tri-
lateral statement of intent. MEADS is the
only system currently being designed with
the mobility, deployability, target set and
other critical characteristics of meet the
Corps SAM requirements.

As the Theater Missile Defense Advocate
for the United States Army, I strongly rec-
ommend that the Congress consider the
MEADS/Corps SAM requirements and restore
the funding necessary for this system des-
ignated for the protection of our maneuver
forces.

Sincerly,
JAY M. GARNER,

Lieutenant General, U.S. Army.
Commanding Officer.

UNITED STATES ARMY,
THE VICE CHIEF OF STAFF.

Hon. FLOYD SPENCE,
Chairman, Committee on National Security,

House of Representatives, Washington, DC.
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I understand the

House National Security Committee (HNSC)
recommended zeroing the funding request for
the Medium Extended Air Defense System
(MEADS) in the FY97 Defense Authorization
Bill. As its Chief of staff emphasized last
summer following the SASC’s vote to termi-
nate the program, the critical warfighting
requirement that MEADS intends to fill re-
mains completely valid. As such, further
funding disruptions will significantly impair
our ability to expeditiously field a theater
missile defense (TMD) system designed to
protect our maneuver forces.

The threats to Army and Marine Corps ma-
neuver forces form short range tactical bal-
listic missiles, cruise missiles and unmanned
aerial vehicles exist today and will grow sig-

nificantly as we enter the 21st Century. The
MEADS requirements documents specifies
countering these threats with a strategically
deployable, tactically mobile system provid-
ing 360 degree defense coverage. Existing sys-
tem configurations fail to provide the re-
quired protection due to deployability and
mobility limitations, lack of 360 degree de-
fense coverage, and lack of growth potential
to meet these essential requirements.

Despite the potential French withdrawal
from the program, the Army fully supports
the MEADS international effort with our
NATO allies. The MEADS program improves
both US and NATO operational capability
through total interoperability. Having
MEADS deployed with our allies would mean
less reliance on US assets to defend US and
Allied forces and interests. This critical pro-
gram is essential to further NATO coopera-
tive efforts and a strong alliance. We support
the Department of Defense decision to fully
fund the MEADS Project Definition and Val-
idation phase. This will allow international
industry teams to fully explore all key TMD
technologies and recommend robust, cost-ef-
fective solutions. I appreciate your support
as we seek to provide the highest quality
TMD force protection possible.

Sincerely,
RONALD H. GRIFFITH,

General, United States Army,
Vice Chief of Staff.

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY,
UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS,

Washington, DC.
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY,

HEADQUARTERS, U.S. ARMY,
Washington, DC.

Hon. TED STEVENS,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Defense, U.S. Sen-

ate, Washington, DC.
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: We are writing to re-

affirm our requirement for 360 degree protec-
tion against all tactical aircraft—from su-
personic jets to attack helicopters, against
advanced, low signature cruise missiles, and
against medium and short range ballistic
missiles. Army and Marine Corps maneuver
forces face these threats today and are ex-
pected to face an expanding threat as we
enter the 21st Century.

The Army and Marine Corps are in agree-
ment that the Initial International Common
Operational Requirements for the Medium
Extended Air Defense System (MEADS) in-
cludes features necessary to meet the expedi-
tionary nature of the Marine Corps, and will
satisfy future Army Air Defense require-
ments. The MEADS program will involve
participation by two key NATO allies, Italy
and Germany.

We are very concerned that the Army and
the Marine Corps currently do not have a
system to meet this requirement. MEADS is
projected to fulfill this requirement. The
Army and the Marine Corps fully support the
Department of Defense decision to fully fund
the MEADS Project Definition and Valida-
tion phase. Funding will allow international
industry teams to fully explore all key thea-
ter missile defense technologies and rec-
ommend robust, cost-effective solutions.

As always, we appreciate your support as
we seek to provide the highest quality Mis-
sile Defense protection available for soldiers
and Marines.

Sincerely,
C.C. KRULAK,

General, U.S. Marine
Corps,

Commander of the Ma-
rine Corps.

DENNIS J. REIMER,
General, U.S. Army,

Chief of Staff.

HEADQUARTERS,
UNITED STATES FORCES, KOREA,

June 13, 1996.
Hon. IKE SKELTON,
Ranking Minority Member, Subcommittee on

Military Procurement, Committee on Na-
tional Security, U.S. House of Representa-
tives, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. RANKING MINORITY MEMBER: On
behalf of the airmen, soldiers, sailors, ma-
rines and civilians serving under my com-
mand in the Republic of Korea, I would like
to thank you for your past support. I again
find myself coming to you for assistance on
a matter of the utmost importance to our
mission on the Korean peninsula. I am writ-
ing you because of the threat to funding of a
program that I view as a critical component
of the security of my theater.

As I stated in testimony earlier this year
and in a letter to the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff which was well reported in
the press, ‘‘Theater Missile Defense is an-
other key area where we must improve our
capability on the Korean peninsula. DPRK
missiles threaten all our major ports, air
bases, fielded ROK and US forces, and the
population at large. However, even after up-
grading to the PAC–3 configuration, these
missiles can not cover all of our critical lo-
cations.’’ Although this statement was di-
rected toward an upper tier system, I empha-
sized the importance of an upper tier system
being in concert with an effective lower tier
system.

The threat to forward ground combat
forces in this theater from short and medium
range ballistic missiles, unmanned aerial ve-
hicles (UAV), and cruise missiles is already
formidable, and continues to grow. The only
system in place to defeat these threats
across the full spectrum is Patriot, which
consumes tremendous amounts of lift to get
to the theater, lacks the mobility to support
mobile combat forces and survive on the for-
ward battlefield, and can only provide de-
fense in a 90 degree sector.

The requirement for the Medium Extended
Air Defense System (MEADS), formerly
known as Corps SAM, gives the corps com-
mander the means to protect his warfighting
capability, and would also protect Marine
amphibious forces from forced landing
through redeployment. Compared to Patriot,
MEADS/Corps SAM cuts airlift requirements
in half, can cover twice as many forces in a
movement to contact, with a third of the
survival risk, and provides full 360 degree
protection against all airborne threats. The
need for this system is clear and fielding of
this capability is vital to our survival and
success on the future battlefield. That is pre-
cisely why this requirement, as part of a
complete Theater Missile Defense program,
is in the top 10 of our integrated priority
list.

The Department of Defense has decided to
fully fund the MEADS Project Definition and
Validation Phase. Again, what concerns me
is that funding for this critical program is
threatened. Request your immediate support
in the restoration of funding to the DOD re-
quested level. Thank you for your continued
support and assistance in this important en-
deavor.

Sincerely,
GARY E. LUCK,
General, U.S. Army,

Commander in Chief.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H6387June 13, 1996
UNITED STATES CENTRAL COMMAND,

OFFICE OF THE COMMANDER IN CHIEF,
MacDill Air Force Base, FL, June 12, 1996.

Hon. IKE SKELTON,
Ranking Member, Subcommittee on Military

Procurement, Committee on National Secu-
rity, U.S. House of Representatives, Wash-
ington, DC.

DEAR MR. SKELTON: The House National
Security Committee’s 1997 Defense Author-
ization Bill currently proposes to eliminate
funding support of the Medium Extended Air
Defense System (MEADS). In today’s in-
creasingly complex, unstable world, this is
unfortunate.

In the Central Region, the ability to defend
against an ever growing threat from aircraft
and short/medium range ballistic missiles is
one of our highest priorities. In our view,
key capabilities of any air/missile defense
system are: mobility, 360 degree coverage,
technical performance against the threat,
and interoperability with our allies as well
as across service lines. Systems currently in
use do not meet these essential require-
ments. More importantly, we need a multi-
layered air defense system that has as a
major component the lower altitude capabil-
ity to protect deep and fast moving land
forces (Army and Marine) at distance from
the shore or land entry point.

The capabilities inherent in Corps SAM/
MEADS, or some similar derivative, will re-
sult in an increased ability to defend against
current and future threats as well as possess-
ing the characteristics so important in to-
day’s joint environment: mobility and inter-
operability. Continued funding support for
this capability is crucial given the current
threat we face in the Central Region as well
as the prospects afforded by the proliferation
of ballistic missile technology. In sustaining
an international coalition, it is important
that we be capable of providing a viable de-
fense for the forces committed to our mutual
objectives. I appreciate your support in re-
storing funding for this key program that
will help defend our service men and women.

Sincerely,
J.H. BINFORD PEAY III,

General, USA, Commander in Chief

COMMANDER IN CHIEF,
UNITED STATES EUROPEAN COMMAND,

June 13, 1996.
Hon. IKE SKELTON,
Ranking Member, Subcommittee on Military

Procurement, House Committee on National
Security, U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SKELTON: The President’s Budget
request for fiscal year 1997 included $56.2 mil-
lion for the multinational Medium Extended
Air Defense (MEADS) program, but the
House recently passed a Department of De-
fense Authorization Bill that zeroes the
MEADS program funding. In the short time
since passage of the Authorization Bill, the
Bill’s key concern, expressed in the House re-
port, has been addressed. The Memorandum
of Understanding has been signed by the
U.S., Germany, and Italy. Despite the with-
drawal of the French from the program,
there remains solid trilateral support for
MEADS. Continued Congressional support of
this program is essential for our Theater
Missile Defense (TMD) program.

Theater missile defense is one of my top
priorities. Many nations are developing and
employing theater ballistic missiles, cruise
missiles, and unmanned aerial vehicles
which threaten U.S. and allied security in-
terests. The ‘‘core’’ U.S. TMD systems play a
central role in defending U.S. interests and
forces, but these systems are limited by ge-
ography and strategic life requirements.
Naval systems can reach only so far inland,
and Patriot battalions require almost 70 C–5

sorties to deploy and offer little tactical mo-
bility.

On tracked vehicles, the MEADS system
moves forward with maneuver forces while
protecting against low-level aircraft and
cruise missiles as well as ballistic missiles.
It requires substantially less strategic lift
and enables the U.S. to protect both its
forces and its regional interests against a
wide spectrum of threats.

MEADS is an integral part of the multi-na-
tional, multi-service, layered defense archi-
tecture and provides cost-effective defense in
our constrained fiscal environment. Unilat-
eral development and fielding of new TMD
systems often make programs unaffordable.
Yet, with the Germans and Italians sharing
the MEADS program costs, we can realize
substantial savings.

I urge your support for the critical TMD
system.

Sincerely,
GEORGE A. JOULWAN,

General U.S. Army.

Mr. Chairman, I ask the gentleman
from Florida if he understands the im-
portance of this MEADS proposal?

b 2030

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SKELTON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I would respond and say we cer-
tainly understand the importance of
CORPS SAM. We also know there are
some difficulties in the program be-
cause of the international participa-
tion in the program, where it is unclear
if some of the sponsors or some of
those who are involved are committed
to this effort. However, we will work
with the gentleman to make sure that
the right thing is done on the issue of
CORPS SAM because I think it is an
important issue.

Mr. SKELTON. I appreciate that.
This is terribly important. In all of
this discussion about missile defense,
no one seems to be looking out for the
front-line American troops. That is the
purpose of this MEADS proposal.

Mr. Chairman, with the gentleman
agreeing to work with me and looking
forward to the future in the conference,
I will at this time ask unanimous con-
sent to withdraw the amendment.

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

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. The amendment of

the gentleman from Missouri [Mr.
SKELTON] is withdrawn.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SOLOMON

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

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. SOLOMON: At

the end of the bill (before the short title), in-
sert the following new section:

SEC. . None of the funds made available
to the Department of Defense under this Act
may be obligated or expended to enter into
or renew a contract with an entity when it is
made known to the Federal official having
authority to obligate or expend such funds
that—

(1) such entity is otherwise a contractor
with the United States and is subject to the

requirement in section 4212(d) of title 38,
United States Code, regarding submission of
an annual report to the Secretary of Labor
concerning employment of certain veterans;
and

(2) such entity has not submitted a report
as required by that section for the most re-
cent year for which such requirement was
applicable to such entity.

Mr. SOLOMON (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.
Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I will

be very brief. Veterans who serve in
the U.S. Armed Forces over all the
years of this country have always
lagged behind their peers, those that
did not serve in the military. They
were always 4 years behind going to
college, 4 years behind advancing up
the ladder of success and promotion,
and because of that, we have veterans
preference laws in this county to try
and help them catch up. Many times
those laws are disregarded.

We, in the middle of the 1970’s, when
a very unpopular war had been taking
place and our veterans returning home,
we enacted title 38, United States Code,
which required contractors or entities
who received contracts or grants of
moneys from this defense budget, that
they be required to file a report to
show their hiring practices and poli-
cies. Today we know by studies that
over 23,000 contractors just completely
disregarded this.

What this amendment says is that
none of the funds can be used for any
contractor who has not lived up to the
law and filed that report. This is meant
to encourage those contractors to live
under the law and treat our veterans
fairly.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SOLOMON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing and say to him that we have re-
viewed this amendment and discussed
it with him. We know that he is one of
the many Members of this Chamber
who is always in the front line defend-
ing the rights of veterans and protect-
ing veterans. We appreciate that, and
we are prepared to accept the amend-
ment.

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

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
to my friend, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, I ac-
cept the amendment.

Mr. SOLOMON. Very good, and I
thank both those great Americans.

Mr. Chairman, it is troubling to think that
anyone in our society would even consider
discriminating against our veterans.

However, that is the case and that’s why
Congress enacted laws to help them find em-
ployment.
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But now those laws are being ignored.
In 1972 the Vietnam Era Veterans Readjust-

ment Assistance Act was enacted to increase
the level of employment of veterans by Fed-
eral contractors.

In 1973, concerns raised by Congress over
the continuing high rate of unemployment
among Vietnam veterans led to a GAO inves-
tigation.

GAO’s report in 1974 showed serious short-
comings in both implementation and enforce-
ment of the statute by the U.S. Department of
Labor.

Congress then responded by authorizing
statutory adjustments that gave rise to the
Vietnam Era Readjustment Assistance Act of
1974.

Since these original concerns expressed by
the GAO, it is now fair to note that 22 years
later, there is still evidence of D.O.L.’s failure
to appropriately enforce the provision that
Government contractor’s file reports on veter-
ans employment.

They are required to report the number of
Vietnam-era veterans and special disabled
veterans employed by job category, as well as
the total number of covered veterans hired.

Since 1988 this annual report has been re-
quired of Federal contractors.

The Vets-100 report was created to monitor
veterans’ employment and meet this require-
ment.

However, research performed by the center
for the study of veterans in society indicates
that a large number of contractors have failed
to file the required Vets-100 report.

In 1992, a F.O.I.A. request was filed with
the Secretary of Labor by the Center for the
Study of Veterans in Society.

Resulting analysis showed that in 1990, of
130,930 Federal contractors, 10,092 failed to
file this and in 1991, the percentage more
than doubled to 15.9 percent, with 23,664 of
148,923 contractors failing to file.

This disturbing trend must be changed.
Information on the employment of veterans

is essential to insure they are not forgotten,
discarded warriors.

But sadly enough, that’s exactly what’s hap-
pening.

Less than 1 percent of those employed by
some of this country’s largest and more promi-
nent universities are veterans.

Just listen to the obstacles faced by one
such distinguished veteran, who holds a Ph.D
in his field.

This particular Vietnam veteran was actually
asked to leave the home of a college presi-
dent during an interview, when he let it slip
that he had served in Vietnam.

In addition, in 80 instances when he was
asked back for an interview after applying for
a job, all contact ended in 76 of them when
his military service was revealed.

Now that is just plain unacceptable.
From now on, anyone who wants to forget,

ignore, or just plain discriminate against our
veterans when it comes to hiring, recommend-
ing, promoting, or firing workers will have to
go without any Federal tax dollars.

Eventually, agencies within this very govern-
ment—and those contracting with them—will
get the message that our veterans helped get
us where we are today and have a great deal
to offer any organization.

Vote for my amendment, and show Ameri-
ca’s veterans we will not accept discrimination
against them, and want them properly rep-
resented in the work force.

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

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON].

The amendment was agreed to.
The CHAIRMAN. Are there any fur-

ther amendments?
If not, pursuant to House Resolution

453, the Clerk will read the last two
lines of the bill.

The Clerk read as follows:
This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Department

of Defense Appropriations Act, 1997’’.

SEQUENTIAL VOTES POSTPONED IN COMMITTEE
OF THE WHOLE

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 453, proceedings will now
resume on the amendment on which
further proceedings were postponed:
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Oregon [Mr. DEFAZIO], as
amended.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DEFAZIO, AS
AMENDED

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the request for a recorded vote
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Oregon [Mr. DEFAZIO], as
amended, on which further proceedings
were postponed and on which the noes
prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate the
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 190, noes 208,
not voting 37, as follows:

[Roll No. 246]

AYES—190

Abercrombie
Baesler
Baldacci
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Beilenson
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berman
Blumenauer
Blute
Bonior
Borski
Boucher
Brewster
Browder
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant (TX)
Campbell
Castle
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Cummings
Danner
de la Garza
DeFazio
DeLauro
Dellums
Deutsch
Dicks

Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Durbin
Edwards
Ehlers
Engel
Eshoo
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Filner
Flake
Foglietta
Ford
Fox
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frost
Furse
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Goodling
Gordon
Green (TX)
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hamilton
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hefner
Hinchey
Hoekstra
Hoyer
Jackson (IL)

Jackson-Lee
(TX)

Jefferson
Johnson (SD)
Johnston
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kleczka
Klink
Klug
LaFalce
Lantos
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Manton
Martini
Mascara
Matsui
McDermott
McHale
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (CA)
Minge

Mink
Moran
Morella
Nadler
Ney
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Orton
Owens
Pallone
Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Pelosi
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Pomeroy
Poshard
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel

Reed
Regula
Richardson
Rivers
Roemer
Rose
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanders
Sawyer
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Shays
Skaggs
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Spratt
Stark
Stenholm

Stokes
Studds
Stupak
Tanner
Tejeda
Thompson
Thurman
Torkildsen
Torres
Towns
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Ward
Waters
Watt (NC)
Whitfield
Williams
Wise
Woolsey
Wynn
Zimmer

NOES—208

Allard
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bunn
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Chabot
Chambliss
Chapman
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Coburn
Collins (GA)
Combest
Condit
Cooley
Cox
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Deal
DeLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Dornan
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehrlich
Emerson
Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Fields (TX)
Flanagan
Foley
Forbes
Fowler
Franks (CT)
Frelinghuysen

Frisa
Funderburk
Gallegly
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gilman
Gingrich
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Goss
Graham
Greene (UT)
Gunderson
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hancock
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hobson
Hoke
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jacobs
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kasich
Kelly
Kim
Kingston
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
Laughlin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Linder
Livingston
Longley
Lucas
Manzullo
Martinez
McCollum
McCrery
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
Meek
Metcalf
Meyers
Mica
Miller (FL)
Molinari

Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Murtha
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Norwood
Oxley
Packard
Parker
Paxon
Petri
Pickett
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce
Quillen
Radanovich
Riggs
Roberts
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roth
Royce
Salmon
Sanford
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Shadegg
Shaw
Shuster
Sisisky
Skeen
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Spence
Stearns
Stockman
Stump
Talent
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Traficant
Vucanovich
Walker
Wamp
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Wicker
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
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NOT VOTING—37

Ackerman
Bevill
Bilbray
Bunning
Cardin
Clinger
Coleman
Conyers
Cunningham
Davis
Doyle
English
Geren

Gillmor
Hayes
Holden
Johnson, E. B.
King
Lincoln
Maloney
Markey
McCarthy
McDade
McHugh
Moakley
Myers

Neal
Quinn
Saxton
Souder
Thornton
Torricelli
Walsh
Waxman
Wilson
Yates
Zeliff

b 2052

Messers. ALLARD, STOCKMAN, and
TRAFICANT changed their vote from
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

Mr. MARTINI, Mr. FIELDS of Louisi-
ana, and Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD
changed their vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the amendment was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
The CHAIRMAN. Are there any fur-

ther amendments to the bill?
If not, under the rule, the Committee

rises.
Accordingly the Committee rose; and

the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. JONES)
having assumed the chair, Mr. CAMP,
Chairman of the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union,
reported that the Committee, having
had under consideration the bill (H.R.
3610) making appropriations for the De-
partment of Defense for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1997, and for
other purposes, pursuant to House Res-
olution 453, he reported the bill back to
the House with sundry amendments
adopted by the Committee of the
Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
JONES). Under the rule, the previous
question is ordered.

It is a separate vote demanded on
any amendments? If not, the Chair will
put them en gros.

The amendments were agreed to.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the engrossment and the
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.

Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XV, the
yeas and nays are ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 278, nays
126, not voting 30, as follows:

[Roll No. 247]

YEAS—278

Abercrombie
Allard
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bentsen

Bereuter
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Boucher
Brewster
Browder
Brown (FL)
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bunning
Burr
Burton

Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Canady
Chambliss
Chapman
Chenoweth
Christensen
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Coleman
Collins (GA)
Combest

Condit
Cooley
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cummings
Davis
de la Garza
Deal
DeLauro
DeLay
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dixon
Doolittle
Dornan
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehrlich
Emerson
Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Fields (TX)
Flake
Forbes
Fowler
Fox
Franks (CT)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Frost
Funderburk
Gallegly
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Green (TX)
Greene (UT)
Greenwood
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hancock
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoke
Holden

Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jacobs
Jefferson
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kim
King
Kingston
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Linder
Livingston
Longley
Lucas
Manton
Manzullo
Martinez
Matsui
McCollum
McCrery
McHale
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
McNulty
Meek
Metcalf
Meyers
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)
Mink
Molinari
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Moran
Murtha
Myrick
Nethercutt
Norwood
Nussle
Ortiz
Orton
Oxley
Packard
Parker
Pastor
Paxon
Payne (VA)

Peterson (FL)
Pickett
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Reed
Regula
Roberts
Roemer
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose
Roth
Royce
Salmon
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Scott
Seastrand
Shadegg
Shaw
Shuster
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stearns
Stenholm
Stokes
Stump
Talent
Tanner
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Tejeda
Thomas
Thompson
Thornberry
Thurman
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Torres
Traficant
Visclosky
Vucanovich
Walker
Wamp
Ward
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wolf
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NAYS—126

Baesler
Baldacci
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Beilenson
Berman
Blumenauer
Blute
Bonior
Borski
Brown (CA)
Brown (OH)
Bryant (TX)
Bunn
Camp
Campbell
Castle
Chabot
Chrysler
Collins (IL)

Collins (MI)
Costello
Coyne
Danner
DeFazio
Dellums
Dingell
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Durbin
Ehlers
Engel
Eshoo
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Flanagan
Foglietta

Foley
Ford
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Furse
Ganske
Gunderson
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hoekstra
Jackson (IL)
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (SD)
Johnston
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (MA)
Kleczka

Klug
LaFalce
Lantos
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Markey
Martini
Mascara
McDermott
McKinney
Menendez
Miller (CA)
Minge
Morella
Nadler
Neumann
Ney

Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Owens
Pallone
Payne (NJ)
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Poshard
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Riggs
Rivers
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanders
Sanford
Sawyer

Schroeder
Schumer
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Shays
Skaggs
Smith (MI)
Stark
Stockman
Studds
Stupak
Towns
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Volkmer
Waters
Watt (NC)
Williams
Wise
Woolsey
Zimmer

NOT VOTING—30

Ackerman
Bevill
Bilbray
Cardin
Clinger
Conyers
Cunningham
English
Geren
Gillmor

Hayes
Johnson, E. B.
Lincoln
Maloney
McCarthy
McDade
McHugh
Meehan
Moakley
Myers

Neal
Richardson
Saxton
Thornton
Torricelli
Walsh
Waxman
Wilson
Yates
Zeliff

b 2112

The Clerk announced the following
pair: On this vote:

Mr. Bilbray for, with Mr. Ackerman,
against.

Mr. CLAY changed his vote from
‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’

So the bill was passed.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconisder was laid on

the table.

f

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

(Mr. BONIOR asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
my friend from Texas [Mr. ARMEY], the
distinguished majority leader, for the
purpose of engaging in a colloquy to
find out the schedule for the rest of the
week and next week.

Mr. ARMEY. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, in just a few minutes
we will be taking under consideration a
very important resolution regarding
the burning of churches. By common
agreement out of consideration for the
Members of the body and the lateness
of the hour, we can assure Members
due to the generosity on both sides of
the aisle that there will not be a re-
corded vote on that matter. That being
the case, I can announce that we have
just had the last vote for the evening
and for the week.

On Monday next, June 17, the House
will meet in pro forma session. Mem-
bers should note, contrary to the origi-
nal House schedule, we will not have
legislative business or votes on Mon-
day.

b 2115

On Tuesday, June 18, the House will
meet at 9 a.m. for morning hour, and 10
a.m. for legislative business. Members
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should be advised that recorded votes
will be postponed until 12 noon on
Tuesday, June 18.

On Tuesday, the House will take up
six bills under suspension of the rules:
H.R. 3005, the Securities Amendments
of 1996; H.R. 2803, the Anti-Car Theft
Improvements Act of 1996; H.R. 3525,
the Church Arson Prevention Act of
1996; H.R. 3572, a bill to designate the
William H. Natcher Bridge; H.R. 3184,
the Single Audit Act Amendments of
1996; and H.R. 3107, the Iran Oil Sanc-
tions Act of 1996.

On Wednesday, June 19, and Thurs-
day, June 20, the House will meet at 10
a.m. for legislative business. We will
consider the Interior and the VA–HUD
appropriations bills, both of which will
be subject to rules.

And, Mr. Speaker, if I might just add,
we are continuing to talk to Members
on both sides of the aisle that are con-
cerned with the VA appropriation bill,
and it is hoped that possibly we might
be able to work that out for consider-
ation on Tuesday. That has not yet
been settled.

