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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Friday, June 7, 1991

The House met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. GEPHARDT).

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

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

WASHINGTON, DC,
June 6, 1991.

1 hereby designate the Honorable RICHARD
A. GEPHARDT to act as Speaker pro tempore
on Friday, June 7, 1991.

THOMAS S. FOLEY,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

T ————

PRAYER

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

Teach us always, O God, to honor
other people, both those who are a part
of our lives and those we scarcely
know. We observe our own traditions
and we hold to our own ideas, but we
also celebrate the gift of unity that
You gave us at the foundation of the
world. Recognizing our wholeness as a
people may we live our lives in respect
for one another, acknowledging the ul-
timate worth of every person.

On this special day, we honor the
young men and women who have faith-
fully served this past year as the pages
in the House. May Your blessing be
with them and Your benediction ac-
company them, now and evermore.
Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of the
last day’s proceeding and announces to
the House his approval thereof.

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

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

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

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the
gentleman from Oregon insist on this
point of order?

Mr. AUCOIN. Mr. Speaker, I with-
draw my point of order.

So the Journal was approved.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentleman for New York [Mr. MCNUL-
TY] please lead the House in the Pledge
of Allegiance.

Mr. MCNULTY led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

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

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will announce that he will re-
ceive five 1-minute addresses on each
side.

FAREWELL AND GOOD LUCK TO
NICK CALIO

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

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, although
not too many people know it, I was
once offered as a junior Member of this
Congress the job of head of the White
House Legislative Liaison Office back
in the Nixon days when things were not
going all that well. For various rea-
sons, I had to refuse the honor.

And after years of observing the in-
credibly difficult work done by the
White House legislative staff, I know I
made the right decision.

Being White House liaison to the
House requires the tact of a diplomat,
the patience of a saint, the endurance
of a marathon runner, and the hide of
an elephant.

You have to know when to ‘“hold 'em
and when to fold ’em,” and you have to
be as good as your word, obviously.

Nick Calio, Deputy Assistant to the
President for Legislative Affairs, has
all of those virtues and more. That is
why we are going to miss Nick so much
when he leaves the White House on
June 10 to join what is sometimes
called the real world out there.

Nick has held his position since Jan-
uary 1989. He has brought to his tasks
a knowledge of the issues, sensitivity
to the politics of any situation, on both
sides of the aisle, and an unswerving
loyalty to our great President.

Nick, we are going to miss you. Good
luck to you as you leave the pressure
cooker and start raking in the lettuce.

ELECTION AS MEMBER OF COM-
MITTEE ON BANKING, FINANCE
AND URBAN AFFAIRS AND OF
COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSI-
NESS

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
privileged resolution (H. Res. 171) and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. REs. 171

Resolved, That Representative Johnson of
Texas be and is hereby elected to the Com-
mittee on Banking, Finance and Urban Af-
fairs and the Committee on Small Business,

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

e —————

WHICH STATE WILL FILE
BANKRUPTCY NEXT?

(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,
Bridgeport, CT, is the first American
city since the Great Depression to offi-
cially file bankruptcy.

Powerful Members of Congress today
should ask Bridgeport how they feel
about foreign aid. How does Bridgeport
feel about aid to the Soviet Union?
How does Bridgeport feel about fast
track? How does Bridgeport feel about
free trade? How does Bridgeport feel
about supply side? How does Bridgeport
feel about trickle down?

Mr. Speaker, how does Bridgeport
feel about the Reagan revolution?

And Mr. Speaker, someone should
ask from this body, how does Bridge-
port feel about Congress who spends
more time and money in Tel Aviv and
Tokyo than in New York, Philadelphia,
Youngstown, Cleveland, or Bridgeport.

And Mr. Speaker, I am asking which
State in the great Union will be the
first to file bankruptcy?

ON AGAIN, OFF AGAIN
SCHEDULING

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

Mr. MARLENEE. Mr. Speaker, I was
about to call for a vote on the Journal.
It was only my respect for the chair-
man, the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. MURTHA] and the ranking member
who prevailed upon me and the other
Members here that I did not do so.

O 'This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., [J 1407 is 2:07 p.m.
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My frustration with this body is ex-
ceedingly high in the scheduling of
votes. This is the first time, the only
time, except for Desert Storm, that we
have had votes on Friday.

Mr. Speaker, how do we service our
constituency when we are on again and
off again?

I have inconvenienced 300 miners in
the State of Montana by not being able
to have the informal hearing I was
going to have in Montana because the
other Members that were going to at-
tend with me could not come and I
could not be there because there were
going to be votes.

If it were a matter of just myself, I
could have missed the votes; but we
had scheduled hearings. I am angry, I
am mad, hades or high water, those
miners will be able to have their testi-
mony submitted for the committee
record.

Let us get our act in order, Mr.
Speaker. If we are going to have votes,
let us have votes, but let us not incon-
venience people and families and cause
the disruption that we do with the kind
of scheduling we have.

With all due respect, Mr. Speaker,
please set out a schedule that we can
live with.

SUPPORT TOURISM IN YOUR AREA

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

Mr. RAY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
call attention to the importance of
tourism in the United States. The fear
of terrorism and the current state of
our economy have forced many would-
be travelers to stay at home. However,
tourism does not have to involve a trip
across the country. I encourage people
to look around their own State and dis-
cover what it has to offer.

For instance, in Georgia, tourism in
Georgia generates in excess of $9 bil-
lion a year. It is the second largest in-
dustry in the State of Georgia, second
only to agriculture. The travel and
tourism industry provides over 230,000
jobs a year in Georgia.

