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under sections 401-408 should be construed as
covering GAO and the Library and their em-
ployees where violations of sections 204-206
are alleged, and are requested to present the
legal rationales that may bear on this in-
quiry. Commenters should address:

The relationship, if any, between the sub-
stantive requirements and remedies granted
in part A of Title II and the procedures es-
tablished in Title IV of the CAA.

The definitions and usage of the defined
terms ‘‘covered employees” and ‘‘employing
office’ in various portions of the Act.

Whether the statute can be read to provide
substantive rights and remedies but not pro-
cedures.

The provision in section 415 of the CAA
prohibiting the use of the Office’s awards-
and-settlements account for awards and set-
tlements involving GAO and the Library.

The effect that section 225(d) of the CAA
should have in determining this issue.

The canons of construction requiring that
statutes in derogation of sovereign immu-
nity must be construed strictly in favor of
the sovereign and that a statutory construc-
tion which raises constitutional questions
such as separation-of-powers may be adopted
only if clearly required by the statutory
text.

2. Notwithstanding whether the procedures es-
tablished under the CAA apply, are other
procedures, whether internal or external to
GAO and the Library, available for consid-
ering alleged violations of sections 204-206
and for imposing the remedies available
under those sections?

In considering the Section 230 Study, The
Board received information from GAO and
the Library and their employees indicating
that a variety of internal and external
venues are available for consideration of em-
ployee allegations of violations of workplace
rights and protections. Commenters are in-
vited to provide their views on the extent to
which procedures other than those estab-
lished by the CAA are available to GAO and
the Library and their employees where a vio-
lation of sections 204-206 is alleged and the
monetary and equitable remedies specified in
those sections are sought. Furthermore, in-
sofar as existing procedures may not com-
prehensively cover any dispute or provide
any remedy afforded under the CAA, do GAO,
the Library, and other employing offices
have the authority to craft new procedures
and, through such procedures, to grant what-
ever monetary and non-monetary remedies
the CAA provides?

In responding to this inquiry, commenters
are also asked to consider the implications
of several provisions in the CAA. Do the fol-
lowing provisions limit the availability to
GAO and the Library and their employees of
the administrative, judicial, and negotiated
procedures and might otherwise be available
to them where violations of sections 204-206
are alleged and remedies granted under those
sections are sought:

Section 225(d) and (e) and 401 contain pro-
visions specifying, in general terms, what
procedures must be used to consider a CAA
violation and to seek a CAA remedy.

Sections 409 and 410 allow judicial review
of CAA regulations and of CAA compliance
only pursuant to the procedures of section
407, which provides for judicial review of
Board decisions, and section 408, which pro-
vides a private right of action.

Commenters are also requested to be clear
as to whether procedures available outside of
the CAA cover claims by applicants for em-
ployment, former employees, and temporary
and intermittent employees, and whether
these procedures cover allegations by GAO
or Library employees that their rights
granted under the CAA were violated by
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other employing offices and allegations by

employees of other employing offices that

their CAA rights were violated by GAO or
the Library.

3. Does section 207 of the CAA cover GAO and
the Library and their employees with re-
spect to sections 204-206 and 215? If not, do
other laws, regulations, and procedures cov-
ering GAO and the Library and their em-
ployees afford similar protection against in-
timidation and reprisal for exercising CAA
rights?

The NPRM proposed to amend the Proce-
dural Rules to cover GAO and the Library
and their employees with respect to ‘‘any al-
legation of intimidation or reprisal prohib-
ited under section 207 of the Act.” While the
Library did not object to this proposal, sec-
tion 207 does not expressly cover GAO and
the Library and their employees. Comment
is therefore invited on whether the prohibi-
tion against intimidation and reprisal estab-
lished by section 207 should be construed as
covering GAO and the Library and their em-
ployees.

If section 207 is construed not to apply,
would other laws and regulations covering
GAO and the Library and their employees af-
ford protection against intimidation and re-
prisal for exercising rights under the CAA?
Would these laws and regulations afford the
same substantive rights and remedies as sec-
tion 207? What procedures would be available
to consider violations and to impose such
remedies? Commenters are requested to be
clear as to whether such laws, regulations,
and procedures outside of the CAA cover ap-
plicants for employment, former employees,
and temporary and intermittent employees,
and whether these laws, regulations, and
procedures cover allegations that GAO or the
Library intimidated or took reprisal against
employees of other employing offices and al-
legations that other employing offices in-
timidated or took reprisal against GAO or
Library employees for exercising rights
granted under the CAA.