I would like to remind Members,
though, Mr. Speaker, that we may take
up a resolution holding the President’s
aides in contempt of Congress. It is our
hope that the President will be forth-
coming with the subpoenaed
Travelgate documents before next
week; however, in the event that these
key documents are not provided, we
may find a need to act on the contempt
resolution.

Next week, Mr. Speaker, we should
conclude legislative business and have
the Members on their way home by 6
p.m. on Thursday, June 20.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my colleague for his information for
this week and next week.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield.

Mr. BONIOR. I yield to my friend,
the gentleman from New York.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I am a
little bit concerned. We need to be tak-
ing up these two appropriation bills
this coming week, Interior and the
HUD-independent agencies bill. I have
a Committee on Rules to run upstairs
and the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
BONIOR] served on that committee for
many years. He knows that if we are
going to be coming back here, which
we are willing to do in the Committee
on Rules Monday night and put out a
rule so that we can have the HUD-inde-
pendent agencies bill on the floor Tues-
day, we need to know this evening.

Members have the right to know
what they are going to be doing. If we
are going to have to be coming back
here on Monday, we need to make res-
ervations. Under the laws now we can-
not have two or three or four backup
reservations, and I would suggest my
good friend, the majority leader, who I
know wants to cooperate, and the gen-
tleman from Missouri [Mr. GEPHARDT],
work this thing out and let us know to-

night what we are going to be doing,
one way or the other, so that these
Members can schedule their weekends
and the valuable time they have back
in their districts. That is only fair.

We are willing to sacrifice coming
back here a day early to do it. So think
about that. It is important to all of us.

Mr. ARMEY. If the gentleman would
continue to yield for a moment, I
would advise the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Rules that we are having dis-
cussions on this. They are going cor-
dially, and as soon as we have more
complete discussions, we will let the
gentleman and the committee know.

Mr. SOLOMON. I appreciate that.
f

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY, JUNE
17, 1996

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns today, it adjourn to
meet at 2 p.m. on Monday next.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
JONES). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.
f

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON
WEDNESDAY NEXT
Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent that the business
in order under the Calendar Wednesday
rule be dispensed with on Wednesday
next.

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

There was no objection.
f

THE JOURNAL
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 5 of rule I, the pending
business is the question of agreeing to
the Speaker’s approval of the Journal
of the last day’s proceedings.

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

COMMUNICATION FROM CHAIRMAN
OF THE COMMITTEE ON HOUSE
OVERSIGHT
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

Speaker, pro tempore laid before the
House the following communication
from the Chairman of the Committee
on House Oversight:

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON HOUSE OVERSIGHT,

Washington, DC, June 10, 1996.
Hon. NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker, of the House of Representatives, the

Capitol, Washington, DC.
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to formally no-

tify you pursuant to Rule L (50) of the Rules
of the House that the House Franking Com-
mission has been served with a subpoena is-
sued by the United States District Court for
the Eastern District of Michigan.

After consultation with the General Coun-
sel, I have determined that compliance with
the subpoena is consistent with the privi-
leges and precedents of the House.

Sincerely,
BILL THOMAS, Chairman.

COMMUNICATION FROM THE CHIEF
ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER OF
THE HOUSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Speaker pro tempore laid before the
House the following communication
from the Chief Administrative Officer
of the House of Representatives:

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF ADMINISTRA-
TIVE OFFICER, HOUSE OF REP-
RESENTATIVES,

Washington, DC, June 12, 1996.
Hon. NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to formally no-
tify you pursuant to Rule L (50) of the Rules
of the House that the Office of Finance has
been served with a subpoena issued by the
United States District Court for the Eastern
District of Michigan.

After consultation with the General Coun-
sel, I have determined that compliance with
the subpoena is consistent with the privi-
leges and precedents of the House.

Sincerely,
SCOT M. FAULKNER.

f

EXPRESSING SENSE OF CONGRESS
WITH RESPECT TO RECENT
CHURCH BURNINGS

Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that the
Committee on the Judiciary be dis-
charged from further consideration of
the concurrent resolution (House Con-
current Resolution 187) expressing the
sense of the Congress with respect to
recent church burnings, and ask for its
immediate consideration in the House;
that debate on the concurrent resolu-
tion be limited to fifty minutes, equal-
ly divided and controlled by myself and
the gentlewoman from North Carolina
[Mrs. CLAYTON]; and that the previous
question be considered as ordered on
the concurrent resolution to final
adoption without intervening motion.

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

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, although I do
not plan to object, let me just under-
stand the time.

Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma. Mr. Speak-
er, will the gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. CLAYTON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma.

Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma. Mr. Speak-
er, 50 minutes total, 25 minutes per
side.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, we
have quite a number of people who
have expressed a desire to speak, and I
would like some accommodation. I
know that the gentleman has been
working with me, but is it possible we
can do 30 minutes each side?

Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma. Mr. Speak-
er, if the gentlewoman would continue
to yield, we probably will not use our
25 minutes, so I can accommodate the
gentlewoman, yes.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate that.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there

objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma?

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

Clerk will report the resolution.
The Clerk read as follows:

H. CON. RES. 187
Whereas more than 30 African-American

churches have been burned over the last 18
months;

Whereas arrests have been made in only 5
of the cases currently under investigation;

Whereas the African-American community
deserves the full support of Congress in solv-
ing these cases in an expeditious manner and
it is important for Congress to speak out
against the recent incidents of arson; and

Whereas several measures which would ex-
pedite the investigation into these incidents
and assist in the prosecution of individuals
found guilty of involvement in these inci-
dents are now pending before Congress: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring), That it is the sense of
Congress that—

(1) attacks on places of worship because of
the race, color, denomination, or ethnicity of
the congregation undermine fundamental
American ideals;

(2) these fires appear to be hate crimes and
also implicitly interfere with the First
Amendment rights and other civil rights of
the victims;

(3) the arson of a place of worship is repul-
sive to us as a society;

(4) the Congress condemns, in the strongest
possible terms, these abhorrent actions
against freely worshipping American citizens
and the African-American community in
particular;

(5) the Congress sends its sincere condo-
lences to those individuals who have been af-
fected by these acts of cowardice;

(6) the Congress fully supports the activi-
ties of local law enforcement officials, the
Department of Justice, and the Department
of the Treasury in investigating these inci-
dents;

(7) the Congress urges the United States
Attorney General and local prosecutors to
seek the maximum penalty available under
law to punish the perpetrators of these cra-
ven acts;

(8) it is important that Congress enact ap-
propriate legislation to ensure that Federal
law enforcement has the necessary tools to
punish and deter these shameful, vile acts,
including the bipartisan legislation intro-
duced by Representatives Hyde and Conyers
which would facilitate the prosecution of
persons responsible for these acts;

(9) the President is urged to make the full-
est possible use of all available law enforce-
ment resources to bring the culprits in these
crimes to justice;

(10) Congress encourages the people of the
United States to work within their own com-
munities to prevent arson against African-
American or any other house of worship; and

(11) Congress encourages American citizens
to observe a national week of prayer begin-
ning June 16, 1996, and ending June 23, 1996,
in their churches, synagogues, mosques and
other places of worship for racial harmony,
religious tolerance and respect for the civil
and human rights of all Americans.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of today,
the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr.
WATTS] and the gentlewoman from
North Carolina [Mrs. CLAYTON] each
will control 25 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Oklahoma, Mr. WATTS.

Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 2 minutes to the gentle-
woman from North Carolina [Mrs.
MYRICK].

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I am
very happy to stand here tonight in
support of this resolution, and I am
very happy that the resolution is com-
ing forward. Back on the first of March
some of us who are members of the
Family Caucus actually sent a letter to
Attorney General Reno asking her to
take action and bring all resources to
bear because we knew that this prob-
lem existed, and so it is good that we
are coming together and there is a very
strong interest in finding a solution to
the problem.

This is a bipartisan effort, which al-
ways is great to see when everybody
can work across all lines and come for-
ward to share. We have the gentleman
from Illinois, Chairman HYDE, whose
legislation is coming on the floor next
week, which will put some teeth into
prosecution and bring to justice the
people who are doing these things. The
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. LIGHTFOOT]
came forward with an appropriations
bill, which is budget neutral, I might
add, and that is going to help give the
resources to the ATF agents who work
in the arson division. And I will say
from firsthand experience, unfortu-
nately we had an incident in my city
last week, and they are dedicated, dedi-
cated people who really are short-
handed. So this is going to be a big
help to them.

And then today, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania, CURT WELDON, an-
nounced that the Fire Caucus and all
the fire services and the insurance
agencies are coming together with a
prevention effort that we can all share
in our districts and really get the word
out there of what people can do to try
to prevent some of this.

So I commend both the gentlewoman
from North Carolina, EVA CLAYTON,
and the gentleman from Oklahoma,
J.C. WATTS, for coming forward with
this resolution, and it sends a strong
message that we are not going to toler-
ate this anymore in our country. I do
not care who these people are or where
they are from, this is totally inexcus-
able and it has to stop.

I am embarrassed to say that North
and South Carolina have had more of
these church burning incidents than
any other geographical area or State
combined, and that is very depressing
to me, but we do need to come together
not just at the congressional level, but
we need to come together locally.

The fourth aspect of this is that we
really need to look toward helping
these communities rebuild. We are
going to be rebuilding the church in
our area, and it is going to serve as a
museum memorial to the culture of the
black church because this is something
that people really need to understand.

The whole community is doing it, it
is a volunteer effort completely, and I
am challenging other communities to
reach out and do the same. They say

you can burn the building, but you do
not burn the church, and I think we all
know that.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
souri [Mr. GEPHARDT], our distin-
guished minority leader.

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

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to urge my colleagues to vote in
a unanimous way for this resolution. I
commend my friend the gentlewoman
from North Carolina [EVA CLAYTON] for
working so hard to bring this resolu-
tion to the floor. I commend my friend,
the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr.
WATTS] for being a sponsor and being
one who has made this bipartisan.

There is no more dastardly act than
burning a place of worship, and the of-
fense is even greater when racial ha-
tred is involved, as it is in many of
these cases. It is very important to-
night that all of us, Republican, Demo-
crat, from every part of this country,
with one voice say tonight that these
acts are morally reprehensible and
wrong and must end.

I have no idea why these things are
happening. I am sure none of the rest
of us do. I assume racial hatred and ha-
tred lies at the core of these acts. This
had stopped and did not go on for years
and years because there was a sense in
this society that this was inappropri-
ate behavior. Perhaps the dialog on
some of our radio shows, or something,
is making it possible for people to be-
lieve that we can act out our hatred by
the violence that is represented in
these acts.

The President has spoken out, and
now it is entirely necessary and appro-
priate that every Member of this body
tonight say unequivocally to the peo-
ple of our country that these acts must
end. And we will take every action that
is necessary in the days ahead to make
sure that whatever laws need to be
changed are changed, to see that every
person who is responsible in any way
for any of these burnings is brought
swiftly to justice.

Mr. Speaker, I thank my friends for
bringing this resolution, and I urge
every Member to raise their voice, not
only tonight but in their district and
in their communities to stop these das-
tardly acts.
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Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman
from New York [Mr. GILMAN].

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

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in strong support of this resolu-
tion, House Concurrent Resolution 187,
expressing Congress’ outrage and my
personal outrage at the burnings of
over 30 African-American churches
throughout the southern United
States. I commend the sponsor of this
measure, the distinguished gentleman
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from Oklahoma [Mr. WATTS] and the
gentlelady from North Carolina [Mrs.
CLAYTON] for their efforts in introduc-
ing this important resolution.

Mr. Speaker, there is no more cow-
ardly act than the desecration of an-
other’s house of worship. It is an act
perpetrated by bigots who use the
cover of night to burn a sacred place
that so many in their community hold
dear. Our houses of worship are a sig-
nificant part of the glue that holds our
sense of community together. When
these gutless individuals strike at the
sanctuaries of our neighbors, they are
striking at the sanctity of our commu-
nities and the freedoms we all enjoy
under the first amendment to practice
our religious beliefs.

My heart and sympathy go out to our
African-American citizens and I
strongly encourage this body to enact
the bipartisan legislation introduced
by Judiciary Committee Chairman
HENRY HYDE and ranking member JOHN
CONYERS to ensure that Federal law en-
forcement officials have the requisite
tools to investigate and vigorously
prosecute those who committed these
abhorrent acts. In addition I encourage
the Justice Department, the Treasury
Department, and the Attorney General
to expeditiously prosecute these cow-
ards to the fullest extent of the law.

We must not stand by allowing this
outrage to continue. Accordingly, I
urge my colleagues to support this
worthy measure.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. PAYNE],
the chairman of the Black Caucus.

Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, let me thank the gentle-
woman from North Carolina and the
gentleman from Oklahoma for bringing
this resolution to the floor.

Mr. Chairman, as Chairman of the
Congressional Black Caucus, I rise to
express my outrage at the senseless
desecration of African-American
churches and also to extend my sym-
pathy to the ministers and their con-
gregations all over the country who
have lost their places of worship. Our
thoughts are also with members of the
other churches and synagogues which
have been defaced. These incidents of
racial and religious bigotry remind us
of other painful episodes in our history
which we had hoped never reoccur.

Sadly the legacy of racial division is
kept alive not only by those who carry
out these acts, but by others who crate
an atmosphere which not only toler-
ates but encourages bigotry. We can
turn on our radio any day of the week
and hear right-wing talk radio hosts
spewing forth words of hatred to appeal
to those in the audience who are dis-
contented with their lives and are
looking for scapegoats.

In my area, the radio talk show host
Bob Grant, who is courted by some
politicians, has built his career out of
making offensive and hurtful state-
ments. He finally pushed things too far
the day of the tragic accident when the

plan carrying Ron Brown and others
went down. On his radio show he said,
upon learning that initially there was
one survivor, Bob Grant joked that his
pessimism led him to believe that the
late Secretary may have survived.

Although this radio talk host was
fired, he was immediately picked up by
another radio station. And we call this
corporate responsibility?

The most recent church bombing in
Oklahoma reminds us that these evil
incidents are not confined to the
Southeast. The Department of Justice
has received reports of incidents in
States like Maryland, where the target
was a Quaker meeting house; in my
home State of New Jersey. We have
had them in Richmond; Seattle, Wash-
ington; and in other parts of New York
State this has occurred.

Mr. Speaker, we must stop these
senseless burnings.

Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 4 minutes to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. WELDON].

(Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in support of this im-
portant piece of legislation, and thank
the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr.
WATTS] and the gentlewoman from
North Carolina [Mrs. CLAYTON] for of-
fering this legislation.

I join in the outrage that is being ex-
pressed by Members of both parties,
liberals and conservatives, those from
rural areas and those from urban areas,
about the devastation caused by these
terrible and outrageous fires.

As someone who got involved in pub-
lic life first of all in the fire service,
when I served as volunteer five chief, I
understand perhaps in a way that many
of us do not the impact of anyone suf-
fering through the tragedy of fire.

It is especially outrageous when it
hits a place of worship, and all of us
must come together in this country
and condemn it. We are here to ac-
knowledge that there has been a spe-
cial focus on African-American church-
es in the South, and that is especially
outrageous.

I would also acknowledge, Mr. Chair-
man, there have been 80 churches
burned since January of this year, 30
that we know of in the South and in
black areas. But a number of them
have not gone reported, but yet have
been turned in to the insurance cor-
poration which services and provides
insurance for churches and synagogues
across America.

Today we announced a major initia-
tive, supported by a bipartisan group of
Members who are part of the Congres-
sional Fire and Emergency Services
Caucus, to attack this problem in a dif-
ferent light. The focus up until now has
been on catching those hardened crimi-
nals who have committed these acts, or
those vandals, or those outrageous in-
dividuals.

The problem we have, Mr. Speaker, is
that that is very difficult. In fact, the

conviction rate for arson in this coun-
try is less than 2 percent. It is the
toughest crime to convict someone un-
less someone actually sees them light-
ing the match. So while it is important
that we look for the perpetrators, we
must also realize it is especially dif-
ficult.

What we announce today is the es-
tablishment of a trust fund that would
provide reward money for information
leading to the arrest and conviction of
anyone that is convicted of the act of
arson. But that is not enough, because
that is extremely difficult. What we
announce today, Mr. Chairman, is the
ability for us to have a proactive effort
focusing on how to help churches
across America prevent arsons from oc-
curring.

To that end we brought together the
insurance industry, all the major fire
service groups: the International Asso-
ciation of Arson Investigators, the paid
firefighters, the volunteer firefighters,
the Black Professional Firefighters,
the National Fire Protection Associa-
tion, the insurance industry, the Amer-
ican Insurance Association, and the In-
surance Committee for Arson Control,
and we announced a 3-part initiative
that is declaring war on arson as it re-
lates to churches in this country, espe-
cially our black churches.

The initiative will take place
through the offices of Members of Con-
gress and it is in three parts. First of
all, it provides arson prevention kits
for every church in every Member’s dis-
trict that that Member wants to send
that packet to, any church or syna-
gogue. It will outline specific steps
that can be taken locally to help re-
duce the possibility for arson.

Secondarily, we will be offering free
half-day seminars to any Member of
Congress that wants to establish a
seminar for one half day for clergymen,
for deacons, for ministers, for rabbis to
come together with professionals who
will be provided for free, to give those
people direct insight into arson and
how they can prevent it.

The third part of this initiative, Mr.
Speaker, allows for a proactive effort
to allow any church that so desires the
contact their Member, and they will be
provided a free professional survey of
their church with specific rec-
ommendations that they can take to
reduce the likelihood of an arson fire
occurring, at no cost to that church or
its congregation.

None of this is being funded by the
Government. All of this is being pro-
vided by those individuals in the arson
investigation community and the in-
surance industry who want to take
proactive steps. It is in our hands now
as Members of Congress to implement
these recommendations, to coordinate
these efforts, and to make sure there is
follow through. There is much that can
be done to reduce the potential for
arson, and we must take the lead to
make sure that that education is pro-
vided to every church and synagogue in
this country.
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Together, Mr. Speaker, as Repub-

licans and Democrats and liberals and
conservatives, as those representing
rural and urban areas, we will solve
this problem, and we will send a signal
that anyone who ever contemplates the
act of arson, especially at a religious
institution, is going to face the most
severe consequences that this country
can bring to bear.

We are going to mobilize the commu-
nities of this country in a way they
have not been mobilized before to stop
these despicable acts. I thank my col-
leagues, and I urge support of this reso-
lution.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the distinguished gen-
tleman from North Carolina [Mr.
WATT].

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I want to commend my col-
league from Oklahoma and my col-
league from North Carolina for bring-
ing this resolution forward.

I tell my colleagues that I worshiped
on Sunday in the church that burned in
Charlotte, NC, and I want to lift up two
quick messages from the minister’s
speech that day. He said unequivocally
to the people who are doing these burn-
ings, ‘‘You can destroy the building,
but you cannot destroy the church.’’

Second, he said to his members, ‘‘We
have got to find a way to find the good
in this and to rise above this and to
maintain the values that we hold
dear.’’

I hope all of us will keep those two
things in mind as we condemn these
church burnings and as we all vote,
hopefully unanimously, in support of
this resolution.

Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. SOLOMON].

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

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I com-
mend the gentleman from Oklahoma
for bringing this resolution in a timely
manner to this floor.

Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman
from Tennessee [Mr. WAMP].

Mr. WAMP. Mr. Speaker, of course
we should all come together tonight
and unanimously condemn these out-
rageous acts. But I want to come to-
night from a little bit different per-
spective because, Mr. Speaker, long be-
fore I was a Member of this body, I was
a member of a much greater body, and
long after I am a Member of this body,
I am going to continue to be a member
of a much greater and everlasting
body.

I hope that our gentleman from
North Carolina is right that some good
can come out of this, and I hope to my
core that this serves as a wakeup call
to the church, to all churches every-
where, that this could be an oppor-
tunity for the church to do its work, to
build the kingdom of God; that our
brothers and sisters in the predomi-

nantly white churches would come out
of their churches between now and
Sunday and between now and next
Wednesday and offer to rebuild these
churches; that this would be an oppor-
tunity for the kingdom of God to come
alive here, that some good could come
out, that our brothers and sisters all
across the land would offer their sup-
port.

I hear today that the Southern Bap-
tist Convention took a step, but many
more need to be taken to have some
good come from this, that the kingdom
would be lifted up, that we would go
out as churches and offer to rebuild
these churches, and that good would
actually rise out of these ashes.

The most important word in the
world today, that is needed so des-
perately in this country, is reconcili-
ation. This is an opportunity for rec-
onciliation. This is an opportunity for
white folks to say, ‘‘We love you, black
brothers and sisters, and we want to
help you, and we hurt for you.’’ Please
country, come together.

Mr. Speaker, I call on people of faith
all across America to get out of your
church, take your resources. If ever
there was a mission project for church-
es and religious institutions all across
the United States of America, this is
the mission project that could heal our
land. Let us reconcile as a Nation, Mr.
Speaker, through this one action, and
have some good rise from these horrific
acts.
f

GENERAL LEAVE
Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on House Concurrent Resolution
187.

THe SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from North Carolina?

There was no objection.
Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield

1 minute to the distinguished gentle-
woman from Connecticut, [Mrs.
DELAURO].

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I con-
gratulate my colleague, Mrs. CLAYTON,
on this resolution. I rise in strong sup-
port of the resolution.

I stand with my colleagues tonight to
voice my outrage and condemnation of
these church arson. As towns and
neighborhoods begin that process of
healing and rebuilding, it is imperative
that we send a loud and a clear and a
firm message to the perpetrators of
these sick crimes that Americans will
not tolerate bigotry or hate crimes.
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The perpetrators must and will be

punished. History teaches us that we
all have a stake in the battle against
the forces of hatred. We cannot stand
and be silent. We must speak louder
than the voices of hate. Those voices
encourage violence and have resulted
in the destruction of churches, church-
es built on faith, on hope, and on love.

I am proud to join my colleagues
today in support of this resolution and
urge its adoption. Further, I urge my
colleagues to call on others to go to
their districts, to speak out against the
voices and the actions of hatred in this
country. It is only through such acts
that we can prevent further violence
and destruction.

Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Maine [Mr. LONGLEY].

Mr. LONGLEY. Mr. Speaker, I want
to compliment the gentleman from
Oklahoma and the gentlewoman from
North Carolina for bringing this resolu-
tion to the floor. As a Representative
from the State of Maine, I want to add
my voice to the national chorus that
denounces these instances of religious
and racial hatred. I ask unanimous
support for this resolution that we
offer tonight.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. DOGGETT].

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, I com-
mend and thank the gentlewoman from
North Carolina [Mrs. CLAYTON] and all
of those who have joined with her for
her leadership in expressing our collec-
tive outrage at what has been occur-
ring in communities across this coun-
try. Now is the time for people of good
will regardless of religion or their po-
litical persuasion or their region of the
country to join together to condemn
the outrage that has occurred and the
attempt at intimidation steeped in
hate on which it is based.

It is not enough merely to condemn.
For while we are all outraged by what
has occurred, we know that simply ex-
pressing our fury through resolution is
only a first step. It is time to match
our actions with our words and resolu-
tions. So it is extremely important
that the Church Arsons Prevention Act
introduced by our colleague, the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. CONYERS],
that would strengthen our ability to
fight this kind of arson, be enacted at
the earliest possible date in this Con-
gress.

We should move forward on this leg-
islation to halt attacks on our commu-
nities. Our communities are suffering,
and they should look to our national
leaders with confidence, for we have
the responsibility to prove, as Barbara
Jordan would say, that America is as
good as its promise. In keeping this
promise, we can be inspired by the con-
gregations who refuse to be intimi-
dated.

Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman
from Iowa [Mr. LIGHTFOOT].

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

Mr. LIGHTFOOT. Mr. Speaker, I join
my colleagues here and rise in strong
support of this resolution. Since we
have a limited amount of time, I would
like to briefly comment on one aspect
of this resolution, and that is Congress’
full support of Federal, State and local
law enforcement investigations.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH6394 June 13, 1996
We are going to do more than offer

just words. As chairman of the sub-
committee in charge of ATF’s appro-
priation, I will be introducing supple-
mental legislation next week as part of
the fiscal year 1997 Treasury appropria-
tions bill to provide $12 million in addi-
tional resources right here and right
now. In addition, we will continue our
commitment to solving these church
fires with an additional $12 million for
fiscal year 1997, a total of $24 million. If
that does not do it, we will come back
for some more.

This money will go toward the basics
of law enforcement, overtime, travel
offices, phones, rewards, money, and
equipment. This will allow the estab-
lishment of full-blown church fire task
forces, not just the high level discus-
sions that the administration has been
hosting but real offices in the States
where these churches are being burned,
agents answering calls and gathering
evidence.

I have every confidence that we will
be able to solve these crimes. ATF in-
vestigators have a world class reputa-
tion in arson investigation. They have
been called in on challenging cases all
around the world. They solved the
World Trade Center bombing. They
found the evidence that led to the ar-
rest of the people who perpetrated the
bombing in Oklahoma City. They un-
raveled the pipe bombings and mail
bombings in the Southeastern United
States of the judges several years ago.
Interestingly enough, Louis Freeh, who
is now head of the FBI, was a prosecu-
tor. They brought them to trial. If we
look back at 1992, when we had a series
of church bombings, all but one of
those crimes has been solved.

So I would say tonight to whoever is
the perpetrator of these crimes, what-
ever their motives might be, because
they have to be less than human, we
are setting on your trail. If you are
watching out there tonight, the world’s
premier arson investigators, they are
going to find you. They are going to
collect the evidence. They are going to
collect it correctly and they are going
to take you to jail. Then hopefully
through the trial process you will pros-
ecuted and punished to the full extent
of the law.

I think that is one thing that we can
do. I think it is an obligation that we
have to everyone in this country. It
does not make any difference whether
we are black or white or brown or
whatever the color of our skin, Repub-
licans, Democrats or not, when you
start to attack anyone’s house of wor-
ship, that is an attack on God. I think
all of us rise up as brothers and sisters
and revile that kind of activity. I think
we have an obligation and a duty to
find that these people are found, pros-
ecuted adequately punished. We make
that commitment here tonight to do
that.

I compliment my two friends for of-
fering this resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
JONES). The Chair reminds Members to

please address their remarks to the
Chair.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
11⁄2 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Georgia [Mr. LEWIS].

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
I want to thank the gentlewoman from
North Carolina and the gentleman
from Oklahoma for bringing this reso-
lution before us.

The church has long been the heart-
beat, they very soul of the black com-
munity. In the 1960’s, those who op-
posed the civil rights movement recog-
nized that strength. Our churches were
burned. looted and burned. Our holy
places were no longer a place of sanc-
tuary but a target of those who
preached hate, division and intoler-
ance. Today, despite the progress we
made as a Nation and as a people, his-
tory is repeating itself. In the ashes, of
these churches are the hopes and
dreams of the African-American com-
munity, justice, equality and simple
acceptance. The fires that destroyed
these churches are fueled not only by
gasoline and matches but also by hated
and intolerance and bigotry. There is a
conspiracy, a conspiracy of intoler-
ance.

Mr. Speaker, I urge all of my col-
leagues tonight to vote for this resolu-
tion and send a strong message to this
Nation that we will build a sense of
community. Let us use this occasion,
let us use this resolution not to divide
but to bring together. Bring us all to-
gether, not to tear down but to uplift.
Let us speak tonight with one mighty
voice. We must use our outrage to re-
dedicate ourselves to building Dr.
King’s beloved community, a Nation in
which we all are judged not by the
color of our skin but by the content of
our character.

Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Arizona [Mr. HAYWORTH].

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I
would commend my colleagues from
North Carolina and from Oklahoma for
drafting and presenting this resolution
this evening.

Mr. Speaker, what type of person,
what type of twisted, sick mind would
choose to launch an attack on a house
of worship, no matter its denomina-
tion, no matter the people who choose
to worship there?

Tonight, as my colleague from Geor-
gia who preceded me in the well noted,
it is time to come together. We often
have spirited and contentious debate in
this Chamber. Indeed, we champion
that right to freely express differences
of opinion honestly held. But tonight,
Mr. Speaker, the call for all Americans
should be, let us unite against those
who would seek to deprive us of our
most fundamental freedom, the free-
dom to worship individually or cor-
porately according to the dictates of
our own conscience.

Questions of motives, indeed veiled
references, if you will, to one political
philosophy or another really have no
place in this debate. Indeed, even as we

could attack or isolate one form of
communication, we could also point to
the growing secularization of America
and hostility toward churches and peo-
ple of faith.

Let us come together, Mr. Speaker,
tonight, resolute in the knowledge that
all these actions taken against any
house of worship are blatantly wrong,
and this Congress will work to stop it.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Alabama [Mr. HILLIARD].

Mr. HILLIARD. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to take this opportunity to con-
gratulate the gentlewoman from North
Carolina for organizing this. It is very
important.

I also would like to thank everyone
who has been involved. I certainly hope
that we will all vote in favor of the res-
olution so that we will have an oppor-
tunity to support the bill if it comes
forth.

I would like to use just one-half of
my minute to say that I had a very sad
meeting on Monday of this week. I
spoke to four ministers; each one of
their churches had been set ablaze.
There have been nine burnings in my
district, more than any other congres-
sional district. But one of the things
that must be said here, not one of
those ministers was satisfied with the
efforts of the FBI and the ATF. In fact,
it is a fact that the FBI and the ATF
had mixed a voter fraud case with the
church fire investigations causing con-
flict and intimidating members of
those congregations. If they are sin-
cere, if they wish to pursue the evi-
dence on the fire, the fires that have
been set, they must separate those
cases.

Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. STOCKMAN].

Mr. STOCKMAN. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to comment a little bit
about this resolution. It is quite per-
sonal because in my district, they
burned down a church, a little church
on Galveston Island. Pastor Booth to
this day has not been able to rebuilds
that church. He did not get much rec-
ognition, and he did not get much
talked about because it was not fash-
ionable at that point to talk about
burning churches. But that church is
still struggling to recoup from that
terrible burning.

Right now Pastor Booth has got the
foundation laid, and he is trying to put
up the sides of the church. They burnt
that church down, that beautiful town
of Galveston where the breezes come
across and you see the sandy beaches
and everything. But right there in that
town in which you would think that
there would be no hatred, there was ha-
tred. They burnt down the church. For
what reason? I do not know. But I ask
Members that the people of America as
they are watching this debate to pray
and hold out their heart towards their
saviour and their Christ that they may
put an end to this burning, because this
is not something that our country
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should have or should even have to be
discussing.
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In fact, if anything, it is disgusting
that we have to talk about this, and I
tell my colleagues as a member of
First Bethel Church of Houston, I have
a deep, abiding faith, and I believe that
out of this there will be good that will
come of it because I believe the Amer-
ican people, whether Democrat or Re-
publican, they are honest and coura-
geous and have basic faith in prin-
ciples, in American principles which
unite us in this tragedy, and once
again I would like to offer up a prayer
to Pastor Booth as he rebuilds his
church down there in Galveston.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the distinguished gentle-
woman from Texas [Ms. JACKSON-LEE].

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, just a few short months ago I
visited Bosnia, and Sarajevo as the city
was one that stuck in my mind, stuck
in my mind because in viewing that
city what I saw most of all and what
the people wanted to show me was the
devastation and the destruction of
their houses of worship. But one dif-
ference is: They were at war. It is trag-
ic to now come home to America and
see across this Nation symbols of war,
people attacking churches, African-
American churches, churches on the
basis of hatred and dislike for someone
else.

But, thank God, I recognize that
churches are not just wood and stone,
that we must give back the right of the
people to worship in a constitutionally
free society.

So it is important that I thank the
gentlewoman from North Carolina for
her leadership, for bringing us to-
gether, along with the gentleman from
Oklahoma, that although we can rise
and begin to articulate all of the ef-
forts that we are making, and I ap-
plaud those efforts, that we must do
more, and that must be to call for a
week of prayer that will allow us to in-
sure that we do bring America together
from June 16 to June 23. And I thank
the gentlewoman and gentleman for al-
lowing this language to go in:

A national week of prayer that we may
bond together to tell Americans who may
think to do these dastardly acts that we will
stand up against it and provide a safe and
free place for all of America to be free in
their houses of worship.

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. WELLER].

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

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, I wish to
commend my friend from Oklahoma
and my friend from North Carolina for
their leadership and their bipartisan-
ship, the bipartisan spirit of this so
very important resolution.

This past Sunday I joined with a
multidenominational organization
called Jacob in one of the largest cities
in my district, the city of Joliette, and
Jacob is an organization representing
the churches, black and white, His-
panic, Mexican, multidenominational.
We all joined together, and we marched
across the city of Joliette. Republican
elected officials were part of the
march, Democrat elected officials were
part of the march, church leaders were
part of the march, and church members
were part of the march. And this
march, frankly, was a response to an
outrage that occurred locally in the
community of Joliette, IL, and that
was where a newly established church
which had located on the west side of
Joliette, a newly established church
which was majority African-American,
had been vandalized.

Mr. Speaker, we made very clear in
our statement that there is no room
for racism, there is no room for big-
otry, there is no room for anti-Semi-
tism in our community.

That is the spirit of this resolution,
and I ask for unanimous support.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the distinguished gentle-
woman from Illinois [Mrs. COLLINS].

(Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend her remarks.)

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, let me, too, add my appreciation to
the gentleman from Oklahoma and to
the gentlewoman from North Carolina
for bringing this issue up at this time,
and I rise to speak of the shameful
desecration of our Nation’s African-
American churches.

Mr. Speaker, as my colleagues know,
these fires are burning our sacred edi-
fices and fanning the flames of racial
intolerance, but they are also burning
the U.S. Constitution. All of us have a
right to freely worship, something on
which our very Constitution was built,
and my colleagues know I am glad my
colleague from Illinois happened to
have mentioned that church burnings
and desecration and vandalism are not
just happening in the South, they are
happening all across this land. As he
pointed out so eloquently, right out-
side of Chicago, IL, there have been
churches, one newly purchased by an
African-American Baptist group, that
had the side of its walls spray painted
with the n word twice already, twice
already in less time than a month.

It just seems to me that we ought to
be very careful about these kinds of
things because my colleagues know
they hurt.

When I go to church on Sundays and
put on my choir robe and sing praise to
my God, I want to feel that my church
is going to be there the next time I
want to go there and worship. I cer-
tainly hope that will be the case in the
future.

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I reserve the balance of my
time.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Alabama [Mr. BROWDER].

Mr. BROWDER. Mr. Speaker, I com-
mend our friend from North Carolina
and our friend from Oklahoma for
bringing this resolution to the floor.

Mr. Speaker, about a month ago I
had the opportunity to visit that
church on 16th in Birmingham, AL,
where several young women lost their
lives. It is a beautiful place, and my
colleagues would not know the horror
unless they open a closet or look in the
basement and see the cracked founda-
tions.

We are here tonight, the good people
of Alabama and all across this country
to say no, no, we will not go back to
those days and we will not put up with
anybody burning our churches.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the distinguished gentle-
woman from Michigan [Ms. RIVERS].

Ms. RIVERS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of this resolution and in the
condemnation of the tidal wave of rac-
ism and hatred that is threating Amer-
ica’s African-American churches.

I was a child in the 1960’s, and in
front of our family’s big television set
I watched in wide-eyed silence as fire
hoses were turned on young black men
asking only to be treated as real citi-
zens, as vicious dogs attacked African-
American women and their children, as
little African-American girls, barely
older than I was at the time, were
killed in a cowardly attack on the
church where they worshipped.

Today I am no longer a child, and I
will no longer watch in silence as the
African-American community suffers
under the last of bigotry. Today I join
the chorus of voices from all across
this country, people of conscience, peo-
ple from all regions, and all religions,
all races, who are speaking out against
the cowardly forces of hate and for a
nation where all are valued and pro-
tected.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. GIBBONS], the
ranking member of the Committee on
Ways and Means.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I com-
mend the sponsors of this resolution,
and I condemn the perpetrators of the
crime of burning churches and promot-
ing disharmony in our country. But,
Mr. Speaker, some good is going to
flow from all of this, as perverse as
that might be. America will have bet-
ter arson laws than we have now.
America will have better law enforce-
ment in the field of arson than we have
now. And if the perpetrators of these
crimes are trying to drive the races
apart, they have made a terrible mis-
take because whites and blacks will
join together in greater unity in this
adversity.

There can be no more cowardly and,
I think, ineffective crime than burning
churches. The history of mankind is
that you can never succeed in persecut-
ing anybody based upon their belief.
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I do not know what the motives of

these people are, but they are bound to
fail, and I believe that failure will
bring America closer together.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the distinguished gentle-
woman from Florida [Mrs. MEEK]

(Mrs. MEEK of Florida asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
first of all I want the Congress and the
world to know that we are grateful to
the gentlewoman from North Carolina
[Mrs. CLAYTON] and the gentleman
from Oklahoma [Mr. WATTS], a sister
and brother of mine who have brought
this resolution in front of the Congress.

The church burnings are despicable
acts, and they are very outrageous as
well, perpetrated by these people who
crawl on their bellies in our society. It
is a very small segment of our society
representing these burnings.

I also want to commend the Presi-
dent of the United States, who went to
lend his sympathy to the people who
were churchgoers from these churches.

We need leadership at all levels, I
think, both the Republicans and the
Democrats in the Congress, because the
churches of this country, they do not
lean on parties, they lean on God, and
it so important that we solve it in this
resolution.

We cannot say with all confidence
that these burnings will stop. We hope
that they will. I think the people who
have come out with fresh and adven-
turesome initiatives want to be sure
that these things do not happen again.
But we cannot say with all confidence
because we know prior history shows
us that it is not beyond them.

Peter, one of Christ’s disciples, said:
‘‘Upon this rock I build my church, and
the gates of hell shall not prevail
against it.’’

Let us pass this resolution.
Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield

1 minute to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. SAWYER].

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

Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank our colleagues and join with all
who have expressed the gratitude of
Members of this body to the gentle-
woman from North Carolina and the
gentleman from Oklahoma for their
initiative in bringing this before us and
to join with so many others this
evening in sharing our dismay at the
events that have spread across this Na-
tion in recent weeks.

I particularly want to thank those
congregations that have opened their
doors to those who have lost for now
their places of worship and to call upon
congregations everywhere across this
country this weekend and in coming
weeks to join together in sharing their
diverse traditions of worship with
other congregations in their commu-
nity symbolically to join together with
those who share these podiums tonight
and to let the word go forth from every

pulpit and pew in this Nation, with
voices joined together, to say that
there is a message that binds us alto-
gether:

That in the United States of America
there is no tolerance of intimidation
and no license for hatred.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Washington [Mr.
MCDERMOTT].

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

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, I
want to commend my colleagues for
bringing this resolution. The gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. SAWYER] and I
were in the car starting home, and he
said to me, ‘‘Should we go and say
something?’’ And I said yes, because I
thought of Dietrich Bonhoffer, who was
a Lutheran minister in Nazi Germany,
who, when they came, he said:

When they came for the trade unionists, I
did not speak up; when they came for the
Catholics, I did not speak up; when they
came for the Jews, I did not speak up. When
they came for me, there was nobody left.

If we do not speak up for each other,
none of us are free in this country.

b 2215

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Georgia [Mr. BISHOP].

Mr. BISHOP. Mr. Speaker, I grew up
in an America where young people were
taught the love of God and country,
values and character and integrity, to
be trustworthy, loyal, helpful, friendly,
courteous, kind, obedient, and rev-
erent; an America where hats were re-
moved when a funeral procession came
down the street and all movement
ceased; where a church ground was sa-
cred and where the sanctuary was
treated with reverence. My, how Amer-
ica has changed.

Almost 2,000 years ago Jesus said,
upon this rock I will build my church
and the gates of hell shall not prevail
against it. Well, I am happy to say that
that was true then and it is true now.

Mr. Speaker, I am happy to join with
my colleagues on both sides of the aisle
here tonight to join in one voice, the
voice of brotherhood, to say that in
this House, in this country, people of
goodwill all across this Nation are ex-
pressing today and tonight their out-
rage at what has happened, but more
importantly, we are exerting our pray-
ers all across this Nation for those poor
souls who are responsible for this das-
tardly conduct.

I support my colleagues and this res-
olution, and God bless America.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from the
great State of Oregon [Mr.
BLUMENAUER] a new Member of Con-
gress.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, I
am saddened that my first appearance
before this body is on the occasion of
such a hateful event. I think we all had
hoped that this was behind us. But I

am heartened by the attitude and tone
of love and reconciliation that one
hears this evening.

I find I must join with the words of
my colleague from Georgia. We pray
that we are aware of this terror as we
go about our business, remembering
the power of words and the power of
reconciliation, because I think if we re-
member this somber, yet hopeful mo-
ment, as we go about the rest of our
business on behalf of the people, that
this hateful act of racial intolerance
and bigotry will help us do our job bet-
ter for the American people.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. FOX].

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentlewoman for her
leadership and that of the gentleman
from Oklahoma [Mr. WATTS] for their
help and leadership on this very impor-
tant presentation tonight, and I think
the American people have come to-
gether in total horror about the recent
church burnings. We are taking action
here tonight to show the outrage of
Congress that this has occurred and to
take positive action.

This afternoon there was a presen-
tation by our colleagues, in working
with the insurance companies to make
sure that we assist these churches with
fire prevention programs and work
with our fire caucus in making sure
that this does not occur, and legisla-
tion that is going to increase the pen-
alty for arson, and most of us, to bring
about the inspirational setting of Re-
publicans and Democrats working to-
gether, the African-American commu-
nity and the white community and the
Hispanic community in all parts of this
country working together, brothers
and sisters, to make sure that this
kind of bigotry and hatred is ended. I
thank again both of these Congress
people for bringing this issue forward
and to make sure that we take positive
action.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentlewoman from Wy-
oming [Mrs. CUBIN].

Mrs. CUBIN. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to thank the gentlewoman for
yielding this time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to be here
this evening to speak on this issue. I
think that every time that there is a
problem in our country, we pull to-
gether as Americans. We have won two
world wars, we have put a man on the
Moon. We have the best health care
system in the world. When we need a
neighbor, when we need a friend, Amer-
icans are always there to pull together
to help one another. I am grateful that
we have the opportunity to speak on
this issue tonight. We will not accept,
in no way, this sort of behavior. I think
we should use every effort and every
resource we have to try to find the peo-
ple that are responsible for this and
bring them to justice.

Every cloud has a silver lining, and
the conciliatory tone of this Congress
this evening is heartwarming, and I
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hope the people across the country can
feel the sentiment that we feel here
this evening.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentlewoman from
Florida [Ms. BROWN].

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
freedom if religion and freedom of
speech are the two most precious
rights in our American society. Im-
plicit in our freedom to worship the
God of our choice is the freedom to
worship without fear. It is a very sad
day when the right to worship without
fear has been jeopardized by the uncon-
scionable torching of houses of wor-
ship.

I am pleased to join my colleagues in
strongly supporting H.R. 3525. However,
as much as we try through legislation
to stop the fires, the most important
change must come in the hearts of
those who hate. I just have a message
for those out there: Remember what
you plant will come back to you. I do
believe that there is a God, and you are
creating a fire here, but know that
there is going to be a great day, and
that fire will burn eternal.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, the recent rash of burn-
ings of African-American churches has
cut a swath of destruction across this
Nation and has called into question
America’s will to resist racism.

The President has responded swiftly,
outlining a four point plan of action
and today, in a strong demonstration
of will, travelling to South Carolina,
one of the burning sites.

It is now time for Congress to stand
up. It is now time for Congress to
speak out. It is now time for Congress
to act.

One of the most important things
Congress can do is to let our voices be
heard. Sometimes silence is viewed as
acceptance.

Sometimes no position is regarded as
a position.

Sometimes failure to act is tanta-
mount to acting.

Indeed, many believe that the grow-
ing divisions and racial strife in Amer-
ica today is due, at least in some part,
to the divisions and strife that have
been evident among this Nation’s lead-
ers.

But, despite our differences on poli-
tics and policy and party and despite
the fact that we have had deep dis-
agreements during our deliberations
and debate, I believe this Congress and
my colleagues will stand together to
resist racism.

The fact that those who have done
these wicked deeds have chosen to do
them to houses of worship—the very
places we hold most dear and most pre-
cious, leaves no doubt in my mind that
good will come from this evil.

Our churches, our synagogues, and
our mosques have always been places of
peace and sanctuary, a welcome retreat
and shelter from the problems and dif-
ficulties outside.

But, for the past 6 years, African-
American churches have been targets

for arson, places of anguish,
unsuspecting victims of a pattern and
practice of violence.

Assistant Attorney General Deval
Patrick has referred to these acts as an
‘‘Epidemic of Terror.’’

And, while there is no evidence of
conspiracy, it is strangely coincidental
that more than 50 African-American
churches have been burned during the
1990’s, with 32 of those burnings occur-
ring in 1995 alone.

On average, Mr. Speaker, two Afri-
can-American church fires have taken
place each month, over the past 18
months. Since late Friday, four
churches have been victims of sus-
picious fires.

If this is not an ‘‘Epidemic of Ter-
ror,’’ it is certainly a situation that is
far too extensive to be ignored.

Prior to today’s church burning in
Oklahoma most of these fires have
been concentrated in nine Southern
States, including Alabama, Mississippi,
Tennessee, Georgia, Louisiana, South
Carolina, North Carolina, Texas and
Virginia.

The investigation of the fires has
been difficult.

Nearly all of them have taken place
in rural and remote areas, during late
night or early morning hours.

There have been few if any witnesses,
and the fires have generally not been
discovered until the churches have
burned to the ground, leaving little
evidence for law enforcement.

The President’s response has been
strong and forceful.

He has outlined a four step plan that
has been put in place in response to
these acts.

The private sector has also stepped
forward.

For example, NationsBank in my
State of North Carolina has offered a
half million dollar reward for informa-
tion leading to the arrest and convic-
tion of the person or persons respon-
sible for the recent church fire in Char-
lotte.

It is now time for the Congress to
step forward.

It is time now for Congress to be
heard. First, we should all support the
bipartisan legislation introduced by
our colleagues, Mr. CONYERS and Mr.
HYDE.

That legislation would make it easier
to bring prosecutions and stiffen the
penalties against those who target
houses of worship.

I would urge support for House Con-
current Resolution 188, a resolution I
have introduced that now has more
than 100 bipartisan cosponsors, express-
ing the collective outrage of Congress
and denouncing these acts of arson.

We condemn the burnings, pledge to
assist law enforcement, support the
Conyers and Hyde legislation and ap-
peal for broad community preventive
action.

And, finally we should all, work
within our respective communities to
help prevent future arson.

These acts of hate that have wounded
our souls have inspired acts of love
that have renewed our faith.

Across the country, volunteers have
stepped forward to help rebuild the
burned churches.

I was especially moved by the story
of Rev. Terrence Mackey, who awak-
ened one morning to a spot in a field
where this church had stood and said to
his daughter ‘‘They didn’t burn down
the church. They burned down the
building in which we hold the church.
The church is still inside all of us.’’

Fittingly, on June 15, Reverend Mac-
key, his daughter, the congregation
and friends will undertake a symbolic
march from the scorched earth site of
the old church in Greeleyville, SC, to
the pristine site of their new church.

House Concurrent Resolution 188 also
recognizes June 15 as a day when all
members can join with Reverend Mac-
key, his daughter, his congregation and
others, in whatever gesture is deemed
appropriate, to say to those who would
promote evil, that you have burned our
churches, but you can not burn our
spirit.

Mr. Speaker, There is a time to be si-
lent and a time to speak. With these
burnings, this is a time to speak.

I urge every Member to speak out
against these church burnings in their
communities. And, I urge every citizen
to resist this racism.

These acts do not represent America,
and we must demonstrate to the world
the true spirit of our great Nation.

b 2230

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

Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself the balance of my
time.

Mr. Speaker, I came here this
evening with the gentlewoman from
North Carolina [Mrs. CLAYTON] and the
rest of my colleagues on both sides of
the aisle to introduce a House concur-
rent resolution addressing a serious
crime called arson, and more specifi-
cally the recent horrifying crime of
arson used to destroy more than 30
black churches around the country,
over the last 16 or 18 months, including
a church that burned last night in my
home State of Oklahoma, where arson
activity is suspected. My sympathies
and condolences go out to those af-
fected by these senseless and tragic
deeds.

In Eufaula, OK, where I grew up, our
church was the heart and soul of our
small community. It was a symbol of
hope and faith, of pride and serenity.
The church is where we would all gath-
er to rejoice in celebration and pray in
times of sorrow. It was the cornerstone
of our community and it is a special
place that holds some of my dearest
memories.

This atmosphere is not unique to me.
American should be a country of faith
and community. There are thousands
of cities who see their church as the
fabric of strength in their community.
It is inconceivable to me that anyone
would try to destroy this very fabric
that provides the identity and life for a
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community simply out of hate and ig-
norance.

By setting churches on fire, not only
are these vandals attempting to de-
stroy the house of a community, they
are destroying the house of God. This
is one of the most horrific crimes a per-
son can commit.

As a man who has been brought up
with faith in God and faith in justice,
I call upon our judicial system to take
action against these terrible violations
of liberty. We cannot sit idle and toler-
ate these acts of hate. We cannot
watch these criminals continue to
torch any more sanctuaries of faith.

It is my hope that the proper au-
thorities—the Justice Department, the
Attorney General, and State and local
officials—will move swiftly to inves-
tigate and stop these vicious crimes. I
think Martin Luther King, Jr.’s words
still hold true today when he said, ‘‘A
threat to justice anywhere is a threat
to justice everywhere.’’ These burnings
are a serious threat to justice and will
lead to more perilous consequences if
justice is not served. This country has
worked too hard to heal the wounds of
racial divide to allow ignorant individ-
uals to once again divide us in our
communities.

There is no excuse for the lack of
commitment dedicated to serving jus-
tice and finding the individuals respon-
sible for these arson activities. I com-
mend groups like the Christian Coali-
tion for efforts to help find the cul-
prits, and I challenge other organiza-
tions, citizens as well as elected offi-
cials to help fight this battle.

Fire spreads fast and furious, and
once it is out of control, we may not
possess the means to contain if. It we
do not insist that justice is served, the
fire of hate and ignorance will continue
to burn and spread, reducing all we
have strived for to ashes of despair.

We need to extinguish these fires and
reignite the fires of faith. These af-
fected communities are not letting the
fires burn down the foundation and fab-
ric of their community. They will re-
build and show an unwavering strength
of faith. The victims of these church
burnings are not letting the vandals
win, and we cannot allow them to win
either. It is our obligation to do all
that we can to see that justice is
served and that the people responsible
for these crimes are caught and pun-
ished.

Beginning with the times back in
Eufaula, OK, and even more as a min-
ister, when I have needed strength and
guidance, I have turned to my church
and to my God. I cannot imagine not
having a church to turn to. These burn-
ings represent more than arson activ-
ity. The burnings represent a violation
of basic rights and basic freedoms. I
have always enjoyed the freedom to
practice my religion in a place I feel
safe. That is a right the Constitution
provides to me. It is my hope that we
will not deny that right to anyone, and
that justice will suffocate the fires of
hate and continue to kindle the torch
of liberty, as we provide justice for all.

Mr. ROEMER, Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to
be a cosponsor of House Concurrent Resolu-
tion 187, a measure to condemn the sinister
and hateful arson plaguing African-American
churches in our Nation. This is a national
shame that such activity could continue in this
day and age, and deserves a national and im-
mediate response.