No decision will be made as to whether the
Procedural Rules will be amended to cover
GAO and the Library and their employees for
purposes of alleged violations of sections 204—
207 until after the comments requested in
this Notice have been received and consid-
ered. During this interim period, the office
will accept requests for counseling under
section 402, requests for mediation under sec-
tion 403, and complaints under section 405
filed by GAO or Library employees and/or al-
leging violations by GAO or the Library
where violations of sections 204-207 of the
CAA are alleged. Any objections to jurisdic-
tion may be made to the hearing officer or
the Board under sections 405406 or to the
court during proceedings under sections 407—
408. The Office will counsel any employees
who initiate such proceedings that a ques-
tion has been raised as to the Office’s juris-
diction and that the employees may wish to
preserve their rights under any other avail-
able procedural avenues.

Signed at Washington, D.C., on this 26th
day of January, 1998.

RICKY SILBERMAN,
Ezxective Director, Office of Compliance.

———
THE VERY BAD DEBT BOXSCORE

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, at the
close of business yesterday, Tuesday,
January 27, 1998, the Federal debt stood
at $5,490,127,380,051.53 (Five trillion,
four hundred ninety billion, one hun-
dred twenty-seven million, three hun-
dred eighty thousand, fifty-one dollars
and fifty-three cents).

One year ago, January 27, 1997, the
Federal debt stood at $5,312,990,000,000

January 28, 1998

(Five trillion, three hundred twelve bil-
lion, nine hundred ninety million).

Five years ago, January 27, 1993, the
Federal debt stood at $4,174,096,000,000
(Four trillion, one hundred seventy-
four billion, ninety-six million).

Ten years ago, January 27, 1988, the
Federal debt stood at $2,448,164,000,000
(Two trillion, four hundred forty-eight

billion, one hundred sixty-four mil-
lion).

Fifteen years ago, January 27, 1983,
the Federal debt stood at

$1,196,387,000,000 (One trillion, one hun-
dred ninety-six billion, three hundred
eighty-seven million) which reflects a
debt increase of more than $4 trillion—
$4,293,740,380,051.53 (Four trillion, two
hundred ninety-three billion, seven
hundred forty million, three hundred
eighty thousand, fifty-one dollars and
fifty-three cents) during the past 15
years.

———

CLIMATE-RELATED CHANGES

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, with the
administration expected to seek even-
tual Senate approval of the recent
Kyoto Protocols on ‘‘global warming,”
I would like to enter into the RECORD
an excellent article on the subject by
the noted author and historian T.R.
Fehrenbach. It is a timely reminder of
the many climate-related changes our
planet has experienced and places the
current debate in much needed histor-
ical context. I commend this article to
my Senate colleagues and ask unani-
mous consent that it be printed in the
RECORD.

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

[From the San Antonio Express-News, Jan. 4,
1998]

WHO’S REALLY FULL OF HOT AIR?

The most cursory study of geology, archae-
ology and history shows that Earth has un-
dergone vast climatic changes throughout
its existence. The oil and gas under Texas
soil come from natural decay when this land
was a hot, fetid, fern-filled swamp. Later
Texas was covered by sea, emerging again as
geological ‘‘new land.”’

When the first human beings arrived, it
was much cooler and wetter than today, sup-
porting very different life forms from those
Indians hunted in historic times.

Archaeology shows that Saudi Arabia was
once a well-watered, populated plain, while
Greece and Italy were heavily forested. Yes,
people cut down those trees, some to make
the ships that Helen launched, but man had
nothing to do with the enormous climatic
changes around the Mediterranean during
our own geologic age, the decaying Pleisto-
cene.

The world has grown steadily warmer and
drier, the reason Spanish forests, once cut,
never resprouted. Conversely, today in Alas-
ka cut-over forests regrow within a few years
without replanting.

The evidence of repeated glaciations—they
seem to come about every 20,000 solar
years—Ilies all over North America, the most
obvious being our Great Lakes. During these
repeated Ice Ages, BEarth’s water supply
being constant, the oceans shrink, falling as
much as 200 feet. The first Americans got
here across a land bridge now sunk beneath
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