That someone, anyone, could attack a
House of God is unforgivable. Our churches,
our synagogues, our temples, are not just
houses of worship, but symbols of our commit-
ment to understanding and tolerance. Under-
standing of our mission in this great Nation
under God, and our tolerance of our wonderful
diversity. These attacks on our present truly
mar our past, where in recent times we have
worked so hard to grow in acceptance and un-
derstanding. In so many ways, we have all
come to know and understand and appreciate
one another. Of course, we have a long way
to go.

But we should not—and will not—tolerate
the hateful acts of those who would pull us
backward, destroy our hard-won progress, and
elevate their own base and evil feelings into
an otherwise enlightened progress. Yes, we
have far to go, but we will never go back.

Mr. Speaker, this resolution is a start. It is
a step on the path to healing. But it also lays
upon us a commitment. This commitment is to
realize that the fight against racism, against
bigotry, against hatred, is still very much need-
ed and very much ours, because the world is
far from perfect. When even our houses of
worship are targets of those who would op-
pose peace and fairness in society, then we
must truly be on our guard, physically and
spiritually.

We can surely fight these heinous acts with
the full weight of the law, and we surely
should. But we must also fight them with the
spirit, knowing that the love of God unites us
all. And even as we celebrate the blessings
that God gives us in this great Nation, we
must always be diligent in fighting those who
would rob us of those gifts.

Mr. Speaker, the evils of those whose ha-
tred has conquered their spirit must not be al-
lowed to conquer our spirit, and may this reso-
lution be a beginning in our demonstration that
love and brotherhood will conquer all. In the
end, justice must and will reign, and those that
tear down the House of God, no matter what
the color of the person that worships within,
will find that mercy will drown their hatred.

Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. Mr. Speaker, I
and a great number of my colleagues are un-
derstandably alarmed by the rash of inten-
tionally-set church fires—many of those of Af-
rican-American congregations—which have
been occurring in the United States, particu-
larly in the Southeast.

We have seen the lamentable pictures and
images on the television news, Mr. Speaker.
The parishioners wandering about the charred
ruins of what used to be their church. Rev-
erends and deacons wondering aloud where
their flock will go to worship and how they will
cope. Church patrons left wondering what
short of twisted individual could commit the
heinous crime of burning down a house of
worship.

We must take a good look at these sobering
facts by this epidemic of hate. According to a
recently-sent Dear Colleague by two of our
most-distinguished Members, HENRY HYDE
and JOHN CONYERS, since October of 1991,

there has been 110 incidents of church arson
that have been reported to Federal authorities
with thirty-three of these arsons committed this
year. Messrs. HYDE and CONYERS also inform
us that since the beginning of 1995, of the 51
church arsons committed, more than half of
them involved African-American congrega-
tions.

Meanwhile, officials from the Department of
Justice have stated in testimony that our cur-
rent laws do not give our Federal law enforce-
ment officials the needed tools to prosecute
and punish those sick, evil individuals who
desecrate or burn our places of worship. Mr.
Speaker, we need to amend our laws so we
can incarcerate those who perpetuate bigotry
and hatred for the good and well-being of so-
ciety.

Accordingly, I encourage my colleagues to
join me in rising in strong support of H.R.
3525, the Church Arson Prevention Act of
1996, which has been offered by Congress-
man HYDE and Congressman CONYERS.

H.R. 3525, of which I am a cosponsor, will
make important changes to the laws which are
present on the books so that we may send
more of these fire-toting hatemongers to jail.

This bill, as noted in Messrs. HYDE and
CONYERS’ Dear Colleague, would broaden the
scope of the statute which makes it a crime to
damage religious property or to obstruct a per-
son in the free exercise of religious beliefs by
applying criminal penalties if the offense ‘is in
or affects interstate or foreign commerce.’ Ac-
cording to Congressman HYDE and Congress-
man CONYERS, H.R. 3525 will thus provide the
amendment to our Federal statutes that will
grant Federal jurisdiction, and thus will aug-
ment the Attorney General’s ability to pros-
ecute these arson cases.

Also, this bill will reduce the current dollar
value of destruction which must occur before
these crimes of desecration may be pros-
ecuted. At the present time, our laws state
that the loss from the destruction of property
must be more than $10,000. However, H.R.
3525 will reduce the dollar threshold to
$5,000. As Congressman HYDE and Con-
gressman CONYERS rightly point out, by reduc-
ing this threshold to a lower dollar number on
destruction, it will make it easier for the Fed-
eral Government to prosecute more of these
arson cases.

Mr. Speaker, this House should put its foot
firmly down on those who would espouse ter-
ror and religious bigotry. To help do that, H.R.
3525 should be wholeheartedly supported by
every Member of this Congress.

Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of this resolution to condemn
the horrific outbreak of church fires in the
South.

There is little doubt that those who are re-
sponsible for these church-burnings are trying
to send this Nation a message, one that we
had hoped faded away years ago, but which
is still very much with us. It is a message of
hate and exclusion, and it is a message of
bigotry and intolerance.

Like many of my constituents, I have strug-
gled over recent months to understand the
thought process that would lead someone to
set fire to a church. Few structures symbolize
security and peace in a frightening world bet-
ter than a place of worship. By destroying
these buildings in such a violent and ruthless
way, the perpetrators of these crimes are tell-
ing millions of Americans that they should not
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feel at peace in their communities, that they
are not secure.

At times like this, we can find some comfort
in the fact that no amount of violence can de-
stroy the progress we have made toward be-
coming a more tolerant society. Everyday, in
communities across the country, men and
women young and old are teaching the les-
sons of peace, love, and faith so central to
American life. But even as we take comfort,
we cannot become so comfortable that we do
nothing. For if we do nothing, we are accept-
ing bigotry as part of our social landscape—
and we will never accept that.

Cowardly actions demand powerful re-
sponses. The President began today by say-
ing, ‘‘They know not what they do.’’ Some may
not know, but the perpetrators of these acts
know exactly what they do—and it cannot be
tolerated.

When those who burn churches send their
message of hate, good people across this Na-
tion need to rally together. When bigots tell
millions of Americans that they are less than
equal, then we must tell the bigots that we are
all brothers and sisters. And when arsonists
slink in the dark of night trying to undermine
our community, we must stand up in the light
of day and proclaim that our community is far
too strong to be damaged by their actions.

Those who burn churches want to mark the
Earth with the ashes and rubble of their intol-
erance. Instead, let us rebuild these churches
as a living memorial, made of stone and brick,
to our commitment to human rights and
human dignity.

By passing this resolution, we let the pur-
veyors of hate know that the good people of
this Nation will drown out the message of hate
wherever it appears.

Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
JONES). All time for debate has expired.

Pursuant to the order of the House of
today, the previous question is ordered.

The question is on the concurrent
resolution.

The concurrent resolution was agreed
to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.
f

WHITE HOUSE FILE SCANDAL—
THE AMERICAN PEOPLE DE-
SERVE ANSWERS
(Mr. HAYWORTH asked and was

given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks and include extraneous
material.)

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, there
certainly is no deficit of delusion, dis-
tortion and desperation from these
born-again budgeteers on the liberal
side of the aisle, but, Mr. Speaker, I
come here today to commend to every-
one’s attention the article that appears
in this morning’s Wall Street Journal
headlined ‘‘Inside the White House File
Scandal’’, which I submit for the
RECORD:

[From the Wall Street Journal, Thursday,
June 13, 1996]

INSIDE THE WHITE HOUSE FILE SCANDAL

(By Gary W. Aldrich)
I loved my career with the FBI and treas-

ure my years as a special agent. Of the many

assignments I was privileged to have over
the course of a 26-year career, the highlight
was the five years, just prior to my 1995 re-
tirement, I spent assigned to the White
House.

For more than three decades the FBI, the
Secret Service and the White House Coun-
sel’s Office had worked as a team to clear the
hundreds of new staff members who come
with each new administration. This clear-
ance process entailed a lengthy FBI back-
ground investigation to document the good
character of every White House employee. It
was a comprehensive and effective security
system, perfected by six presidents to pro-
tect national security, the taxpayer and the
White House itself.

DEEPLY DISTRUBING

But the things I saw in the last 21⁄2 years of
my tenure deeply disturbed me. And the re-
cent disclosures that the Clinton White
House requested, and the FBI provided, more
than 340 background investigations on pre-
vious administrations; employees raise ques-
tions that pierce the very heart of national
security, and call into question the relation-
ship between the White House and FBI.

Some presidents have made good use of the
FBI background investigations, and some to
their regret have not. Never before has any
administration used background investiga-
tions of another president’s political staff.
FBI employees knew it would be wrong to
give raw FBI flies on political opponents to
the other party. In fact, they knew it would
be illegal, each disclosure a violation of the
federal Privacy Act.

Why, then, did the Clinton administration
request such files, and why did the FBI pro-
vide them? The White House’s ‘‘expla-
nation’’—that it was ‘‘an honest bureau-
cratic snafu’’—is really too much for this
FBI veteran to believe. How does a unit at
FBI headquarters copy and box for shipment
to the White House Counsel’s Office more
than 340 highly confidential files, when the
two FBI supervisors are both lawyers? Do
the White House and the FBI really expect
us to believe that the wholesale copying of
hundreds of FBI files wouldn’t raise an eye
brow? That the two FBI supervisors didn’t
know who James Baker was? If the FBI su-
pervisors didn’t know that hundreds of con-
fidential files were going out the door, they
were so grossly negligent as to imperil not
only the civil rights of more than 340 individ-
uals, but also national security.

In truth, I know that FBI management had
plenty of warning that elements of security
and background investigations were dras-
tically wrong at the Clinton White House. As
early as May 1993, Special Agent James
Bourke, supervisor of the FBI office respon-
sible for background investigations, had
come under fire when, at the behest of the
White House, he started a criminal inves-
tigation of seven innocent men in the Travel
Office.

Not publicly know until now were the con-
stant warnings that Mr. Bourke and other
FBI management received from me and from
my partner, Dennis Sculimbrene (who would
go on to testify against his own agency and
the White House as a defense witness in the
Billy Dale trial). Why are Mr. Bourke and
the good folks at the FBI just now finding
serious reasons to check on the legitimacy of
the requests of this White House? Documents
exist that prove they have know about these
problems for years. Mr. Bourke declined to
be interviewed for this article, so one can
only speculate as to why he ignored the re-
peated warnings. It may be that, like any bu-
reaucrat, Mr. Bourke was simply trying to
win favor from those he thought could ad-
vance his career—in this case, officials at the
White House.

These allegations are more serious than
anything we have seen in decades. So how
can the White House, through Attorney Gen-
eral Janet Reno, be allowed to order the FBI
to investigate itself? No federal bureaucracy
is good at conducting an internal probe that
has this kind of potential for explosive polit-
ical revelation.

Right up to the time I retired in June 1995,
Mr. Bourke and other FBI supervisors re-
sponsible for background investigations con-
tinued to honor each and every outrageous
request the Clinton White House Counsel’s
Office made, Mr. Bourke cannot claim he did
not know these requests were improper. He
was well aware the Clinton administration
had relaxed the security system at the White
House so that those loyal to the administra-
tion could evade background checks. Other
agents and I had told him so, and scores of
documents gong across his desk provided
more evidence, just in case he did not believe
his own agents. In fact, at the time the
White House requested the files on previous
administrations’ appointees—one full year
into the Clinton administration—more than
100 Clinton staffers, including then Press
Secretary Dee Dee Myers, still had not been
investigated by the FBI for passes or clear-
ances.

Yet the Clinton’s White House Counsel’s
office apparently was wasting no time look-
ing deeply into the background of any one
who was not lucky enough to have been hired
by President Clinton. As Mr. Bourke also
knew, permanent White House employees
whose loyalty to the Clintons was in ques-
tion were in for some ‘‘special’’ attention,
Hillary Clinton style. For example, perma-
nent employees in the White House residence
who were suspected of being disloyal to the
first lady were reinvestigated out of se-
quence, that is, early—in some cases four
years before their periodic review was due.

Some of these staff members, appointed by
Presidents Carter, Reagan or Bush, had just
been cleared by the FBI. When I attempted
to head off what appeared to be unnecessary
and premature investigations by offering to
obtain copies of the background investiga-
tions, my superiors at the FBI and Craig Liv-
ingstone, director of security for the White
House Counsel’s Office, effectively told me to
mind my own business. What prompted the
White House to investigate these staffers
was a story, leaked to the press, that Mrs.
Clinton had thrown a lamp at the president
during a domestic argument. The Clintons
had to know who the leader was. Result: De-
cent, loyal, law abiding citizens with spot-
less records were investigated by the FBI
again, just to make sure. I believe that these
permanent employees were being harassed
and that if anything, anything at all, had
turned up in a new FBI probe, they would
have been summarily tossed out the door to
‘‘make slots’’ for the Clintons’ people. And
indeed, other employees besides Billy Dale
were fired on the basis of these investiga-
tions.

At the same time, the White House was re-
questing copies of FBI investigations of hun-
dreds of long-gone Reagan and Bush staffers.
Why? Knowing that the Clintons casually
used the FBI to weed out politically suspect
employees, would it be so unreasonable to
suspect them of also misusing the FBI to in-
vestigate political ‘‘enemies’’? Statements
by Clinton spokesmen that nobody looked at
these FBI files are as plausible as saying
that if 340 Playboy magazines were sent to a
boys’ high school, they would remain in
their boxes, unmolested.

BEDROOM-SIZE SAFE

The safe where these secret records were
allegedly kept was the size of a small bed-
room. Maybe the files were taken out of the
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safe, and maybe they weren’t. There was no
need to take them out to examine them.
Anyone—including Mr. Livingstone, whose
desk was just outside the entrance to the
safe—could have walked in, sat down at the
table and perused the files to his heart’s con-
tent. And the security office was equipped
with a photocopy machine. I knew Mr. Liv-
ingstone as a fierce defender of the Clintons,
especially Mrs. Clinton, who handpicked him
for this sensitive position.

Which of these files were copied, and where
were the copies sent? The time has come for
real explanations, real investigations of the
Clinton White House Counsel’s Office and,
sadly, maybe even of the FBI. In particular,
Mr. Bourke and Mr. Livingstone should ex-
plain their roles. These FBI files could not
have been requested, received and main-
tained without Mr. Livingstone’s full knowl-
edge, consent and direction. Mr. Bourke is
responsible for protecting the FBI files and
for ensuring the FBI’s arm’s-length relation-
ship with this or any administration.

These two men should be brought before
both a federal grand jury and Congress to ac-
count for this highly irregular conduct—con-
duct that has embarrassed the presidency
and the FBI, undermined the public’s trust
in both institutions and potentially violated
federal law. The Clinton administration has
earned it reputation. But the FBI—my FBI—
deserves better. Enough is enough.

Listen to what Gary Aldrich, a
former FBI official, writes: ‘‘Never be-
fore has any administration used back-
ground investigations of another Presi-
dent’s political staff.’’ How does a unit
at FBI headquarters copy and box for
shipment to the White House counsel’s
office more than 340 highly confiden-
tial files when the two FBI supervisors
are both lawyers? Do the White House
and the FBI really expect us to believe
that the wholesale copying of hundreds
of FBI files would not raise an eye-
brow?

Oh, it raises more than an eyebrow,
it raises serious questions. The Amer-
ican people deserve answers. This
House will find those answers.
f

ANSWER TO THE QUESTION: WHAT
IF IT WERE A REPUBLICAN AD-
MINISTRATION?

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

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I
came to this floor to talk about this
historic vote yesterday when all the ju-
diciary Republicans voted unanimously
against defining marriage as a non-
adulterous, nonmonogamous relation-
ship. I found that shocking.

Mr. Speaker, I really want to talk
about something else now after listen-
ing to this. I want to congratulate the
Republicans for being concerned about
FBI files, and I want to congratulate
this President for apologizing for what
happened, and I want to say to the Re-
publicans I can answer the question
about what would happen if it was a
Republican administration.

In 1972, when I was a candidate for
Congress, our house got broken into
over and over, our car got broken into,
we kept having Jim’s barber, my hus-

band’s barber show up at our house. We
could not figure out what was going on.

Many months after I got elected a
man got picked up for breaking into a
house, and he said, ‘‘You can’t do this
to me because I’ve been hired by the
FBI to break into SCHROEDER’s house.’’

That was the Nixon FBI. Not one Re-
publican came forward and said any-
thing about it, nor did President
Nixon.

So, let us put this in context, please.
Mr. Speaker, yesterday was a sad day for

the institution of marriage. The House Judici-
ary Committee voted down an amendment I
offered that would have defined marriage as a
nonadulterous, monogamous relationship.

For all their talk about family issues, not one
Republican voted for my amendment. The
party of family values failed to stand up for
them when it counted. That’s because in intro-
ducing the Defense of Marriage Act, the Re-
publicans are far less interested in defending
family values than in stirring up division and
fear in the election season.

This bill is the first attempt in history by the
Congress to define marriage. Traditionally, the
power to define and regulate marriages has
been entirely up to the States. What is the
grave threat facing marriage that would
prompt Congress for the first time in 200 years
to sound the emergency alarm? Well, maybe
in the next 3 years, the State of Hawaii, might
recognize same-sex marriages.

But everyone knows that adultery is a far
greater threat to marriage than the speculative
threat of same-sex marriages, which not one
State recognizes today.

Well, if Congress is going to define mar-
riage, then I think it’s important to make it
clear in that definition that we do not condone
adultery. But not one Republican was willing
to make commitment to marriage.

Yesterday’s committee vote showed who
values families and who’s just fooling around.
f

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. COL-
LINS of Georgia). Under the Speaker’s
announced policy of May 12, 1995, and
under a previous order of the House,
the following Members will be recog-
nized for 5 minutes each.
f

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

[Mr. BURTON of Indiana addressed
the House. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.]
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Ohio [Ms. KAPTUR] is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

[Ms. KAPTUR addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]
f

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

[Mr. SMITH of Michigan addressed
the House. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.]
f

BURRELL COMMUNICATIONS 25TH
ANNIVERSARY

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

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, this evening it is my pleasure to
honor a distinguished citizen and cor-
porate entity from my district, Tom
Burrell and the Burrell Communica-
tions Group who on tomorrow, June 14,
will celebrate 25 years of outstanding
service to African-American consum-
ers.

In this wonderfully diverse Nation it
is essential that the broad span of
American diversity be fully rep-
resented in advertising. It is good busi-
ness because it extends the reach of
corporate marketing efforts, and it is
good social policy because it creates
positive images of African-American
culture, serves as a bridge of informa-
tion and awareness among general au-
diences, and as a source of inspiration
and self-esteem among African-Ameri-
cans.

Twenty-five years ago as a young
copy writer Tom Burrell affirmed that
the best way to communicate with the
black consumer is through the natural
channel of communications, the Afri-
can-American advertising agency. And
thus began Tom’s legacy of developing
culturally relevant and sensitive adver-
tising messages that have over the
years generated business-building,
award-winning marketing communica-
tions programs for some of our Na-
tion’s best-known companies.

Tom Burrell’s creativity work em-
bodies the highest level of professional-
ism. His award winning advertisements
are often imitated by general advertis-
ing agencies. And most importantly he
has never forgotten his community.
Burrell Communications continues to
be a significant training around for
young African-Americans in the adver-
tising industry. Their work and finan-
cial contributions for the betterment
of our community and our nation must
not go unmentioned.

Tom has overcome many, many dif-
ficult obstacles in making these
achievements, and some surely remain.

Mr. Speaker, it has always been one
of my highest legislative priorities to
work to improve conditions for Afri-
can-American, women, seniors, and mi-
norities in every aspect of this society.
I first introduced The Non-Discrimina-
tion in Advertising Act in 1987, and I
introduced H.R. 177, the Diversity in
Media Act in 1995.

I am proud that I have been success-
ful in amending a great deal of legisla-
tion over the past 23 years to make
sure that minorities were included.

I would like to officially thank you
Tom and the Burrell Communications
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Group for the roles you have played in
helping me better understand the bar-
riers confronting the African-American
advertising agencies. They have been
an invaluable resource to me and my
staff as we have worked to shape legis-
lation to ensure that African-Ameri-
cans and African-American advertising
agencies are included in the main-
stream of advertising industry.

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to salute the
leadership and service displayed by
Tom Burrell and the Burrell Commu-
nications Group. Tom Burrell’s cour-
age, vision, leadership, and creative
contributions to the advertising indus-
try have been a continuing source of
inspiration and self-esteem for African-
Americans.

I look forward to continuing to work
with him and the African-American ad-
vertising industry as we move forward
into the 21st century. I salute and
thank Tom Burrell and the Burrell
Communications Group for 25 years of
positive images of African-American
culture in American media. I am con-
fident that the next 25 will be even
more fruitful.
f

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

[Mr. BUYER addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.]

f

FILIPINO WORLD WAR II VETER-
ANS DESERVE HONOR, RESPECT,
AND RECOGNITION

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

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, this
evening we have heard many moving
words about bringing America to-
gether, about justice for all. I want to
speak about bringing justice to another
group of people. Today, Congress, after
waiting for 50 years, has an oppor-
tunity to restore to Filipino World War
II Veterans the respect and honor they
so richly deserve.

Today, Representative BENJAMIN GIL-
MAN, the distinguished chairman of the
House International Relations Com-
mittee, joins me in introducing a reso-
lution in the House of Representatives
to recognize the brave service of these
veterans and their contributions to the
victory of the United States in World
War II.

Joining us as original cosponsors are
a representative number of Members
from both sides of the aisle, including
Representative BOB STUMP, the chair-
man of the House Veterans’ Affairs
Committee, and Representative G.V.
(SONNY) MONTGOMERY, the ranking
Democratic member of the Veterans’
Affairs Committee, who support rec-
ognition for the Filipino World War II
Veterans. Senators INOUYE and AKAKA
are also introducing this concurrent

resolution in the Senate. Many more
Representatives have also joined us as
cosponsors of H.R. 1136, the Filipino
Veterans Equity Act.

It is truly hard to believe that soon
after World War II ended—the war in
which Filipino soldiers died defending
the American flag in the epic battles of
Bataan and Corregidor and through
four long years of enemy occupation—
the 79th Congress in 1946 voted to re-
scind the benefits and recognition that
were promised to these soldiers.

It is even harder to believe that Fili-
pino World War II veterans have been
kept waiting for over 50 years for the
recognition they deserve. Many have
already died, and in 15 years, there will
no longer be any of these veterans
alive.

The bullets in World War II did not
ask if their target was an American or
Filipino soldier. Both Filipino soldiers
from the United States mainland
fought side-by-side against a common
enemy. We must act now to redress the
wrongs these Filipino veterans have
suffered.

This concurrent resolution will fi-
nally recognize the contribution of the
brave Filipino World War II veterans. I
urge my colleagues to join with Rep-
resentative GILMAN and me to correct
this injustice.
f

b 2245
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. COL-

LINS of Georgia). Under a previous
order of the House, the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. MICA] is recognized for 5
minutes.

[Mr. MICA addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks].
f

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

[Mr. HILLIARD addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks].
f

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

[Mr. MCINTOSH addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from New York [Mr. KELLY] is
recognized for a 5 minutes.

[Mr. KELLY addressed the House. Her
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.]
f

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

[Mr. WAMP addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.]

TIME TO TAKE BACK THE
AMERICAN DREAM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas, Mr. SAM JOHNSON,
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, is your tax bill too high? Do
you worry about paying your bills.
Hardly a day goes by without a call or
letter from a constituent or a friend
telling me how they struggle from day
to day to make ends meet and how
they worry about their future and their
children’s future.

It is wrong, simply wrong, that so
many families are working harder and
longer, but continue to have less and
less to show for it.

I have to wonder why more people
are working two jobs and why more
families are forced to have both par-
ents work, yet everyone has less money
in their pockets.

I have the answer—it’s the Washing-
ton tax trap. The longer and harder
you work, the more taxes you pay. The
more taxes you owe. The bottom line is
that Washington ends up with more,
and you end up with less.

Think about what the tax trap has
done to society, to families, and to
working parents. When I was a child,
the largest investment most families
made was in their home. Guess what,
now it’s paying their tax bill.

In 1950, taxes took just a fraction of
our income. Today, almost half of what
you earn goes to the Government. Half.
That is more than a person spends on
food, clothing, and shelter combined.

The tax trap is punishing working
parents who are trying to balance ca-
reer and family, and the children who
are in daycare because both parents
have to work are feeling the pain of
high taxes.

In the America that I grew up in, if
you worked hard and played by the
rules, you still had enough money left
over from your paycheck to put some-
thing away for the future, and enough
for those little extras that made life
special. That was the American dream.

The American dream was also about
making a better life for the next gen-
eration—so that children would have
more opportunities, more choices, and
be better off than their parents.

But now, for the first time in our his-
tory, an entire generation of Ameri-
cans is losing hope and confidence in
the future.

And all blame for this uncertain fu-
ture lies right here in Washington. For
decades, Washington, DC has told
America that everything is OK—don’t
worry, Washington can solve all of
your problems.

But at the same time Washington has
been spending our children’s inherit-
ance and creating a national debt that
now undermines our future.

For too long, Washington has in-
creased the debt by spending more than
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it takes in, to pay for a growing bu-
reaucracy—a bureaucracy that in-
cludes 160 different job training pro-
grams, 240 education programs, 300 eco-
nomic development programs, and 500
urban aid programs.

A bureaucracy that pays over 1,900
union employees at the Social Security
Administration using money from the
Social Security trust fund.

How does Washington afford all this?
By taking more of the money that you
earn. Take Bill Clinton. He wasn’t in
office 100 days before attempting to
raise taxes. By comparison, Repub-
licans spent their first 100 days trying
to cut taxes. After all, it is your
money.

Three years ago, against unanimous
Republican opposition, Bill Clinton,
forgot that it was your money, and im-
posed the largest tax hike in American
history.

I want to know—what is so wrong
about asking Washington to live within
its means?

What is so wrong about demanding
that Washington not spend extrava-
gantly at the expense of our children?
Is it fair to punish working families
who are trying to save for the future?

It’s time to end the tax trap and give
the American family some well-de-
served tax relief.

But, I don’t want to stop there. Our
entire tax system needs an overhaul.
The current system is economically de-
structive, impossibly complex, overly
intrusive, unprincipled, dishonest, un-
fair, and inefficient.

We need to look toward the future
and develop a tax system that will
make that future a success. And I don’t
care if it is a flat tax, a sales tax, a
round tax, or a square tax—I just want
it to be based on the principles of free-
dom. That is, it must be fair and sim-
ple, reduce bureaucracy, encourage
savings and investment, be efficient,
drive the economy, create opportunity
for all, and put more money in your
pocket.

Americans don’t want, don’t need,
and don’t deserve an intrusive IRS any
longer.

America was made great because we,
as a Nation, strived hard, sacrificed
often and worked together to be the
best.

And we will continue to be a great
Nation if we embrace a vision that will
abandon the failed systems of the past
and be led by the opportunities of the
future.

With this vision we can enact policies
that encourage economic growth, raise
wages, promote savings, and return
hope and optimism to every American.

Unending dreams and limitless possi-
bilities—that’s what the American
dream is all about. It’s up to us to take
it back. It is our destiny.
f

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

[Mr. LUCAS of Oklahoma addressed
the House. His remarks will appear

hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.]
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. GOSS] is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. GOSS addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.]
f

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

[Mr. WALKER addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Minnesota [Mr.
GUTKNECHT] is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

[Mr. GUTKNECHT addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.]
f

REPUBLICANS GOAL IS TO END
THE TAX TRAP

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

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, I rep-
resent probably the most diverse dis-
trict in the State of Illinois. I rep-
resent part of the city of Chicago and
the south suburbs, industrial commu-
nities like Joliet, and Rockdale and La
Salle, Peru, and many bedroom com-
munities and farm towns, too.

As I travel throughout my district, I
look for things that are always in com-
mon, even though my district is so
very diverse, and one thing that I have
always noticed is that there is hardly a
day that goes by that a young working
mother or working father does not
come up to tell me how difficult their
life is right now and how concerned and
fearful they are for their future.

They ask questions about why so
many families are struggling to keep
their heads above water. Why is it that
Americans are working harder and
working longer yet they have less to
show for it? Why is it that more people
have to hold two jobs just to make
ends meet?

The answer can be summarized in
three words, the tax trap. It is simple
to explain. The harder you work, the
more taxes you have to pay. The more
taxes you have to pay, the longer and
harder you have to work. And you end
up working harder and longer and
Washington ends up with more, but you
end up with less.

Today, almost half of what you earn
goes to Washington and the govern-
ment in one form or another. Half. And
the tax trap is particularly difficult on
working women who are trying to bal-
ance a career and family obligations

just to pay all the additional taxes.
Every year you send more of your
hard-earned income to support a Wash-
ington bureaucracy that is growing and
that leaves less for you and for your
family.

Did you ever wonder why Bill Clinton
and his liberal friends are asking you
to sacrifice a little more so Washing-
ton can spend a little more? Should we
not demand that Washington spend less
so that you can keep more? After all, it
is your money.

Against unanimous Republican oppo-
sition, Bill Clinton imposed the largest
tax hike in American history, $264 bil-
lion, to be exact. Yet he still expects
Americans, after that, to save more
and to give more. But we know it just
cannot happen that way.

Let me state this clearly. The cost of
Bill Clinton’s tax policies to the typi-
cal Illinois family in higher taxes and
lower earnings is $2,600. And all of us
have felt that tax crunch. That is why
we have so many people in this country
who are so afraid of the future.

And in many ways I share that fear,
because when I think of this, I think of
parents with children in high school
who have the dream of sending their
children off to college, but they fear
they cannot afford the interest on the
student loan.

Then I think of the newly married
couple who wants to buy their piece of
the American dream, their own home,
but they are afraid they cannot afford
to because mortgage rates are becom-
ing higher and higher.

I think of American seniors, people
like my own mom and dad, who are de-
pending on Medicare but are afraid it
will not be there in just a few years
when they will really need it.

These are real people with real con-
cerns and real fears, and for them I
ask, what is so wrong about asking
Washington to live within its means?
What is so wrong about demanding
that Washington not spend extrava-
gantly at the expense of our Nation’s
children? Is it fair to punish working
families who are trying to save for
their future?

The Washington liberals and the bu-
reaucrats will tell you to just work a
little harder for Washington. Well,
maybe the Washington bureaucrats
need to work a little harder. I say it is
time that you stop working for Wash-
ington and start working for your-
selves. It is time to end the tax trap
and give the American family some
well-deserved tax relief. It is time to
return your power and your money and
your influence to where it belongs,
with you, the citizen and the taxpayer.

As Americans, we cannot settle for
less. As Americans, we cannot accept
second best. As Americans, we cannot
lower our expectations. This could be
the greatest economy in the world, but
we will only restore that greatness if
we enact policies that encourage eco-
nomic growth, raise wages, encourage
savings, and return hope and optimism
to the work force.
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Our Washington bureaucracy did not

make us great, America was made
great because we as a Nation strived
hard, sacrificed often, and worked to-
gether to be the best. It is our goal, the
Republican goal, to end the tax trap. It
is our goal to help Americans earn
more money and to keep more of the
money they earned so they can do
more for themselves, their children,
their family and their community, and
save more for their children and their
future. And, frankly, to be able to give
a little more at the collection box on
Sunday.

Unending dreams and limitless possi-
bilities, that is what the American
dream is all about. It is up to all of us
to take it back.
f

THE AMERICAN DREAM

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

Mr. HILLEARY. Mr. Speaker, today
we send more money to the tax collec-
tor than we spend combined on food,
clothing, and shelter. In 1950, taxes just
took a fraction of the working family’s
income, but today almost half of what
the working person earns goes to the
government in one form or another.
Half.

Mr. Speaker, in the America my par-
ents grew up in, if you worked hard and
played by the rules, you had enough
money left over from your paycheck to
put something away for the future and
you still had enough for those little ex-
tras that help make life special, at
least your material life, like maybe
taking your family on a vacation, for
example.

That was what the American dream
was all about. The American dream
was also about making sure that chil-
dren had more opportunities, more
choices, and a better life than their
parents.
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And they should have those things.
Then why is it for the first time in our
history an entire generation of Ameri-
cans has lost hope and confidence in
their future? Why have we lost the vi-
sion of dreaming dreams and of unlim-
ited possibilities?

The answer for too many people lies
in Washington, DC. For decades, Mr.
Speaker, Washington has told America
that everything is OK, while it spent
our children’s inheritance and under-
mined their future. For too long, Wash-
ington has spent more than it takes in
and spent our hard-earned tax dollars
unwisely just to pay for a growing
Washington bureaucracy. A bureauc-
racy that includes 160 different job
training programs, 240 education pro-
grams, 300 economic development pro-
grams and 500 urban aid programs, just
to mention a very few.

How does Washington afford all of
these overlapping programs? By raising
our taxes through the roof. Just ask

our President. He was not in office 100
days before attempting to take even
more of the hard-working people’s
hard-earned dollars.

By comparison, Republicans in Con-
gress spent our first 100 days trying to
desperately give tax relief to those
same people but it was vetoed by the
President. It should not surprise any-
one that more and more American fam-
ilies find it difficult to make ends
meet; that more and more Americans
are forced to live paycheck to pay-
check; and, that too many Americans
want to put something away for the fu-
ture but are not able to do it.

We should not be surprised by Bill
Clinton’s response. Against unanimous
Republican opposition, Mr. Clinton im-
posed the largest tax hike in American
history, $264 billion, yet he thinks if we
take that money to pay for more and
more government programs, somehow
this will make people’s lives better off.

It just cannot happen that way. The
cost of Mr. Clinton’s policies to the
typical American family in higher
taxes and lower earnings is $2,600 and
all of us have felt that crunch; spe-
cially those who work for a living.
Clinton’s tax trap costs a lot of money
and higher taxes means less savings
and a more uncertain future, and that
is why we have so many people in this
country so afraid of the future and I
share that fear.

These are real people with real con-
cerns and real fires, and for them I ask
every Washington bureaucrat, every
Washington lawyer, every Washington
lobbyist and frankly every Washington
liberal, what is so extreme about ask-
ing Washington to live within its
means? What is so extreme about de-
manding that Washington not spend
extravagantly at the expense of our
children?

Is it right to punish working families
who are trying to save for the future or
just trying to get ahead? Of course it is
not. The liberals and the bureaucrats
will tell you to work just a little hard-
er for them. I say it is time we stopped
working for the government tax collec-
tor and that next extra overlapping
government program and start working
for ourselves. It is time to end the tax
trap and to give the American family
some well-deserved tax relief. It is way
past time to return power, influence,
and money where it belongs: back to
America’s working families.
f

TROOPS IN BOSNIA SHOULD COME
HOME BY CHRISTMAS

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

Mr. METCALF. Mr. Speaker, six
months ago, 20,000 top United States
combat troops were sent to do guard
duty in Bosnia. We also support our
troops in every possible way and want
them back safely before Christmas as
promised.

I have consistently opposed sending
our fighting forces to foreign lands un-

less the objectives are clear and
achievable and the timetable and the
exit strategy are stated and fully un-
derstood by everyone. None of these de-
tails were presented to the Congress.

It is easy to send people to trouble
spots, but it is seldom easy to get them
out safely in a timely manner and an
honorable manner.

President Clinton pledged that this
was a temporary mission and that they
would be pulled out and brought home
in one year. The year is barely half
gone. The costs are more than antici-
pated and rising. What are we now
hearing from the highest levels of the
administration? The word is filtering
down that it may take more time, that
our troops may have to stay longer in
Bosnia to accomplish their objectives.
Objectives which have never been
clearly stated and, I believe, never
even understood by those who gave the
orders that sent them there.

We in Congress must be vigilant in
the coming weeks and months. We
must not allow our service personnel to
become permanent occupation troops
in Bosnia. If 1 year is not enough, will
2 or 3 or even 5 years suffice? Not like-
ly. Our Nation should keep its word
and our troops should be brought home
this winter as promised.
f

WHO REALLY SPEAKS FOR THE
CHILDREN?

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

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, when talking about children, there
are significant differences between
Democrats and Republicans. Repub-
licans do not believe it takes Washing-
ton bureaucrats and spending to raise a
child.

But after 30 years of a failed welfare
system, a rapidly failing public edu-
cation system, and a deteriorating jus-
tice system, Republicans have a dif-
ferent answer. What it takes to raise a
child successfully today is quite sim-
ple: two responsible parents. What chil-
dren need is not more Government
spending but a mother and a father
who care about them.

When talking about children, Repub-
licans begin with three principles:

First, that the moral health of a na-
tion is no less important than its eco-
nomic or military strength. The fact is,
you cannot have a healthy moral envi-
ronment to raise children in America
when 12-year-olds are having babies, 15-
year-olds are killing each other, 17-
year-olds are dying of AIDS, and 18-
year-olds are graduating with diplomas
they cannot read. If we are to restore
the moral health of America, this be-
havior has got to stop.

Second, it is the results, not the
rhetoric, that counts. Anyone can
sound compassionate, but the truly
compassionate are those that go out
and find ways to make the lives of our
children more happy and healthy.
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And third, we must be willing to face

ourselves in the mirror and be honest
with the American people about the
failure of the Washington welfare sys-
tem to help those who need it most. It
is our responsibility as elected officials
to acknowledge that Washington got it
wrong, so that next time we can get it
right.

The welfare trap in this country lit-
erally enslaves generations of Ameri-
cans on Government assistance by de-
priving hope, diminishing opportunity,
and destroying the lives of our precious
children.

Just look at our inner cities. You
will meet a generation fed on food
stamps but starved of nurturing, hope,
and basic education.

Yet every year Washington spends
more money on more welfare programs,
expanding the welfare trap from one
child to another, from one generation
to another. What the Democrats do not
understand is that raising more taxes
to expand a welfare system that does
not work now will only make matters
worse later.

And welfare is not the only problem
facing children. Among industrialized
nations at the start of this decade, we
had the most murders, the worst
schools, the most abortions, the high-
est infant mortality, the most illegit-
imacy, the most one-parent families,
the most children in jail, and the most
children on Government aid.

A Washington-based social policy
does not help children. It destroys
them. It does not keep families to-
gether. It tears them apart. Instead of
turning urban areas of America into
shining cities on a hill, it has made
them into war zones.

We have spent $7 trillion on welfare-
related programs, and yet we have
more poverty, more crime, more drug
addiction, more broken families, and
more immoral behavior. The Washing-
ton welfare system is broken and needs
to be shut down. We need to start over.

But there are alternatives that are
less expensive and work better than
the current system.

Why does Habitat for Humanity work
so much better than HUD? Because
Habitat for Humanity first requires re-
cipients to learn the responsibility of
home ownership, then requires them to
build a home for someone else, and
only then do they build their own
home. What does HUD require? Abso-
lutely nothing. Do you see the dif-
ference? The private charity requires
something of the individual.

The current Washington-based wel-
fare system demands no responsibility,
no work ethic, no learning, no commit-
ment, and in the end, no pride. What
we need are local solutions that in-
volve local citizens working with local
children.

Spending more on the current Wash-
ington welfare system will not help
children. We have to rebuild parents,
families, and communities, but you
cannot do it from Washington. It has
to be done at home, in school, and at
church.

But it is also time we tackle the
problem of American culture.

Think of what your own children will
be watching on television tonight.
Think of what they will see at the
movies this weekend. It is wrong, it’s
harmful, and we cannot tolerate it any
longer. It’s time to challenge the enter-
tainment industry to end its decadent
slide. What we tolerate today would
have been unacceptable 25 years ago.

And so the question for America is
whether we move into the future, or re-
main in the past. Do we demand more
from parents, or do we leave it to
Washington to solve all our ills? Do we
return control of education to the local
community, or do we run education
from a Federal department in Washing-
ton? Do we change the welfare system
and restore hope and optimism to the
next generation, or do we continue to
accept the welfare world of depend-
ency, illegitimacy and despair?

And most importantly, do we make a
real commitment to improve the lives
of children across the country, or do we
use children as political pawns in the
upcoming election?
f

THE RETRAINING AND OUT-
PLACEMENT OPPORTUNITY ACT

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

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, today
I introduced the Retraining and
Outplacement Opportunity Act, legis-
lation to help retrain Federal employ-
ees who are about to be separated by
detailing them to the private sector or
other agencies.

In light of the streamlining goals of
the administration and the additional
budget cuts proposed by the Congress,
Federal workers are facing difficult
times and are bracing themselves for
more to come. Retirement and attri-
tion will not add up to the 272,000 jobs
mandated to be cut by the Workforce
Restructuring Act of 1994. Agencies
have been downsizing, and Federal
workers know more reductions in force
[RIF’s] are imminent. Federal workers
and Federal agencies are anxious about
their future and the ramifications of
further work force reductions.

I am a firm believer that loyalty
must be repaid with loyalty. The Fed-
eral work force has provided outstand-
ing services to this Nation, and now
the Federal work force needs Congress’
help. We must take this responsibility
seriously and devise strategies that
will help our Federal employees
through this difficult transition.

Our strategies must center around
two fundamental concepts: creating in-
centives for retirement and retraining
displaced workers for jobs in the pri-
vate sector.

Reform must allow for greater part-
nerships with the private sector, in-
cluding extending the administration’s
idea of nonreimbursable details to the
private sector. The legislation I intro-

duced today would focus on retraining
employees for the private sector
through nonreimbursable details.

This legislation would permit an
agency to allow an individual who has
received a specific notice of separation
or a certificate of expected separation
to be placed on a nonreimbursable de-
tail in another agency or private com-
pany for a period of up to 90 days while
the Government pays his or her salary.
After the 90-day period, the private sec-
tor would begin paying the salary. Un-
like other details, the goal of this ini-
tiative is to place employees in these
agencies and companies.

This bill would provide an employee
and his or her agency to determine
whether a potential match exists. The
employee would have the opportunity
to demonstrate his or her skills and
ability, and the agency or company
could evaluate the employee’s likeli-
hood of success.

This retraining opportunity would
first be established as a demonstration
project at the Department of Energy’s
Germantown, MD, facility. The DOE
has been particularly hard hit by
downsizing over the last 3 years. Re-
cent cuts in the Department of Defense
authorization threaten to impose sub-
stantial cuts of highly trained person-
nel and create a chaotic situation re-
sulting from a massive RIF. These cuts
would also divert time from critical
cleanup programs, and I am actively
fighting against these cuts. Regardless
of whether these cuts occur, DOE is a
good place to establish this demonstra-
tion project.

Within the current law, the adminis-
trators of this program would outline
the plan, define the population, estab-
lish the selection criteria of can-
didates, and determine the agencies
and companies that would be involved
in the program.

If the detail occurs in the private sec-
tor, the employee would be considered
an employee of the Federal Govern-
ment and would retain all rights and
privileges of a Federal employee until
separated officially. The date of sepa-
ration could be extended in the event
that the employee would be separated
before the detail ended. During the de-
tail, the employee’s compensation
would be based on the employee’s rate
of pay before the detail. Private com-
panies involved would set up an escrow
account to store funds that would have
been used for compensation had the
employee been hired initially. If the
employee is retained by the private
company and remains for 2 years, the
company would be required to transfer
the money spent during the detail to
the Treasury.

If the individual’s work is satisfac-
tory as defined under the agreement
made by all parties, the individual
would be given an offer, or, in the
event that an offer could not be ex-
tended, the money would be reimbursed
to the Government. If the individual is
not satisfactory and not hired, the
agency or company would not be forced
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to reimburse the Government. If the
individual is extended an offer, he or
she would become an employee of that
agency or company on the day after
the detail ends, at which time the
former agency’s financial obligation
would end. Multiple details would be
allowed, but the combined days for all
details could not exceed 90 days.

This change could help Federal agen-
cies be more proactive in the retrain-
ing of their employees for private sec-
tor jobs. This legislation provides an
important window of opportunity for
Federal employees who are facing the
uncertainty and anxiety of losing their
jobs.
f
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THE NEED TO REFORM FEDERAL
TRAVEL PRACTICES AND SAVE
$300 MILLION A YEAR

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. COL-
LINS of Georgia). Under a previous
order of the House, the gentleman from
California [Mr. HORN] is recognized for
5 minutes.

Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, there is a
fundamental need to reform the Fed-
eral travel practices and thus save at
least $300 million a year. Today on be-
half of the gentleman from Pennsylva-
nia [Mr. FOX] and myself, I am intro-
ducing H.R. 3637, to improve travel
management in the Federal Govern-
ment.

The Federal Government is far be-
hind the best practices of private sec-
tor firms. At long last, we need to
adopt practices common in the private
sector in order to save the taxpayers
money. According to the General Ac-
counting Office, Federal agencies spent
$7.6 billion in fiscal year 1994 on travel,
including transportation, lodging, rent-
al cars, other travel related expenses
related to two types of travel: Tem-
porary duty and permanent relocation.

Administrative costs to implement
the current travel regulations and
practices of the Federal Government
are also significant. In the private sec-
tor, the costs to complete a travel
voucher are about $15. In the public
sector, the Federal sector, the cost to
process a single travel voucher can be
as high as $123. Since there are 10 mil-
lion vouchers processed each year, the
Federal Government must reengineer
its travel management practices in
order to achieve significant savings.

The Federal Government needs to re-
form its travel processes if we are to
succeed in saving $300 million every
year. The General Services Administra-
tion needs to update the Federal travel
regulations, and H.R. 3637 will be en-
suring that change and reform can be
done in a way that increases savings
and decreases the amount spent by
Federal agencies on travel. H.R. 3637
has been endorsed by the joint finan-
cial management improvement project,
which includes membership from the
General Accounting Office, part of the
legislative branch, and the Office of

Management and Budget, the General
Services Administration and the Office
of Personnel Management, as well as
the Department of the Treasury. These
are the experts in travel management
in Federal agencies.

In addition, the strong support of
Senator COHEN of Maine has been in-
strumental in providing Federal agen-
cies with the spur that was needed to
develop these proposals which are de-
signed to reduce costs and to provide
agency flexibility. I commend Senator
COHEN’s efforts, and we will be working
with him to enact this important
measure.

As we begin the process of balancing
the Federal budget, Congress must
look to Federal agency managers and
its employees to find innovative and
creative ways to save travel dollars.
H.R. 3637 represents an important part
of that effort. According to the joint fi-
nancial management improvement
project, $300 million per year may be
saved from the appropriated funds of
the taxpayers. By reducing the admin-
istrative burden, we can achieve sub-
stantial savings by passing H.R. 3637,
the Travel Reform and Savings Act of
1996.

Mr. Speaker, I ask consent that a
summary of H.R. 3637 be printed at the
end of my remarks.

SUMMARY OF THE TRAVEL REFORM AND
SAVINGS ACT OF 1996

Section 1. Short title—Travel Reform and
Savings Act of 1996.

Section 2. Table of contents.
Title I. Relocation Benefits.
Section 101. Modification of allowance for

seeking permanent residence quarters.
This section would authorize the payment

of pre-determined travel expenses for
househunting trips for relocating Federal
employees. In the private sector, predeter-
mined cost reimbursement is already used
for househunting trips because of simplicity
to administer, administrative cost savings,
and the flexibility it gives Federal employ-
ees to manage their move.

According to a Joint Financial Manage-
ment Improvement Project [JFMIP] report
entitled Improving Travel Management Gov-
ernmentwide, this change would save $10.8
million per year.

Section 102. Modification of temporary
quarters subsistence expenses allowance.

This section would authorize the payment
of pre-determined travel costs associated
with temporary quarters. While seeking per-
manent quarters, a relocating employee
must often occupy temporary quarters. Fed-
eral agencies currently authorize up to 120
days of expenses. This change would limit
this time to 60 days, and provide an amount
pre-determined by the agency.

According to the JFMIP report, this
change would save $59.2 million per year.

Section 103. Modification of residence
transaction expense allowance.

This authorizes agencies to use cost-reim-
bursable pricing for relocation service con-
tracts. Currently, the Federal Travel Regula-
tion limits relocation home sale payments
made by agencies to direct reimbursement of
closing costs. This section would authorize
the payment of actual costs, overhead, and a
performance-based fee designed to speed up
the home sale.

This limits the liability of the Federal
Government by shifting to the contractor
the risk that the home will take a long time

to sell, and that the contractor’s expenses
will exceed the fixed payment. Agencies that
exercise this authority will need to manage
the risk that the home will take a long time
to sell.

According to the JFMIP report, this
change would save $33.1 million per year.

Section 104. Authority to pay for property
management services.

When an employee transfers for a limited
time period, it may be cost-effective for the
employee to rent rather than sell his home
in the old duty station. This is particularly
true in instances when the employee will re-
turn to the old duty station. Since the costs
borne by agencies of selling a home are larg-
er than the cost of reimbursing property
management fees, there are savings which
could be achieved by allowing Federal em-
ployees this option.

According to the JFMIP report, this
change would save $1.5 million per year.

Section 105. Authority to provide employ-
ment assistance services to the spouse of a
transferring employee.

When a dual career family moves, the ac-
companying spouse must find employment
without the assistance of the Federal Gov-
ernment. This results in the loss of a second
income, and often Federal transferees are
unable to qualify for home mortgages with-
out the second income. This provision gives
agencies discretionary authority to provide
some level of job placement to relocating
spouses, when deemed in the best interests of
the Federal Government.

According to the JFMIP report, this
change would cost $5.9 million per year.

Section 106. Authority to transport a pri-
vately owned motor vehicle within the con-
tinental United States.

Current statute prohibits the shipment of
a vehicle to a new duty station within the
continental United States. Agencies reim-
burse the transferee for mileage, plus a per
diem, which generally exceed the costs of
shipping the vehicle and using a more expe-
ditious mode of transportation to relocate
the employee. Requiring that vehicles be
driven to the new duty station also requires
extended administrative leave, thus increas-
ing costs and reducing efficiency.

According to the JFMIP report, this
change would save $7.9 million per year.

Section 107. Authority to pay limited relo-
cation allowances to an employee who is per-
forming an extended assignment.

This section authorizes agencies to pay for
permanent change of station expenses in lieu
of the daily per diem allowance for extended
assignments. Since employee costs are lower
over a longer-period of time, many employ-
ees receive an allowance that exceeds what is
needed to cover expenses. This provides the
option to reduce costs by providing perma-
nent change of station expenses, which can
include en route travel and transportation,
shipment of vehicles, househunting trips (if
necessary) and lease breaking expenses. Em-
ployees would not be eligible for expenses re-
lated to disposing or maintaining residences
at the official duty station.

According to the JFMIP report, this
change would save $14.5 million per year.

Section 108. Authority to pay a home mar-
keting incentive.

Most Federal agencies currently offer some
of their transferees the assistance of a relo-
cation contractor to market and sell their
home. The fees charged by the contractor are
typically based on a percentage of the
home’s value, and are quite large. A pilot in
the Social Security Administration dem-
onstrated that allowing employees to sell
their own homes and be paid a fixed fee can
save Federal agencies large figures.

According to the JFMIP report, this
change would save $142.2 million per year.
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Section 109. Conforming amendments.
Title II. Miscellaneous Provisions
Section 201. Repeal of the long-distance

telephone call certification requirement.
Current Federal statute requires agencies

to certify that individual long distance calls
are in the interest of the Federal Govern-
ment. This law dates from 1939, when a long-
distance telephone call was expensive and
viewed as a luxury. In many instances, the
cost of certifying a call will often exceed the
cost of the call itself.

According to the JFMIP report, this
change would save $19.3 million per year.

Section 202. Authority to require use of the
travel charge card.

Currently, Federal agencies receive a pay-
ment based on charges made by its employ-
ees under the government-wide travel charge
card program administered by GSA. Many
payments, including cash advances, hotel
charges and airline tickets for travel ex-
penses are not charged to the card. This lim-
its the potential rebate.

Section 203. Prepayment audits for trans-
portation expenses.

This section authorizes audits prior to pay-
ment to verify transportation expenses. All
other invoices submitted to the Federal Gov-
ernment are generally audited by the procur-
ing agency for correctness prior to payment.
Currently, GSA uses audit contractors to
perform prepayment audits on some trans-
portation vouchers. These contractors have
identified overpayments that were four
times the amount of the payments to con-
tractors, proving that this is a cost-effective
tool. In contrast, the GSA Office of Trans-
portation Audits spends $11 million to re-
cover $12 million in overpayments using
postpayment audits.

According to the GSA, this change would
save $50 million per year.

Section 204. Reimbursement for taxes on
money received for travel expenses.

The 1992 Energy Act inadvertently estab-
lished a tax liability for certain Federal em-
ployees. The Energy Act limited the income
tax deduction for business related travel ex-
penses incurred while away from home to a
maximum of one year (the prior maximum
was one year). Most temporary duty assign-
ments are less than one year. Because of this
tax change, most Federal agencies have lim-
ited temporary assignment to one year.

Most Federal agencies were unaware of
this requirement because the IRS did not no-
tify them until December of 1993 and did not
withhold tax payments from the employee’s
salary. Thus, many of the impacted Federal
employees were liable for a lump-sum pay-
ment plus penalty and interest. In some in-
stances, the tax liability exceeds $1,000 per
employee.

According to GSA, this change would cost
$4 million on a one-time basis.

Section 205. Transfer of authority to issue
regulations.

This section gives statutory authority to
the Administrator of General Services to
issue regulations, which are currently the
subject of a delegation of authority from the
President pursuant to several Executive Or-
ders.

f

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

[Mr. BAKER of California addressed
the House. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.]
f

JUST DO IT
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a

previous order of the House, the gentle-

woman from Wyoming [Mrs. CUBIN] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mrs. CUBIN. Mr. Speaker, you all
have seen the Nike ad with the words
‘‘Just do it?’’ That should be the slogan
for the Democrats in Congress. They
talk about a balanced budget. I say:
Just do it. They talk about welfare re-
form. I say: Just do it. They talk about
tax relief. I say: just do it. They talk
about an end to big government. I say:
just do it.

Talk is cheap, and nowhere is talk
cheaper than in Washington. We’ve had
enough talk, enough rhetoric, enough
promises. It’s time to stop talking
about change and start making it hap-
pen. What we need is action, and we
need it now. We need to stop all this
wasteful spending—now. We need to
balance the budget—now. We need to
end welfare as we know it—now. We
need tax relief for the forgotten Amer-
ican worker—now.

Did you ever wonder why Washington
waits to solve a problem until it be-
comes a crisis? The American people
should never accept second-best from
their government or their elected lead-
ers. They deserve better.

And why not? America’s best days
are still ahead. In the America of the
21st century, no one needs to be left be-
hind. If we stop all this tax and spend
behavior, we will end the Clinton
crunch that as contributed to our na-
tional anxiety. And if we stop all this
spending, we will end the tax trap
caused by misguided Washington bu-
reaucrats who want to spend more of
your money, leaving you with less.

Let me be as clear as I can. Ameri-
cans have a right to earn more, keep
more, and do more. That’s how we re-
store the American dream. Working to-
gether in a spirit of respect, with the
right economic policy and incentives,
our nation’s potential is unlimited. We
are Americans. There is nothing we
cannot achieve. The best is yet to
come. I say, just do it.
f

CHURCH BURNINGS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from Louisiana
[Mr. FIELDS] is recognized for the bal-
ance of the time until midnight as the
designee of the minority leader.

Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise tonight to talk about the
issue of church burning. Before I do,
Mr. Speaker, I want to commend the
gentlewoman from North Carolina who
had a resolution tonight on the floor of
this House and it passed. And I want to
thank the gentlewoman for her leader-
ship in that area. I also want to thank
the gentleman from Oklahoma as well.

Mr. Speaker, I have been asked by
the chairman of the Congressional
Black Caucus to chair an issue that we
have been talking about tonight for
some time. That is the issue of church
burning, burnings across the country.

I take a moment of personal privilege
to talk about these church burnings

here again tonight because in my on
own State five churches were burned.

Second, Mr. Speaker, I feel like
Fannie Lou Hamer tonight. I feel sick
and tired of being sick and tired. I am
tired of individuals who have no re-
spect for human life and no respect to
buildings, burning churches at night. I
also feel sick and tired of being sick
and tired because while individuals
burn churches at night, we have people
who wake up in the morning and put on
black robes and burn congressional dis-
tricts in the daytime. And I think that
is simply unacceptable and unconscion-
able.

I am happy that the gentlewoman
from Texas will be a part of this special
order tonight and the gentleman from
Illinois will be a part of this special
order tonight, the gentlewoman from
California as well as the gentleman
from South Carolina.

Before we talk about church burn-
ings, Mr. Speaker, I want to talk a lit-
tle bit about the districts that were
burned today in the Supreme Court. To
know that as a result of this ruling, a
State like the State of Texas, a State
with a population of almost 20 percent
African-Americans, will not have the
opportunity, not the guarantee but will
not have the mere opportunity to send
an African-American to this Congress
is absolutely unacceptable and uncon-
scionable. These burnings must stop,
not only the burning of churches but
the burning of congressional districts
and legislative districts across this
country. In order for us to get along in
this country, in order for us to move
forward in this country, we will have
to learn how to be more inclusive.

I want to thank the gentlewoman
from Texas, who has represented her
constituents so well here in this body.
I want to say to her in no uncertain
terms that she has done a great job.
Continue to press on and know that
you must keep the faith. We are very
pleased with the work that you do.

Now, on the issue of church burnings,
Mr. Speaker, the CBC, the Congres-
sional Black Caucus, we will first have
a hearing right here in the Nation’s
capital. We will have the Justice De-
partment. We will have ATF and all
Federal agencies involved. That hear-
ings will be headed and led by Con-
gressman CONYERS. And we will talk,
we will also have black churches, mem-
bers, ministers of black churches to
talk about these church burnings. Then
we will leave this capital and we will
travel across this country in each con-
gressional district or each State where
there has been church burnings, be-
cause we will not accept individuals
putting torches to churches.

We are going to insist that every
Federal agency in this country use
every ounce of its power, every ounce
of its resources, to make sure that we
find the perpetrators of these crimes
and bring them to justice and then
move very swiftly to prosecute them.

I have, Mr. Speaker, a map of the en-
tire United States of America which
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gives you some sense of church burn-
ings across the country. Before I yield
to my colleagues who have joined me
here tonight, I want you to see, I want
Members of the House to see how this
proliferation of church burnings is tak-
ing place all across this country.

Utah, the State of Utah, one church
burning; Colorado, one church burning;
State of Arizona, one church was
burned. Even the State of New Mexico
had a church burning.

Texas, the distinguished gentle-
woman from the State of Texas, not
only have they burned the districts,
the congressional districts in the State
of Texas, but two churches, two black
churches were burned in the State of
Texas as well, which is absolutely,
positively unacceptable and we must
insist that every Federal agency that
has anything to do with investigations
do everything possible to find the per-
petrators of these crimes.

The State of Oklahoma, one church;
even the State of Illinois, the gen-
tleman from Illinois who is here to-
night, a church was burned in his
States. The State of Tennessee, which
leads the whole Nation in terms of
church burnings, six churches were
burned in the State of Tennessee; five
in the State of Louisiana; three in the
State of Mississippi; five in the State
of Alabama; one in the State of Geor-
gia; five in the State of South Carolina,
the gentleman who is here tonight, five
churches were burned, many of them
were in his congressional district;
three churches in North Carolina; one
in Virginia; two in Maryland; one in
the District of Columbia; one in New
York; and one in Pennsylvania.

And then to know that in Oklahoma,
which is the most recent church burn-
ing, when we were debating tonight, we
were debating on this floor about
church burnings, to wake up the next
morning and learn that a church was
burned in the State of Oklahoma, it ab-
solutely irks Members of this Congress,
particularly Members of the Congres-
sional Black Caucus.

I want to thank the Members who de-
cided to come here tonight at the wee
hours of the night because this is an
important issue. I want the Members of
this congress to know that the Con-
gressional Black Caucus will not sit
idly by and allow individuals to burn
churches and get away with it. We are
going to insist that every Federal
agency that we have under the control
of this Federal Government do every-
thing that is humanly possible to find
the perpetrators of these crimes, bring
them to justice and then prosecute
them to the fullest extent of the law.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. JACKSON], who has
been participating in these special or-
ders for some time, and also to the gen-
tleman from South Carolina and the
gentlewoman from Texas and the gen-
tlewoman from California as well.

b 2330
I yield to the gentleman from Illi-

nois.

Mr. JACKSON of Illinois. I want to
take this opportunity to thank my dis-
tinguished friend from Louisiana, the
distinguished gentleman, CLEO FIELDS;
and you, Mr. Speaker, for allowing us
the privilege and this opportunity to
address the House during this special
order.

Anyone who might have misunder-
stood what happened in the 1994 elec-
tions should have clearly been set
straight on the 23rd of January 1995.
That day, in the ornate hearing room
in the House Committee on Rules, the
victorious Republicans, our colleagues
on the other side of the aisle, removed
a portrait of former Representative
Claude Pepper of Florida, a renowned
white, liberal Democrat, and certainly
that was understandable because the
Republicans certainly have the right to
change pictures in various committee
rooms to reflect their new majority.
But what tickled me about this was
that the new Republican committee
chairman, Mr. SOLOMON of New York,
distinguished colleague of ours from
New York, had ordered the Pepper por-
trait to be replaced by another Demo-
crat, the late Howard Smith of Vir-
ginia, a last-ditch segregationist in
many of his years as Committee on
Rules chairman, one of the most pow-
erful opponents of civil rights legisla-
tion of the sixties.

And so I am here today to really join
my colleague from Louisiana, my col-
league from California, my colleague
from Texas, and my colleague from
South Carolina really to say that we
are sick and tired as well of being sick
and tired, sick and tired of having our
churches burned at night, sick and
tired of having our districts burned
during the daytime, and what is left?
Without political representation here
in this institution to protect our rights
in the society beyond Washington, with
this whole motion and movement to-
wards States rights, we are looking at
the same kind of climate that we wit-
nessed during the Tilden-Hayes Com-
promise of 1877.

I spoke not long ago at a high school
to some students who at the end of my
presentation stood up and asked the
question, they said, ‘‘Representative
JACKSON, what’s the difference between
a Democrat and a Republican?’’

And I tried to say Democrats fight
for jobs, they fight for opportunity,
they make room for more people, and
Republicans tend to be pro-business.
But one of the young people said, ‘‘But
wait a minute. I’ve heard Democrats on
the floor argue on both sides of that
issue.’’

And so in 1877 what we really had was
two parties with one assumption.
Demopublicans, they called them, and
Republicrats; they really conspired. We
call it States rights, we call it more ac-
cess to resources in our communities
by the States, and they began shifting
more resources to the States, and by
1896 they had stacked the Supreme
Court kind of, if you will, a Clarence
Thomas court, a kind of Scalia court,

and then we got Plessy versus Fer-
guson. We had 22 African-Americans in
the U.S. House of Representatives be-
tween 1863 and 1896, and after they
stacked the Supreme Court, black
robes, not white sheets who burn
churches, but black robes who burn dis-
tricts by day; by 1901 there were zero
blacks in this institution, and I believe
it was our late colleague from Illinois,
Mr. DuPriest, who stood in this well
and gave a speech: We will rise again
like the phoenix, we will be back. And
then it is not until the 1954 Brown ver-
sus the Board of Education decision
that allowed the principle of equal pro-
tection under the law to be extended to
the States in the form of a 1964 Civil
Rights Act, a 1965 Voting Rights Act,
and after three different reapportion-
ments, the 1970 census, the 1980 census,
the 1990 census. African-Americans in
this body are now finally achieving
comparable numbers to those numbers
that they had at the turn of the cen-
tury. And now we are looking at Su-
preme Court decisions once again that
are consistent with Plessy versus Fer-
guson, and it is really unfortunate in
1996 that Mr. Thomas is leading the
voting rights cabal.

I also rise this evening to stand with
my colleagues and to join the gentle-
woman from North Carolina [Mrs.
CLAYTON] and the gentleman from the
other side of the aisle, Mr. WATTS, in
support of their resolution to condemn
not only these church burnings, but
also to demand that our Federal Gov-
ernment put the kind of resources be-
hind this investigation that is nec-
essary. Mr. Deval Patrick, the assist-
ant attorney general for civil rights,
along with the Attorney General of the
United States, Miss Janet Reno, have
indicated to us on more than one occa-
sion that this is the largest civil rights
investigation of its kind, and we are
just so grateful to have Representa-
tives in this body who can fight and en-
courage the Justice Department to put
those kind of resources behind these
kinds of acts of violence, and it is only
because we are here that we can really
fight for this right.

And so I would hope, and I have indi-
cated this on another occasion as I pre-
pared to yield time to the gentlewoman
from Texas, that in 1996 we have an op-
portunity in this House, knowing that
race and churches are being burned and
opportunities are being burned, we
have an opportunity in this House not
to be demagogic in 1996. There is no
need for us to vote on affirmative ac-
tion in this House in this climate; it
only means that more churches will
burn. We should put it in the 105th Con-
gress. There are other racially sen-
sitive issues in this political climate
that should not be considered in this
political climate, and I would urge
those in the majority to consider the
climate and the times that we are liv-
ing in and move these votes into the
next Congress and give us the oppor-
tunity and the Nation the opportunity
to have an election that will be free of
race and race insensitivity.
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And with that, I yield to the distin-

guished gentlewoman from Texas. She
had a very tough and a very long day.
She is one of the most outspoken Mem-
bers in the House of Representatives.
We can count on her to fight for wom-
en’s rights, we can count on her to
fight for the rights of locked-out and
disenfranchised people in our country,
and it is just unfortunate that a
woman of her calibre and her stature
who has represented not only African-
Americans—people see us, they see Af-
rican-American, but my district is 65
percent African-American, 35 percent
white and Latinos and others live in
my district. I am not just a black Rep-
resentative or a black Congressman. I
represent probably one of the most di-
verse districts in this country. I do not
know an African-American in here who
represents 99 percent African-Ameri-
cans. Our districts are diverse, and so
she represents her district and has
served this institution with great
honor, and today the Supreme Court of
the United States rules against the
calibre and the quality of leadership
that she represents.

With that, I now yield time to the
distinguished lady from Texas [Ms.
JACKSON-LEE].

Mr. FIELDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the lady.

I think the gentleman is absolutely
right. The gentlewoman represents a
very diverse district, and, as I stated
earlier, we appreciate her leadership,
and I think citizens not only in her
congressional district but citizens all
across her State and citizens all across
this country appreciate her leadership,
and this time I yield to the gentle-
woman from Texas.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. The esteemed
gentleman from Louisiana is appre-
ciated, along with my respect for my
colleagues who are here on the floor of
the House, the gentleman from South
Carolina in his leadership over the
years in fighting for the rights of
South Carolinians, the gentlewoman
and her leadership from California, as I
have spoken to her frequently on her
concern about education, and the gen-
tleman from Illinois who has reached
out to the younger voter and demanded
of that younger voter that they be part
of this process called America.

The gentleman from Louisiana has
had a longstanding friendship with
young people, but more importantly I
have admired his refusal to, even
though tired and maybe sick and tired,
never to be broken, and I appreciate
your leadership on this special order.
You are right to thank the gentle-
woman from North Carolina and the
gentleman from Oklahoma for their
wisdom and vision earlier this evening
to begin to set the tone for the Amer-
ican public on this whole issue of the
burning of houses of worship.

As I heard for the first time this
morning the rendering of the Supreme
Court decision, it did not fall to my lot
to immediately begin to think about
what SHEILA JACKSON-LEE or any

congressperson would do in this cir-
cumstance. But I began to think of
those individuals in my district who
yet have not reached or have not
achieved the opportunity of even trav-
eling outside of the 18th congressional
district, citizens in my district who
have lived their entire life within the
context of the historic 18th Congres-
sional District, individuals who are
proud, who believe in America, who
have sent young men and women off to
war but yet live in housing of sub-
standard quality, individuals who are
still struggling to get the kind of edu-
cation to see opportunities for their
children, individuals who, if they
missed one day of school lunch or
school breakfast, their children, of oc-
curs, would suffer the consequences
and the pain of hunger; individuals who
give their small donations to their be-
loved churches and pastors, they give
their very best. And to be able to have
to go home this weekend to speak to
these individuals, to be able to say to
them that today on June 13, 1996, they
were declared less than an American by
the U.S. Supreme Court, individuals
who heretofore had paid poll tax or had
their ancestors or grandparents or par-
ents tell them how difficult it was first
to achieve the right to vote in the
State of Texas and now having spent
just a few short years.

That is what America needs to under-
stand, that these districts have only
come into existence a mere three dec-
ades or less. Individuals who are in my
district may be voting now consist-
ently only for less than 30 years be-
cause of the obstacles that have been
placed before them to vote even in the
smallest election in the State of Texas,
and then to have to go home to these
individuals and to clear away the con-
fusion for, they will be asking: Are we
no longer part of America? Has the dis-
trict been declared un-American? The
chilling effect will be far reaching.

Young people who are just coming
out of high school who I had the oppor-
tunity to speak before in the recent
graduations in my district, bright-eyed
and bushy-tailed, if you will, ready for
the next day, looking for career oppor-
tunities, believing in America; now
they must try to understand, are we
truly second-class citizens in this coun-
try? The criteria used by the Supreme
Court today was truly a burning of the
Constitution. I would simply ask:

When does a configuration, a draw-
ing, become a higher ideal than the op-
portunity for people to choose an indi-
vidual of their choice to represent
them in the U.S. Congress? When is it
a sin and when is it illegal to take into
consideration the diverse concept of
race as it is with community of inter-
ests so that majority minority dis-
tricts have now been categorized and
labeled as a derogatory concept in the
American political system? What does
that say to an emerging population
who have yet not taken their rightful
place in the political arena; a Congress
of 435 individuals with a mere 30-plus

African-American Representatives, a
number that has grown only since the
1990 census and the 1992 elections?

And so it is important, Mr. FIELDS,
that we convene this special order. It is
not for any selfish motives of those of
us who come to the floor of the House,
for I am grateful for the very small op-
portunities that I have had, but it is
for the future of this Nation to recog-
nize that the systematic destruction
and undermining of the spirit of those
who would cling to democracy is a de-
struction of this Nation’s future. These
opinions have continued to chip away
at those who have tried to speak peace
and equality and inclusion.

And as I bring my remarks to a close,
let me say that I am gratified for the
words that were said tonight with re-
spect to this blight on America, this
blaze on the Constitution, the burning
of churches or houses of worship.

My colleagues on the other side of
the aisle have indicated that they will
rise up with millions of dollars for the
ATF, the Alcohol, Tobacco, and Fire-
arms agency.

In the Committee on the Judiciary,
under the leadership of ranking mem-
ber CONYERS and Chairman HYDE, we
have brought out a piece of legislation
that I have cosponsored to make the
prosecution of these individuals more
swift and effective.

But the real key has to be that we
must catch these individuals and show
America that we are serious, and then
at the same time as we catch these in-
dividuals we must, in fact, begin to un-
derstand that we should not hide away
from the racial anger and tones that
have been set by the climate of politi-
cal rhetoric in this Nation, and I hope
that we all will commit to drawing
down our words, stopping the polariza-
tion, and in order to do that let me say
to you in closing that I am gratified
that both Congresswoman CLAYTON and
Congressman WATTS accepted my
amendment that calls for, this week,
calls for this Nation this week to adopt
a week of prayer from June 16 to June
23, gathering in our respective houses
of worship to speak not only against
burning, but against the anger and the
rancorous talk and the castigating of
those of us who have come first as
slaves in this Nation.

We must break the shackles of rac-
ism in this Nation. I call upon my
brothers and sisters of Hispanics and
Anglos and African-Americans and
Asians and men and women in all parts
of this community, Jewish people and
gentiles, to respect the need to em-
brace each other.

b 2345

I hope as we proceed this evening
that our Supreme Court will be able to
reconsider itself, and recognizing it as
the highest body in the land, I respect
its privilege, but I would simply hope
that they would call upon the spirit of
the Honorable Justice Thurgood Mar-
shall who came to that court as a vic-
tor and a soldier and a general in the
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war of civil rights, and he carried the
message forward that in fact we all are
created equal. If we take that claim,
we will stop the burning of the dis-
tricts and we will stop the burning of
the houses of worship, and we will rise
as Americans together, and we will not
be singing that song, ‘‘We Shall Over-
come,’’ but we will sing the song, ‘‘We
Have Overcome.’’

I hope this special order will be in
tribute to the gentleman from Louisi-
ana [Mr. FIELDS] that Americans will
listen and rise up to support freedom. I
yield back to the gentleman from Lou-
isiana.

Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana. I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding.

Now I would like to recognize the
gentlewoman from California [Ms.
MILLENDER-MCDONALD]. Before I do, I
would like to say that in our discus-
sions on this task force on church
burnings across the country, particu-
larly in the southern part of our coun-
try, the gentlewoman from California,
who by the way, is new to this body,
made it very clear that we should have
hearings, we should talk to ministers,
we should talk to community people,
people in the community about their
feelings, and also make sure that there
is a relationship merged between the
investigators, the Federal agencies,
and these ministers and these parish-
ioners of these churches. I just want to
thank the gentlewoman for her leader-
ship because as a result, there was a
meeting at 8 a.m. this morning in the
office of the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. CONYERS], and as a result of that
meeting, the ranking member of the
Committee on the Judiciary decided to
start his hearings right here in Wash-
ington, DC. Because of her leadership,
we will be traveling all across the
country as a caucus, Members of the
Congressional Black Caucus, in each of
these several States holding hearings
on church burnings.

At this time I would like to yield to
the distinguished gentlewoman.

Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from
Louisiana. It is really fitting and abso-
lutely great for me to see two young
African-American men who are role
models who are here tonight at this
hour to talk about the rash of church
burnings in this Nation. Then to hear
the gentlewoman from Texas [Ms.
JACKSON-LEE], who speaks so elo-
quently on this floor, who has to now
go back and try to see what she can do
with the recent decisions that have
been brought down on her by the Su-
preme Court.

I would like to thank also the Speak-
er for allowing us tonight to come and
speak about the rash of church burn-
ings. Mr. Speaker, this issue is very
important to me, as it should be to all
Americans. However, I have a special
concern about the rash of church burn-
ings that is taking place across the
South and other areas as I have lived
through a similar period.

During the 1950’s I was the child of an
active Baptist minister in Alabama.

Given my father’s status and the re-
spect he had earned, especially among
the African-American community, we
lived in fear every night of the bomb-
ings and the arson that was rampant at
the time. The young women who were
killed in the church bombings in 1962
were neighbors and friends of our fam-
ily.

Mr. Speaker, I can personally attest
to the fact that these burnings, both in
the 1950’s as well as the ones with
which we are currently faced, are acts
of terrorism.

Furthermore, the U.S. Government,
which spends billions of dollars each
year investigating and attempting to
abate terrorism here and abroad,
should do all it can to stop this terror-
ism that is currently invading the
souls of our community.

As we are all aware, Mr. Speaker,
terrorism such as these church burn-
ings is the insidious act of cowards;
people who are too afraid to air their
hatreds or fears in public lest they
meet others who may be able to talk
some sense into them during a debate.

Yet in order to really understand
these random acts of violence and ha-
tred, we should perhaps look at the cul-
ture by which they are being perpet-
uated.

The burning of African-American
churches is but one manifestation of
the fear, the hatred, and the divisive-
ness that is becoming more and more
prevalent in our society.

Mr. Speaker, we see this divisiveness
in ballot initiatives, we hear it in
stump speeches by some politicians,
and we witness it even in some of the
legislation that is coming before us.

Moore and more, people are blaming
minorities, immigrants, and women for
their woes or their fears.

In my home State of California, we
will have a ballot initiative in Novem-
ber on Whether or not to do away with
all affirmative actions programs. This
initiative follows closely on the heels
of the Governor of my fair State asking
the regents of the University of Cali-
fornia to abolish all affirmative action
administration programs.

While these actions, Mr. Speaker, as
well as legislation that has been intro-
duced here and in other bodies to elimi-
nate affirmative action programs are
not terrorism on the same level as the
church burnings, they are born from
the same fears and divisiveness.

What we, as national leaders, Mr.
Speaker, should do is try to pursue a
rational debate to try to solve the
problems that face all Americans, re-
gardless of their color, their age, their
gender, or their religious affiliation.

We, the political leaders of our Na-
tion, should not try to use the fears of
the population to promote ourselves or
our agendas. In doing this, we are only
creating an environment in which ha-
tred and anxieties are driven to ex-
treme measures, such as those we are
witnessing in the South and other
places.

So, Mr. Speaker, I urge all Americans
to join us in speaking out against the

current rash of church burnings and to
alert the perpetrators that this is not
how civilized people conduct them-
selves.

I also urge Americans, and especially
the politicians, to pause before they
speak words of divisiveness. Rather
than playing on and driving the fears
of some citizens, I would hope that we
could begin to work together for the
resolves that will help all Americans
build a better nation and indeed a bet-
ter world.

Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana. I thank
the gentlewoman. There are individ-
uals in this country who are trying to
turn back the hands of time, trying to
make 1996 look like 1896, but we are not
going back. We have come too far now.
We have come to a threshold of free-
dom, and we have reached the periph-
ery of liberation and we have seen the
ambition of liberty. We are not going
back.

There are those who try to burn op-
portunities by burning affirmative ac-
tion. Some try to burn political inclu-
sion by burning congressional districts,
and some even try to burn our spirits
by burning churches. But we are not
going back.

At this time I would like to yield to
the gentleman who has probably the
most experience in the civil rights
movement of all of us here tonight, the
senior Congressman from the great
State of South Carolina, who I have a
great deal of respect for.

I want to say to the gentleman, I
have never been confronted with a door
that said colored or white only. I have
never had to sit in the back of a bus. I
am benefiting from fruits of a tree that
I did not plant, I did not nourish, and
I did not even shape. I am here today
because of people like the gentleman
from South Carolina who stood in
those many lines and who marched the
many highways. And I just want to say
thanks to the gentleman, and I know I
speak for the gentleman from Illinois
as well.

b 2355
We are here today because of the

sweat and tears of your work and we
want to thank you. I yield to the gen-
tleman from South Carolina.

Mr. CLYBURN. I thank the gen-
tleman very much, my good friend Mr.
FIELDS from Louisiana. Thank you,
first of all, for your kind words. I am
pleased to hear them and I hope that I
continue to earn them.

Second, let me thank the gentleman
for organizing this special order. I
think that your work chairing the
Task Force on Church Burnings for the
Congressional Black Caucus is work
that is to be commended and I thank
you so much for brining us all here this
evening. I am pleased to join with my
colleagues in this special order.

Let me begin my comments by first
of all congratulating the people of
South Carolina, Williamsburg County,
Greeleyville.

As you may recall, this past Tuesday
evening, I traveled to South Carolina
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where on Wednesday morning I went
with President Clinton to visit the
Greeleyville community, the commu-
nity that suffered a church burning on
June 20 of last year. On Wednesday, we
met at the site of a new church. On
this coming Saturday, 360 days after
their church was burned to the ground,
the people of Greeleyville, the mem-
bers of Mount Zion AME Church, their
pastor, Reverend Terrence Mackey,
will all gather at the site of the old
church and they will march one mile to
the new church. I think that the people
of that community, black and white,
have demonstrated to all of us what
can be done and what should be done in
responding to these kinds of vitriolic
actions.

I am very pleased with their dem-
onstration of cooperation. Earlier this
evening I heard one of our colleagues
talk about the difficulty that a com-
munity is having rebuilding a church
that was burned. I thought as he spoke
of the people in this little town in the
poorest county in South Carolina, how
they all banded together, irrespective
of skin color, irrespective of hair tex-
ture, and they all came together to
make sure that they demonstrate to
the rest of the world how we ought to
conduct ourselves.

Mr. Speaker, I know that the time is
late and I think my time is running
out, but I want to say one thing in
order to make my point.

Many of you may recall that Martin
Luther King Jr. in 1963 issued a letter
from the Birmingham City Jail, a let-
ter that spoke to the question of time
and the neutrality of time. King ad-
monished us in that letter that we are
going to be called to repent in this gen-
eration not just for the vitriolic words
and actions of bad people but for the
appalling silence of good people.

I want to say to all the Members of
the body and the people of our great
Nation that these vitriolic actions may
be bad but it is just as bad for us to re-
main silent.

So I want all of us to speak up and
speak out and make sure that we do so
in such a way that the people who per-
petrate these vitriolic acts will be driv-
en back under the rocks from which
they came and hopefully we, the good
people of our Nation, can march for-
ward together.

I thank the gentleman so much for
letting me be a part of this special
order.

Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana. I thank
the gentleman.

In closing, I would just like to say to
the gentleman that I am happy and
pleased that this Congress, and the
American people should know that this
Congress stands in unison, we stand to-
gether tonight, both Democrats and
Republicans, blacks, whites, young,
old, men and women. We will not toler-
ate the burning of any churches. We
are going to appropriate the necessary
resources to the agencies that are con-
ducting investigations and we will find
the perpetrators of these crimes and
they will be brought to justice.

To end this special order, I yield to
the distinguished gentleman from Illi-
nois. Before I do, I want to leave on
this note. I often talk about what we
have in common.

I will never forget when I graduated
from high school my mother said,
‘‘What’s the universal language?’’ I
said, ‘‘It’s English, Mom.’’ And she
said, ‘‘No, it’s not.’’

She said, ‘‘If you cry, can you cry in
English?’’ I said, no.

She said, ‘‘If you’re in Spain can you
cry in Spanish? If you’re in France can
you cry in French?’’ She said, ‘‘No, you
cry in pain.’’

There is a lot of crying taking place
tonight. I do not care if you are black
or white, young or old, male or female,
we all cry the same. I would hope we
would work together to end that cry.

I yield to close to the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. JACKSON of Illinois. Let me say
that I think the gentleman from Lou-
isiana’s words were most appropriate
and fitting to close this special order.
[National Rainbow Coalition, June 13, 1996]

‘‘BURNING CHURCHES, BURNING OPPORTUNITY’’
JACKSON ATTACKS SUPREME COURT DECISION

Washington, D.C.—The Reverend Jesse L.
Jackson attacked today’s Supreme Court de-
cision which struck down majority-minority
districts in North Carolina and Texas.

‘‘At night, the enemies of civil rights
strike in white sheets, burning churches,’’
Jackson said. ‘‘By day, they strike in black
robes, burning opportunities.’’

‘‘1996 is looking more like 1896 every day,’’
Jackson continued. ‘‘Churches are burned,
all across the South. The gains of the Second
Reconstruction won by Dr. King are being
rolled back, just like Jim Crow rolled back
the gains of the First Reconstruction. The
Supreme Court in 1896 ruled on Plessy vs.
Ferguson, with its idea of ‘separate but
equal.’ The Supreme Court now puts out rul-
ing after ruling under the pretense that after
four centuries of slavery and apartheid, that
a white population which makes up 85% of
the electorate, and an African American
electorate which makes up only about 10%,
operate on an equal playing field.’’

Jackson noted with approval the words of
Justice Stevens, who wrote: ‘‘A majority’s
attempt to enable the minority to partici-
pate more effectively in the process of demo-
cratic government should not be viewed with
the same hostility that is appropriate for op-
pressive and exclusionary abuses of political
powers.’’

Jackson also commented on those who
voted in the majority: ‘‘On the side of those
voting to end the Second Reconstruction, we
find Chief Justice Rehnquist, who first came
to public notice as he attempted to intimi-
date minority voters from going to the polls.

‘‘Second, we find Sandra Day O’Conner, an
affirmative action justice, who is only on the
court because the civil rights movement and
the women’s movement forced America to
widen the pool of those ‘qualified’ to serve in
our nation’s highest positions—despite that,
she votes to end the most effective electoral
remedy we have yet found to diversify the
make-up of our legislatures.

‘‘And third, of course, we find Justice Clar-
ence Thomas, who is on the Supreme Court
only because he is Black—no white justice
with his limited legal experience would ever
have been considered for that position—and
yet he turns his back on the same movement
and remedies that allowed him to rise.

‘‘Clarence Thomas is a memorial to George
Bush’s racial cynicism, and he has imposed

upon us blow after blow more devastating
than anything George Wallace was able to
deliver.

Jackson concluded: ‘‘It is humiliating and
painful to watch a prime beneficiary of Mar-
tin’s movement stick the dagger in the heart
of Dr. King’s dream.

‘‘Districts have historically been drawn
based on incumbency, political parties, geo-
graphical boundaries, and industry. Racial
factors were added after judges found, years
after Selma, proof of patterns of racial dis-
crimination. Therefore, they ordered the re-
drawing of boundaries for ‘racial inclusion,’
rather than ‘racial exclusion.’ These judges
chose to be ‘race-affirmative,’ to offset cen-
turies of ‘race-negativity.’

‘‘The result after the 1992 elections was the
most representative U.S. Congress, and the
most representative state legislatures, in the
history of this nation. This is the context in
which the Supreme Court today has acted to
wound Dr. King’s dream.

‘‘America is moving towards the end of
this century with the same tragic music
with which Plessy v. Ferguson ended the last
century. And the saddest notes of all are
being played by one of the civil rights move-
ment’s prime beneficiaries—Clarence Thom-
as.

Mr. COYNE. Mr. Speaker, I rise tonight to
join in this special order on the recent rash of
arson attacks on African-American churches
throughout the South.

It causes me great pain that such a special
order is necessary today, 40 years after
Brown v. Board of Education and 30 years
after the civil rights breakthroughs of the
1960’s. I think that we all had believed that we
were past the shameful period of our Nation’s
history when racist hate groups bombed and
burned African-American churches in order to
frighten African-American communities into
submission.

I don’t know whether these fires were pri-
marily the product of some misguided individ-
ual or some fringe hate group—or whether
they represent the uncoordinated acts of a
number of people who have focused their ha-
tred and frustration on these churches. We will
have to wait for the results of the ongoing in-
vestigations to find that out. But I do know
that—whatever the reason—such acts are un-
acceptable. They are unconscionable.

Few crimes are as abhorrent as an attack
on a church. A church is a place to worship
God. It is the heart of the moral and emotional
life of any community. An attack on a church
is a clear statement of hostility toward an en-
tire community. In a country like ours that
places a very high value on freedom of asso-
ciation, freedom of religion, and our Nation’s
diverse ethnic background, it should also be
interpreted as an attack on the ideals and
principles of our society.

One such case would be too many. But a
single case could be understood as the iso-
lated action of some sick individual. Unfortu-
nately, the number of such crimes has grown
so great that I think we can reasonably con-
clude that these arson attacks are racially mo-
tivated and, to some undetermined extent, or-
ganized. Clearly, African-American churches
have been targeted because they represent
the moral and emotional center of these com-
munities. These attacks are clearly hate
crimes directed at African-Americans. These
crimes make clear that our Nation’s painful
struggle over race relations is far from over.
Moreover, the sheer number of attacks sug-
gests some kind of conspiracy, as well as a
number of copycat free agents.
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At times like these, it is important that Amer-

icans spontaneously rise up and unequivocally
condemn these attacks, and that our govern-
ment take every possible action to identify, ap-
prehend, and punish the perpetrators. We
must make it unmistakably clear that our soci-
ety will not condone, tolerate, or ignore crimes
of hate. We must make it clear that an attack
on any member of our society is an attack on
us all. We must make it clear that ours is a
nation based on tolerance, diversity, and com-
passion—not violence, prejudice, and hate.

As a result of our racially troubled past and
the sad, lingering legacy of slavery and Jim
Crow laws, white Americans have a special
responsibility at times like these to reach out
to our African-American brothers and sisters to
let them know that we do not share the racial
hatred that appears to have motivated these
attacks. We have a responsibility to let them
know that we share their pain and anger, and
that we want to work with them to heal the
wounds created by these reprehensible at-
tacks.

Sadly, it is clear that our society is still torn
over the issue of race. I believe, however, that
we have the potential to grow and mature.
Change can be difficult, and it often takes
time. But I believe that the day is not that far
off when this society will fulfill the ideals of
equality, freedom, and harmony to which it
has always aspired.

I believe that we should attempt to turn this
tragedy into opportunity—an opportunity to ad-
dress the tensions that still linger below the
surface in the daily interactions between
Americans of different races, religions, and
ethnic groups. As a first step, let us rise up as
one people to condemn these intolerable at-
tacks. Second, let us make certain that the
Federal Government makes every effort pos-
sible to get to the bottom of these crimes. And
finally, let us engage in a national dialogue to
expose and extinguish the misunderstanding
and fear that motivate such hateful acts.
f

LEAVE OF ABSENCE
By unanimous consent, leave of ab-

sence was granted to:
Mr. HOUGHTON (at the request of Mr.

ARMEY) for today until 3 p.m., on ac-
count of attending a funeral.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM (at the request of
Mr. ARMEY) for today after 7 p.m. and
the balance of the week, on account of
attending his daughter’s graduation.

Mr. MYERS of Indiana (at the request
of Mr. ARMEY) for today after 8 p.m.
through Tuesday, June 18, on account
of official business.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas
(at the request of Mr. ARMEY) for today
after 7:30 p.m. and the balance of the
week, on account of official business.
f

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED
By unanimous consent, permission to

address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. FILNER) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, today.
Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois, for 5 min-

utes, today.

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

quest of Mr. HAYWORTH) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. LUCAS of Oklahoma, for 5 min-
utes today.

Mr. GOSS, for 5 minutes today.
Mr. WALKER, for 5 minutes today.
Mr. GUTKNECHT, for 5 minutes today.
Mr. WELLER, for 5 minutes today.
Mr. HILLEARY, for 5 minutes today.
Mr. WAMP, for 5 minutes today.
Mr. METCALF, for 5 minutes today.
Mr. WELDON of Florida, for 5 minutes

today.
Mrs. MORELLA, for 5 minutes today.
Mr. HORN, for 5 minutes today.
Mr. BAKER of California, for 5 min-

utes today.
Mr. MCINTOSH, for 5 minutes, on June

20.
Mrs. CUBIN, for 5 minutes today.
f

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. FILNER) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts.
Mr. EDWARDS.
Mr. SCHUMER.
Mr. MARTINEZ.
Mr. BONIOR.
Mr. LEVIN.
Mr. JACOBS.
Mr. TORRICELLI.
Mrs. KENNELLY.
Mr. MARKEY.
Ms. DELAURO.
Mr. LAFALCE.
Mrs. MALONEY.
Mr. TOWNS.
Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey.
Mrs. LOWEY.
Mr. CARDIN.
Mrs. THURMAN.
Mrs. CLAYTON.
Ms. LOFGREN.
Mr. REED.
Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. HAYWORTH) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. FIELDS of Texas.
Mr. HOKE.
Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania.
Mr. CUNNINGHAM.
Mr. SPENCE.
Mr. DORNAN.
f

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I move that the House do now ad-
journ.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 12 midnight), under its pre-
vious order, the House adjourned until
Monday, June 17, 1996, at 2 p.m.
f

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from

the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows:

3571. A letter from the Acting Adminis-
trator, Agricultural Marketing Service,
transmitting the Service’s final rule—To-
bacco Inspection; Growers’ Referendum Re-
sults (Docket No. TB–95–13) received June 13,
1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Agriculture.

3572. A letter from the Acting Adminis-
trator, Agricultural Marketing Service,
transmitting the Service’s final rule—To-
bacco Inspection; Growers’ Referendum Re-
sults (Docket No. TB–95–15) received June 13,
1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Agriculture.

3573. A letter from the Acting Adminis-
trator, Agricultural Marketing Service,
transmitting the Service’s final rule—Hazel-
nuts Grown in Oregon and Washington; As-
sessment Rate (Docket No. FV96–982–1IFR)
received June 13, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

3574. A letter from the Acting Adminis-
trator, Agricultural Marketing Service,
transmitting the Service’s final rule—In-
creased Assessment Rate for Domestically
Produced Peanuts Handled by Persons Not
Subject to Peanut Marketing Agreement No.
146 and for Marketing Agreement No. 146
Regulating the Quality of Domestically Pro-
duced Peanuts (Docket No. FV96–998–1IFR)
received June 13, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

3575. A letter from the Acting Adminis-
trator, Agricultural Marketing Service,
transmitting the Service’s final rule—Apri-
cots Grown in Designated Counties in Wash-
ington; Temporary Suspension of Minimum
Grade Requirements (Docket No. FV96–922–
1IFR) received June 13, 1996, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture.

3576. A letter from the Director, the Office
of Management and Budget, transmitting
the cumulative report on rescissions and de-
ferrals of budget authority as of June 1, 1996,
pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 685(e) (H. Doc. No. 104–
232); to the Committee on Appropriations
and ordered to be printed.

3577. A letter from the Secretary of Hous-
ing and Urban Development, transmitting a
draft of proposed legislation entitled the
‘‘FHA Single Family Housing Reform Act of
1996’’; to the Committee on Banking and Fi-
nancial Services.

3578. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Pension and Welfare Benefits, Depart-
ment of Labor, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Interpretive Bulletin 96–1
Participant Investment Education (Pension
and Welfare Benefits Administration) (RIN:
1210–AA50) received June 12, 1996, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Economic and Educational Opportunities.

3579. A letter from the Deputy Executive
Director and Chief Operating Officer, Pen-
sion Benefit Guaranty Corporation, trans-
mitting the Corporation’s final rule—Valu-
ation of Plan Benefits in Single-Employer
Plans; Valuation of Plan Benefits and Plan
Assets Following Mass Withdrawal; Amend-
ments Adopting Additional PBGC Rates (29
CFR Parts 2619 and 2676) received June 11,
1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Economic and Educational
Opportunities.

3580. A letter from the Secretary of Health
and Human Services, transmitting a draft of
proposed legislation entitled the ‘‘Develop-
ment Disabilities Assistance Amendments of
1996,’’ pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 1110; to the Com-
mittee on Economic and Educational Oppor-
tunities.

3581. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
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Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Testing Con-
sent Order for Alkyl Glycidyl Ethers; Tech-
nical Amendment (FRL–5368–3) received June
13, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Commerce.

3582. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Hazardous Air
Pollutant List; Modification (FRL–5520–5) re-
ceived June 13, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

3583. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—National Prior-
ities List for Uncontrolled Hazardous Waste
Sites (FRL–5520–2) received June 13, 1996,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

3584. A letter from the Managing Director,
Federal Communications Commission, trans-
mitting the Commission’s final rule—
Amendment of Section 15.117(g)(3) of the
Commission’s Rules Relating to the Filing of
UHF Noise Figure Performance Measure-
ments (ET Docket No. 95–144) received June
13, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Commerce.

3585. A letter from the Managing Director,
Federal Communications Commission, trans-
mitting the Commission’s final rule—Imple-
mentation of Section 302 of the Tele-
communications Act of 1996: Open Video Sys-
tems (CS Docket No. 95–46) received June 13,
1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Commerce.

3586. A letter from the Director, Regula-
tions Policy Management Staff, Food and
Drug Administration, transmitting the Ad-
ministration’s final rule—Foods and Drugs;
Technical Amendments (21 CFR Chapter I)
received June 12, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

3587. A letter from the Director, Regula-
tions Policy Management Staff, Food and
Drug Administration, transmitting the Ad-
ministration’s final rule—Change of Names
and Addresses; Technical Amendment; Cor-
rection (21 CFR Parts 172, 173, 175, 176, 177,
178, 180, 181, and 189) received June 12, 1996,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

3588. A letter from the Director, Regula-
tions Policy Management Staff, Food and
Drug Administration, transmitting the Ad-
ministration’s final rule—Change of Names
and Addresses; Technical Amendment; (21
CFR Parts 172, 173, 175, 176, 177, 178, 180, 181,
and 189) received June 12, 1996, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

3589. A letter from the Director, Regula-
tions Policy Management Staff, Food and
Drug Administration, transmitting the Ad-
ministration’s final rule—Foods and Drugs;
Technical Amendments (21 CFR Chapter I)
received June 12, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

3590. A letter from the Director, Office of
Congressional Affairs, Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, transmitting the Commission’s
final rule—Production and Utilization Fa-
cilities; Emergency Planning and Prepared-
ness Exercise Requirements (RIN: 3150–AF20)
received June 12, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

3591. A letter from the Secretary of Health
and Human Services, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule—Health Maintenance
Organizations: Employer Contribution to
HMO’s (Health Care Financing Administra-
tion) [OMC–004–F] (RIN: 0938–AE64) received
June 12, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

3592. A letter from the Secretary of Edu-
cation, transmitting the semiannual report

to Congress on audit follow-up for the period
October 1, 1995, through March 31, 1996, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. app. (Insp. Gen. Act) sec-
tion 5(b); to the Committee on Government
Reform and Oversight.

3593. A letter from the Chairman, Council
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a
copy of D.C. Act 11–279, ‘‘Fiscal Year 1996
Budget Support Act of 1996,’’ pursuant to
D.C. Code, section 1–233(c)(1); to the Commit-
tee on Government Reform and Oversight.

3594. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Fish and Wildlife and Parks, Department
of the Interior, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Airstrip Closure (National
Park Service, Cape Lookout National Sea-
shore) (RIN: 1024–AC29) received June 12,
1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Resources.

3595. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Fish and Wildlife and Parks, Department
of the Interior, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Importation, Exportation,
and Transportation of Wildlife (Fish and
Wildlife Service) (RIN: 1018–AB49) received
June 13, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources.

3596. A letter from the Acting Director,
Fish and Wildlife Service, transmitting the
Service’s final rule—Endangered and Threat-
ened Wildlife and Plants; Reclassification of
Erigeron maguirei (Maguire daisy) from En-
dangered to Threatened (RIN: 1018–AC71) re-
ceived June 13, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources.

3597. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Operating Re-
quirements: Domestic, Flag, Supplemental,
Commuter, and On-Demand Operations; Cor-
rections and Editorial Changes (Federal
Aviation Administration) (RIN: 2120–AG03)
received June 13, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

3598. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Amendment to
Class E Airspace; Baker, Montana (Federal
Aviation Administration) [Docket No. 96–
ANM–001] (RIN: 2120–AA66) (1996–0056) re-
ceived June 13, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

3599. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Establishment
of Federal Colored Airway B–9; FL (Federal
Aviation Administration) [Docket No. 95–
ASO–20] (RIN: 2120–AA66) (1996–0058) received
June 13, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

3600. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Alteration of
V–99, V–451, and J–62 (Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration) [Docket No. 95–ANE–35] (RIN:
2120–AA66) (1996–0059) received June 13, 1996,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

3601. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Revision of
Class E Airspace; Las Vegas (Federal Avia-
tion Administration) [Docket No. 95–ASW–
31] (RIN: 2120–AA66) (1996–0062) received June
13, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

3602. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Lockheed Model L–1011–385 Series
Airplanes (Federal Aviation Administration)
[Docket No. 96–NM–104–AD; Amendment 39–
9667; AD 96–12–24] (RIN: 2120–AA64) (1996–0062)

received June 13, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

3603. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Superior Air Parts, Inc. Pistons
Installed on Teledyne Continental Motors O–
470 Series Airplanes (Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration) [Docket No. 94–ANE–30;
Amendment 39–9646; AD 96–12–04] (RIN: 2120–
AA64) received June 13, 1996, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

3604. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; AlliedSignal, Inc. (formerly Tex-
tron Lycoming) LTS101 Series Turboshaft
and LTP101 Series Turboprop Engines (Fed-
eral Aviation Administration) [Docket No.
95–ANE–16; Amendment 39–9647; AD 96–12–05]
(RIN: 2120–AA64) received June 13, 1996, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Commit-
tee on Transportation and Infrastructure.

3605. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Airworthiness
Directives; Teledyne Continental Motors and
Rolls-Royce, plc O–200 Series Reciprocating
Engines (Federal Aviation Administration)
[Docket No. 94–ANE–53; Amendment 39–9648;
AD 96–12–06] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received June
13, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

3606. A letter from the Director, Office of
Global Programs, National Oceanic and At-
mospheric Administration, transmitting the
Office’s final rule—Climate and Global
Change Program—received June 12, 1996, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Commit-
tee on Science.

3607. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulations Management, Department of
Veterans Affairs, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Educational Assistance
Programs and Service Members Occupa-
tional Conversion and Training Act Program
(RIN: 2900–AH31) received June 11, 1996, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Commit-
tee on Veterans’ Affairs.

3608. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
(Tax Policy), Department of the Treasury,
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation
to amend the Internal Revenue Code; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

3609. A letter from the Secretary of Hous-
ing and Urban Development, transmitting a
draft of proposed legislation entitled the
‘‘Community Development Block Grant Per-
formance Fund and HOME Performance
Fund Act of 1996’’; jointly, to the Commit-
tees on Banking and Financial Services and
Ways and Means.

3610. A letter from the Vice President of
the United States, transmitting a draft of
proposed legislation entitled the ‘‘Everglades
and South Florida Ecosystem Restoration
Act of 1996’’; jointly, to the Committees on
Transportation and Infrastructure, Re-
sources, and Agriculture.

3611. A letter from the Secretary of Hous-
ing and Urban Development, transmitting
two drafts of proposed legislation entitled
the ‘‘FHA Multifamily Housing Reform Act
of 1996’’ and the ‘‘Housing Enforcement Act
of 1996’’; jointly, to the Committees on Bank-
ing and Financial Services, Resources, the
Judiciary, and Ways and Means.

f

REPORTED BILLS SEQUENTIALLY
REFERRED

Under clause 5 of rule X, bills and re-
ports were delivered to the Clerk for
printing, and bills referred as follows:
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Mr. COMBEST: Permanent Select Commit-

tee on Intelligence. H.R. 3237. A bill to pro-
vide for improved management and oper-
ation of intelligence activities of the Gov-
ernment by providing for a more corporate
approach to intelligence, to reorganize the
agencies of the Government engaged in intel-
ligence activities so as to provide an im-
proved Intelligence Community for the 21st
century, and for other purposes, with an
amendment; referred to the Committee on
Government Reform for a period ending not
later than July 23, 1996, for consideration of
such provisions of the bill and the amend-
ments recommended by the Permanent Se-
lect Committee on Intelligence as fall within
the jurisdiction of that committee pursuant
to clause 1(g), rule X (Rept. 104–620, Pt. 1).
Ordered to be printed.

f

TIME LIMITATION OF REFERRED
BILL

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

H.R. 3237. Referral to the Committee on
National Security extended for a period end-
ing not later than July 23, 1996.

f

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS
Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4

of rule XXII, public bills and resolu-
tions were introduced and severally re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. FRAZER (for himself, Mr.
BALDACCI, Mr. BISHOP, Mr. THOMPSON,
Ms. NORTON, Mr. MORAN, Mr. WYNN,
Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Mrs. MEEK
of Florida, Mr. LUTHER, Mr. ROMERO-
BARCELO, Mr. HILLIARD, Ms. MCKIN-
NEY, Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. RANGEL, Mr.
DORNAN, Ms. JACKSON-LEE, Mr. LEWIS
of Georgia, Mr. FLAKE, Mr.
HAYWORTH, and Mr. MENENDEZ):

H.R. 3634. A bill to amend provisions of the
Revised Organic Act of the Virgin Islands
which relate to the temporary absence of ex-
ecutive officials and the priority payment of
certain bonds and other obligations; to the
Committee on Resources.

H.R. 3635. A bill to direct the Secretary of
the Interior to enter into an agreement with
the Governor of the Virgin Islands, upon re-
quest, that provides for the transfer of the
authority to manage Christiansted National
Historic site; to the Committee on Re-
sources.

By Mr. NEUMANN (for himself, Mr.
MCINTOSH, Mr. BASS, Mr. BONO, Mr.
BROWNBACK, Mr. BURR, Mr. CAMP-
BELL, Mr. CHABOT, Mrs. CHENOWETH,
Mr. CHRISTENSEN, Mr. CHRYSLER, Mr.
COBURN, Mr. COOLEY, Mr. CREMEANS,
Mrs. CUBIN, Mr. EHRLICH, Mr. ENG-
LISH of Pennsylvania, Mr. ENSIGN,
Mr. FOLEY, Mr. FORBES, Mr. FOX, Mr.
FRISA, Mr. FUNDERBURK, Mr. GRA-
HAM, Ms. GREENE of Utah, Mr.
GUTKNECHT, Mr. HASTINGS of Wash-
ington, Mr. HAYWORTH, Mr.
HILLEARY, Mr. HOSTETTLER, Mr.
JONES, Mr. LAHOOD, Mr. LARGENT,
Mr. LATOURETTE, Mr. MARTINI, Mr.
METCALF, Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. NEY, Mr.
NORWOOD, Mr. RADANOVICH, Mr.
RIGGS, Mr. SALMON, Mr.
SCARBOROUGH, Mrs. SEASTRAND, Mr.
SHADEGG, Mr. SOUDER, Mr. STOCK-
MAN, Mr. TIAHRT, Mr. THORNBERRY,
Mr. WAMP, Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma,
Mr. WELDON of Florida, and Mr.
WELLER):

H.R. 3636. A bill to amend title II of the So-
cial Security Act to ensure the integrity of

the Social Security trust funds by requiring
the Managing Trustee to invest the annual
surplus of such trust funds in marketable in-
terest-bearing obligations of the United
States and certificates of deposit in deposi-
tory institutions insured by the Federal De-
posit Insurance Corporation, and to protect
such trust funds from the public debt limit;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. HORN (for himself and Mr.
FOX):

H.R. 3637. A bill to amend chapter 57 of
title 5, United States Code, and title 31,
United States Code, to provide employees
who transfer in the interest of the Govern-
ment more effective and efficient delivery of
relocation allowances by reducing adminis-
trative costs and improving services, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform and Oversight.

By Mr. BEREUTER (for himself, Mr.
HOUGHTON, Mr. HASTINGS of Florida,
and Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey):

H.R. 3638. A bill to reauthorize the Devel-
opment Fund for Africa under chapter 10 of
part I of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961;
to the Committee on International Rela-
tions.

By Mr. BLUTE (for himself and Mr.
FRANK of Massachusetts):

H.R. 3639. A bill to amend the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act; to the Commit-
tee on Transportation and Infrastructure.

By Mr. BONO (for himself, Mr. HUNTER,
Mr. BROWN of California, Mr. CAL-
VERT, and Mr. BURTON of Indiana):

H.R. 3640. A bill to provide for the settle-
ment of issues and claims related to the
trust lands of the Torres-Martinez Desert
Cahuilla Indians, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Resources.

By Mr. GALLEGLY (for himself, Mr.
FARR, Mr. FAZIO of California, and
Mrs. SEASTRAND):

H.R. 3641. A bill to amend the Federal
Power Act to provide for the delegation of
dam safety authority to State government;
to the Committee on Commerce.

By Mr. GALLEGLY:
H.R. 3642. A bill to provide for the transfer

of public lands to certain California Indian
Tribes; to the Committee on Resources.

By Mr. HUTCHINSON (for himself, Mr.
EDWARDS, Mr. STUMP, and Mr. MONT-
GOMERY):

H.R. 3643. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to extend through December 31,
1998, the period during which the Secretary
of Veterans Affairs is authorized to provide
priority health care to certain veterans who
were exposed to Agent Orange or who served
in the Persian Gulf war and to make such au-
thority permanent in the case of certain vet-
erans exposed to ionizing radiation, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Veter-
ans’ Affairs.

By Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts
(for himself, Mr. HANSEN, Mr. CON-
YERS, Mr. KASICH, Mr. HINCHEY, Ms.
NORTON, Mr. HOKE, Mr. MORAN, Mr.
SMTIH of New Jersey, Mr. FATTAH and
Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA):

H.R. 3644. A bill to prohibit the advertising
of distilled spirits on radio and television; to
the Committee on Commerce.

By Mr. KLUG (for himself, Mr. WALSH,
Mr. BARTON of Texas, Mr. PALLONE,
and Mr. PETE GEREN of Texas):

H.R. 3645. A bill to amend the National En-
vironmental Education Act to extend the
programs under the act, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Economic and
Educational Opportunities.

By Mrs. LOWEY (for herself, Ms. NOR-
TON, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. WATT of North
Carolina, Ms. JACKSON-LEE, Ms.
WOOLSEY, Ms. PELOSI, Mrs. MEEK of
Florida, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON

of Texas, Mrs. MALONEY, Mrs. CLAY-
TON, Ms. RIVERS, Ms. MCKINNEY, Ms.
BROWN of Florida, Mr. ABERCROMBIE,
Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. BROWN of Califor-
nia, Mr. DOOLEY, Mr. FROST, Mr.
GUTIERREZ, Mr. HILLIARD, Mr. LAN-
TOS, and Mr. THOMPSON):

H.R. 3646. A bill to provide remedies for
certain instances of sexual harassment, and
to provide additional funding for the Equal
Employment Opportunity Commission; to
the Committee on the Judiciary, and in addi-
tion to the Committee on Economic and
Educational Opportunities, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. MANZULLO (for himself, Mr.
WELDON of Pennsylvania, Mr. WAX-
MAN, Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. COLEMAN, Mr.
COBLE, Mr. EVANS, Mr. DIAZ-BALART,
Mr. FROST, and Mr. JACOBS):

H.R. 3647. A bill to amend the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 to
ensure that chaplains killed in the line of
duty receive benefits; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. MARKEY:
H.R. 3648. A bill to reestablish the National

Science Scholars Program; to the Committee
on Economic and Educational Opportunities,
and in addition to the Committee on
Science, for a period to be subsequently de-
termined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mrs. MORELLA:
H.R. 3649. A bill to provide for a dem-

onstration project to assess the feasibility
and desirability of temporarily placing Fed-
eral employees with another agency or other
potential employer so as to facilitate the re-
employment of individuals facing separation
pursuant to a reduction in force; to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform and Over-
sight.

By Mrs. MORELLA (for herself, Mr.
KENNEDY of Massachusetts, Mr.
WOLF, Ms. NORTON, Mr. SABO, and Mr.
JOHNSTON of Florida):

H.R. 3650. A bill to amend part E of title IV
of the Social Security Act to require States
to regard adult relatives who meet State
child protection standards as the preferred
placement option for children, and to pro-
vide for demonstration projects to test the
feasibility of establishing kinship care as an
alternative to foster care for a child who has
adult relatives willing to provide safe and
appropriate care for the child; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. POMEROY:
H.R. 3651. A bill to amend the Federal Elec-

tion Campaign Act of 1971 to limit expendi-
tures in House of Representatives elections;
to the Committee on House Oversight.

By Mr. REED (for himself, Mr. SCHU-
MER, Mrs. ROUKEMA, Mr. BERMAN, Mr.
ENGEL, Mr. NADLER, Mr. WAXMAN,
Mr. YATES, Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Is-
land, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. MCDERMOTT,
Mr. HORN, Ms. NORTON, Mr. CLAY, Mr.
OWENS, Ms. LOFGREN, Mr. MANTON,
and Mr. TORRICELLI):

H.R. 3652. A bill to apply equal standards
to certain foreign made and domestically
produced handguns; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Ms. RIVERS:
H.R. 3653. A bill to amend the Federal Elec-

tion Campaign Act of 1971 to require can-
didates for the House of Representatives or
the Senate to file information included in
quarterly candidate reports with the Federal
Election Commission within 48 hours of the
time the information becomes available, to
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require all reports filed with the Federal
Election Commission to be filed electroni-
cally, to require the information contained
in such reports to be made available through
the Internet, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on House Oversight.

By Mr. SPRATT (for himself, Mr.
COBLE, Mr. PAYNE of Virginia, Mr.
BURR, Mr. COLLINS of Georgia, Mr.
RANGEL, Mr. ROGERS, Mr. CARDIN, Mr.
NEAL of Massachusetts, Mr. COYNE,
Mr. FORD, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr.
LEVIN, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. HUNTER, Mr.
FLANAGAN, Mr. BAKER of California,
Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr. BROWDER, Mr.
FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. HEF-
NER, Mr. QUILLEN, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr.
SPENCE, Mr. MONTGOMERY, Mr. LEWIS
of Kentucky, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. DEAL
of Georgia, Mr. FUNDERBURK, Mr.
JONES, Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. WATT of
North Carolina, Mr. BALLENGER, Mr.
HEINEMAN, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. AN-
DREWS, Mr. THOMPSON, Mr. ROSE, Mr.
PETERSON of Minnesota, Mr. SISISKY,
Mr. GORDON, Mr. MCHALE, Mr. HOLD-
EN, Mr. BISHOP, Mr. BOUCHER, Mr.
WOLF, Mr. CRAMER, Mr. ENGEL, Mr.
CONDIT, Mr. STENHOLM, Mr. REED, Mr.
WHITFIELD, Mr. HALL of Texas, Mr.
INGLIS of South Carolina, Mr.
NADLER, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. MILLER of
California, Mrs. MYRICK, Mrs. CLAY-
TON, Mr. STUPAK, Mr. NORWOOD, Ms.
JACKSON-LEE, Mr. KINGSTON, Mr.
LINDER, Mr. TANNER, Ms. SLAUGHTER,
and Ms. DANNER):

H.R. 3654. A bill to ensure the competitive-
ness of the U.S. textile and apparel industry;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. TATE:
H.R. 3655. A bill to amend title 18, United

States Code, to reform Federal prisons; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. TORRICELLI (for himself and
Mr. PALLONE):

H.R. 3656. A bill to amend the Safe Drink-
ing Water Act to require persons contribut-
ing to drinking water contamination to re-
imburse public water systems for the costs of
decontamination; to the Committee on Com-
merce, and in addition to the Committee on
the Judiciary, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Ms. VELAZQUEZ:
H.R. 3657. A bill to provide pay equity and

labor protection for contingent workers, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on Eco-
nomic and Educational Opportunities, and in
addition to the Committee on Ways and
Means, Government Reform and Oversight,
and House Oversight, for a period to be sub-
sequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. VOLKMER:
H.R. 3658. A bill to amend the Federal Elec-

tion Campaign Act of 1971 to provide for
campaign spending limits, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on House Oversight.

By Mr. YOUNG of Alaska:
H.R. 3659. A bill to amend the Tongass

Timber Reform Act to ensure the proper
stewardship of publicly owned assets in the
Tongass National Forest in the State of
Alaska, a fair return to the United States for
public timber in the Tongass, and a proper
balance among multiple use interests in the
Tongass to enhance forest health, sustain-
able harvest, and the general economic
health and growth in southeast Alaska and
the United States; to the Committee on Ag-
riculture, and in addition to the Committee
on Resources, for a period to be subsequently

determined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mr. ROHRABACHER (for himself,
Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. GILMAN, Ms.
PELOSI, Mr. COX, Mr. WOLF, Mr. LAN-
TOS, Mr. HUNTER, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr.
SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. BURTON of
Indiana, Mr. FAZIO of California, Mr.
TRAFICANT, Mr. DORNAN, Mr.
FUNDERBURK, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr.
BUNNING of Kentucky, Mr. PALLONE,
Mr. SCARBOROUGH, Mr. DIAZ-BALART,
Mr. ROSE, Mr. STOCKMAN, Mr. BROWN
of Ohio, Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, Ms.
MCKINNEY, Mr. STEARNS, Mr.
DEFAZIO, Mr. STARK, Mrs. SCHROE-
DER, Mr. EVANS, Mr. MARKEY, Mr.
MILLER of California, Mr. BAKER of
California, and Mr. FRANK of Massa-
chusetts):

H.J. Res. 182. Joint resolution disapproving
the extension of nondiscriminatory treat-
ment—most-favored-nation treatment—to
the products of the People’s Republic of
China; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. WHITE (for himself and Mr.
BOUCHER):

H. Con. Res. 185. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress that Mem-
bers should understand and use the Internet
to improve the democratic process, commu-
nicate with the Internet community; to the
Committee on House Oversight.

By Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma (for him-
self, Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. HYDE, Mr.
LAUGHLIN, Mr. WICKER, Mr. LARGENT,
Mr. BONILLA, Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. HALL
of Texas, Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota,
Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania, Mr.
HEINEMAN, Mr. NORWOOD, Mr. HUTCH-
INSON, Mr. CONDIT, Mr. BAESLER, Mr.
WAMP, Mr. FIELDS of Texas, Mr.
SOUDER, Mr. HILLEARY, Mr. ARCHER,
Mr. TALENT, Ms. JACKSON-LEE, Mr.
GRAHAM, Mr. BONIOR, Mr. RICHARD-
SON, Ms. DELAURO, Mr. KING, Mr.
PAYNE of New Jersey, Mr. SANDERS,
Mr. WARD, Mr. FRAZER, Mr. FORD,
Mr. BROWDER, Mr. HILLIARD, Mr.
HINCHEY, Mr. OWENS, Mr. HALL of
Ohio, Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana, Mr.
MEEHAN, Mr. FROST, Mr. HASTINGS of
Florida, Mrs. MALONEY, Mr. LANTOS,
Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. FRANKS of Con-
necticut, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. CLYBURN,
Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. FARR, Mr.
JACKSON, Mr. GILCHREST, Ms. NOR-
TON, Ms. WOOLSEY, Ms. FURSE, Ms.
ESHOO, Mr. PALLONE, Mrs. THURMAN,
Mrs. KENNELLY, Mr. SHAYS, Mr. CLAY,
Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. WATT of North Caro-
lina, Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. THOMPSON,
Mr. MILLER of California, Mr. LEWIS
of Georgia, Ms. PELOSI, Ms. ROYBAL-
ALLARD, Mr. WYNN, Mr. EDWARDS,
Mr. CLEMENT, Mrs. SCHROEDER, Miss
COLLINS of Michigan, Mr. RUSH, Mr.
TORRICELLI, Mr. STOKES, Mr. ROSE,
Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. HEFNER, Mrs.
MEEK of Florida, Mr. Flake, Ms.
PRYCE, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. BISHOP, Mr.
FATTAH, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Ms. RIVERS,
Mr. NADLER, Mr. FRANK of Massachu-
setts, Ms. VELAZQUEZ, Ms. WATERS,
Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois, Mr. STARK,
Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin, Mr. SAN-
FORD, Mr. ARMEY, Mr. ZELIFF, Mr.
BAKER of California, Mr. STOCKMAN,
Mr. PAXON, Mr. SHADEGG, Mr. ENSIGN,
and Mr. COBURN):

H. Con, Res. 186. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress with respect
to recent church burnings; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma (for him-
self, Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. HYDE, Mr.
LAUGHLIN, Mr. WICKER, Mr. LARGENT,
Mr. BONILLA, Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. HALL
of Texas, Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota,
Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania, Mr.
HEINEMAN, Mr. NORWOOD, Mr. HUTCH-
INSON, Mr. CONDIT, Mr. BAESLER, Mr.
WAMP, Mr. FIELDS of Texas, Mr.
SOUDER, Mr. HILLEARY, Mr. ARCHER,
Mr. TALENT, Ms. JACKSON-LEE, Mr.
GRAHAM, Mr. BONIOR, Mr. RICHARD-
SON, Ms. DELAURO, Mr. KING, Mr.
PAYNE of New Jersey, Mr. SANDERS,
Mr. WARD, Mr. FRAZER, Mr. FORD,
Mr. BROWDER, Mr. HILLIARD, Mr.
HINCHEY, Mr. OWENS, Mr. HALL of
Ohio, Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana, Mr.
MEEHAN, Mr. FROST, Mr. HASTINGS of
Florida, Mrs. MALONEY, Mr. LANTOS,
Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. FRANKS of Con-
necticut, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. CLYBURN,
Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. FARR, Mr.
JACKSON, Mr. GILCHREST, Ms. NOR-
TON, Ms. WOOLSEY, Ms. FURSE, Ms.
ESHOO, Mr. PALLONE, Mrs. THURMAN,
Mrs. KENNELLY, Mr. SHAYS, Mr. CLAY,
Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. WATT of North Caro-
lina, Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. THOMPSON,
Mr. MILLER of California, Mr. LEWIS
of Georgia, Ms. PELOSI, Ms. ROYBAL-
ALLARD, Mr. WYNN, Mr. EDWARDS,
Mr. CLEMENT, Mrs. SCHROEDER, Miss
COLLINS of Michigan, Mr. RUSH, Mr.
TORRICELLI, Mr. STOKES, Mr. ROSE,
Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. HEFNER, Mrs.
MEEK of Florida, Mr. FLAKE, Ms.
PRYCE, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. BISHOP, Mr.
FATTAH, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Ms. RIVERS,
Mr. NADLER, Mr. FRANK of Massachu-
setts, Ms. VELAZQUEZ, Ms. WATERS,
Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois, Mr. STARK,
Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin, Mr. SAN-
FORD, Mr. ARMEY, Mr. ZELIFF, Mr.
BAKER of California, Mr. STOCKMAN,
Mr. PAXON, Mr. SHADEGG, Mr. ENSIGN,
Mr. COBURN, Mr. TIAHRT, Mr. INGLIS
of South Carolina, and Mr. ROEMER):

H. Con. Res. 187. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress with respect
to recent church burnings; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ROHRABACHER:
H. Con. Res. 188. Concurrent resolution ex-

pressing the sense of the Congress with re-
spect to increasing political oppression in
Burma; to the Committee on International
Relations.

f

MEMORIALS
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memori-

als were presented and referred as fol-
lows:

224. By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the
House of Representatives of the State of
Louisiana, relative to House Concurrent Res-
olution No. 48 to memorialize the U.S. Con-
gress to take such actions as are necessary
to designate U.S. Highway 90 as part of the
Interstate System as an expansion of Inter-
state 49; to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

225. Also, memorial of the House of Rep-
resentatives of the State of Louisiana, rel-
ative to House Concurrent Resolution No. 54
to memorialize the U.S. Congress to author-
ize the concurrent receipt of full retirement
pay and disability compensation benefits for
disabled veterans; to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs.

f

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors

were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:
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H.R. 65: Ms. PRYCE.
H.R. 103: Mr. KANJORSKI.
H.R. 123: Mr. PORTMAN.
H.R. 127: Mr. JONES and Mr. DELLUMS.
H.R. 248: Mr. HOBSON.
H.R. 303: Ms. PRYCE.
H.R. 468: Mrs. KELLY.
H.R. 878: Mr. LOBIONDO, Mr. HAMILTON, Mr.

EVANS, Mr. ACKERMAN, and Mr. RICHARDSON.
H.R. 941: Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN.
H.R. 1073: Mr. HAMILTON and Mrs. COLLINS

of Illinois.
H.R. 1074: Mr. HAMILTON and Mrs. COLLINS

of Illinois.
H.R. 1090: Mrs. VUCANOVICH.
H.R. 1171: Mr. BEVILL and Mr. BENTSEN.
H.R. 1352: Mr. DICKS.
H.R. 1514: Mr. HOYER, Mr. COOLEY, Mr. LU-

THER, and Mr. MATSUI.
H.R. 1661: Mr. NORWOOD.
H.R. 1662: Mr. GOODLATTE.
H.R. 1797: Mr. NADLER.
H.R. 1805: Mr. LOBIONDO and Mr. HAMILTON.
H.R. 2008: Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN.
H.R. 2026: Mr. SHUSTER, Mr. MCINTOSH, Mr.

HILLIARD, Mr. BEVILL, Mr. BLUMENAUER, and
Mr. EHLERS.

H.R. 2128: Mr. RIGGS and Mr. MCKEON.
H.R. 2138: Mr. SAXTON.
H.R. 2152: Mr. PAYNE of Virginia.
H.R. 2246: Mr. NADLER.
H.R. 2247: Mrs. MALONEY and Ms. RIVERS.
H.R. 2333: Mr. BISHOP and Mr. RIGGS.
H.R. 2462: Mr. DUNCAN.
H.R. 2536: Mr. SHAYS and Mr. TATE.
H.R. 2566: Mr. TORRICELLI.
H.R. 2705: Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. ABERCROMBIE,

Mr. MEEHAN, Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts, Mr.
SABO, Mr. SANDERS, and Mr. WISE.

H.R. 2757: Mr. MATSUI, Mr. TAYLOR of
North Carolina, Mr. FARR, and Mr.
GUTKNECHT.

H.R. 2807: Mr. DEFAZIO.
H.R. 2911: Mr. RIGGS.
H.R. 2925: Mr. HILLEARY and Ms. KAPTUR.
H.R. 2976: Mr. BERMAN, Mr. CASTLE, Ms.

FURSE, and Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas.

H.R. 2997: Mr. CALVERT.
H.R. 3047: Mr. HAYES.
H.R. 3114: Mr. CASTLE, Mr. SOUDER, and Mr.

LIGHTFOOT.
H.R. 3125: Mr. CANADY.
H.R. 3126: Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma.
H.R. 3142: Mr. COMBEST, Mr. SMITH of

Texas, Mr. TIAHRT, Mr. LATOURETTE, Mr.
CHRISTENSEN, Mr. CRAMER, and Mr. SCOTT.

H.R. 3187: Mr. DOYLE, Mr. BARCIA of Michi-
gan, Mr. SCHAEFER, and Mr. MASCARA.

H.R. 3217: Mr. WALSH, Mr. LIPINSKI, and Mr.
EVANS.

H.R. 3226: Mr. HOLDEN.
H.R. 3280: Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. KENNEDY of

Rhode Island, and Mr. OLVER.
H.R. 3338: Mr. PORTMAN, Mr. MINGE, Mr.

POMEROY, Mrs. CHENOWETH, Mrs. VUCANO-
VICH, Mr. TANNER, Mr. COBLE, Mr. KLUG, and
Mr. COLLINS of Georgia.

H.R. 3362: Ms. MCKINNEY, Ms. NORTON, Ms.
RIVERS, and Ms. FURSE.

H.R. 3396: Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. HANSEN, Mr.
CALLAHAN, Mr. PACKARD, Mr. PORTMAN, Mr.
STENHOLM, and Mr. PETE GEREN of Texas.

H.R. 3416: Mr. GREEN of Texas and Mr.
STEARNS.

H.R. 3427: Mr. DICKEY.
H.R. 3447: Mrs. KELLY and Ms. PRYCE.
H.R. 3467: Mr. LUCAS.
H.R. 3477: Mr. MINGE.
H.R. 3480: Mr. BARR, Mr. FUNDERBURK, Mr.

TAYLOR of North Carolina, Mr. ROSE, and Mr.
CANADY.

H.R. 3514: Mr. HALL of Texas, Mr. BARTON
of Texas, and Mrs. SEASTRAND.

H.R. 3521: Mr. GREEN of Texas, Ms. RIVERS,
Ms. LOFGREN, Ms. NORTON, Mr. ACKERMAN,
and Ms. MCKINNEY.

H.R. 3525 Mr. INGLIS of South Carolina, Mr.
DAVIS, Mr. GILCHREST, Miss. COLLINS of
Michigan, and Mr. BLUTE.

H.R. 3559: Mr. TIAHRT, Mr. BEREUTER, and
Mr. COOLEY.

H.R. 3571: Mr. HAYWORTH, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr.
LIPINSKI, Mr. FORBES, Mr. QUINN, Mr. KEN-
NEDY of Massachusetts, Mrs. KELLY, and Mr.
DELLUMS.

H.R. 3601: Mr. MCINTOSH and Mr.
HOSTETTLER.

H.R. 3622: Mr. BASS, Mr. ENSIGN, Mr.
EWING, Mr. MANZULLO, Mr. HALL of Texas,
and Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania.

H.R. 3630: Mr. LONGLEY.
H.J. Res. 173: Mr. ROYCE, Ms. ROS-

LEHTINEN, Mr. STEARNS, and Mr. SHADEGG.
H.J. Res. 174: Mr. ROYCE, Ms. ROS-

LEHTINEN, Mr. CONDIT, and Mr. FOLEY.
H. Con. Res. 151: Mr. BENTSEN, Ms. SLAUGH-

TER, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. CUMMINGS, Ms.
VELAZQUEZ, Mrs. MALONEY, Mr. ACKERMAN,
Mr. DOYLE, and Mrs. SCHROEDER.

H. Con. Res. 156: Mr. NADLER.
H. Res. 172: Mr. FLAKE, Mr. POSHARD, Mr.

DEFAZIO, and Mr. ACKERMAN.
H. Res. 452: Ms. LOFGREN.

f

DISCHARGE PETITIONS—
ADDITIONS OR DELETIONS

The following Members added their
names to the following discharge peti-
tions:

Petition 12 by Mrs. SMITH of Washington
on House Resolution 373: Dick Zimmer.
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