In my district, the Third District of
Georgia, we have the home of former
President Jimmy Carter. A trip to
Plains, GA, will let you see President
Carter's first campaign headquarters
and memorabilia from his boyhood pe-
riod of his life through his Presidency.

Mr. Speaker, no matter where you go
in Georgia, you will be greeted with
gracious southern hospitality. Visitors
can vary their stay from a country inn
to a modern hotel. The choices for a re-
laxing and interesting stay are endless.

I was pleased recently to cosponsor
House Joint Resolution 103, which des-
ignates the second week in May as Na-
tional Tourism Week. I would like to
encourage travelers to come to Georgia
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and to enjoy the many sights that we
have to offer.

H.R. 5—DESIGNED TO HARM U.S.
COMPETITIVENESS

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

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, do
you feel that some congressional
Democrats want to harm U.S. busi-
ness? Although they talk a great deal
about making companies more com-
petitive, in my 5 years in the Congress,
the Democratic Party has done the op-
posite.

It appears that Congress is more in-
terested in developing the economies of
Taiwan, Hong Kong, and Mexico. Every
yvear Congress passes more and more
laws that help create the idea that an
industry will be better off by moving
factories to Mexico or to the Far East.

We will soon have before us a real
doozy that will compound problems for
U.S. businesses—it is H.R. 5, the Strike
Incentive Act. H.R. 5 guarantees ‘‘no
penalty strikes’” and will increase
labor disputes and costs of doing busi-
ness.

Last week, you worried about fast
track and Mexico. The fastest track to
Mexico is passing H.R. 5.

You may recall my earlier question—
are some Democrats out to get Amer-
ican business? The answer is yes—move
to Mexico, quickly.

0 1010

WELCOME HOME PARADE

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

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Speaker, tomor-
row, in our Nation's Capital, we will
welcome home our Persian Gulf veter-
ans with a $12 million parade. It will be
marked by a new scale of splendor and
pageantry that most Americans have
yet to witness. We will pull out the
stops to ensure that 500,000 gulf veter-
ans know how proud our country is of
them and how thankful we are that
they put their lives on the line to en-
sure that the people of Kuwait would
live free.

But tomorrow among the hundreds of
thousands of joyous spectators, there
will also be thousands of Vietnam vet-
erans, some homeless, who never re-
ceived a ‘‘welcome home."

Mr. Speaker, amid these celebra-
tions, we cannot forget that 200,000 vet-
erans walk our streets homeless, that
thousands of veterans are being turned
away from medical care and that as
many as 10,000 veterans are on waiting
lists for prosthetics ranging from
wheelchairs to artificial limbs. We can-
not forget that America’s VA hospital
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system is crippled with budget cuts,
that claims for benefits take months to
process and that our Nation’s veterans
cemeteries are literally crumbling in
disrepair. So my message to each and
every American is that yes, we should
welcome home our Persian Gulf veter-
ans—they served this Nation admira-
bly. But let us not forget our commit-
ment to the 29 million other veterans
who served our Nation just as well and
who need our help now.

GAPS IN SECURITY WITH RESPECT
TO ARMS SHIPMENTS

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

Mr. PAXON. Mr. Speaker, each and
every day tons of military ammuni-
tion, tanks, and other materiel is
transported across the United States
via our rail system., However, informa-
tion that has been provided to me by
sources at the Conrail Corp., and infor-
mation that has been reported by
Douglas Turner in the Buffalo News
shows that some of these arms ship-
ments on Conrail trains are being left
unguarded in rail yards across Amer-
ica, in violation of Department of De-
fense security requirements.

Mr. Speaker, the security of these
arms shipments is a question of both
the national security and public safety.
In fact, the Defense Department sent a
team of investigators to my commu-
nity and to communities across the
Northeast to investigate these charges,
and it has been reported, leaked as a
matter of fact, that unexplained gaps
in security have been found by those
DOD investigators. The DOD has been
promising to release this report of
their investigation for the past week,
but we have not received that yet here
at Congress.

Mr. Speaker, we need immediate con-
gressional action on this issue to get
the answers and to act before it is too
late.

I again call on my colleagues on the
appropriate committees, that is Armed
Services, Public Works and Transpor-
tation, and others, to launch a full con-
gressional investigation into these
charges and insure the public safety
and national security is protected.

LEGISLATION ALLOWING BELL OP-
ERATING COMPANIES TO MANU-
FACTURE TELECOMMUNICATIONS
EQUIPMENT

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

Mr. SLATTERY. Mr. Speaker, on
Wednesday, by a vote of T1 to 24, the
Senate approved legislation that would
allow the Bell Operating Cos. to re-
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search, design, develop, and manufac-
ture telecommunications equipment.

As the sponsor of the companion bill
in the House, I hope this body will
move quickly on this issue.

This measure will bring new venture
capital to American telecommuni-
cations manufacturing.

It will create U.S. telecommuni-
cations manufacturing jobs.

And it will bring advanced tech-
nologies to market to benefit Amer-
ican consumers.

This bill includes effective regu-
latory safeguards to ensure a competi-
tive equipment marketplace.

It stands on its own merits and we
should consider it this year.

I urge this body to consider the bene-
fits this proposal will bring for Amer-
ican competitiveness in a global econ-
omy.

COSPONSORSHIP SOUGHT ON LEG-
ISLATION DISAPPROVING PRESI-
DENT'S MOST-FAVORED-NATION
RECOMMENDATION FOR CHINA

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

Mr. SCHULZE. Mr. Speaker, I am
disturbed by the White House decision
to recommend that the People's Repub-
lic of China be extended most-favored-
nation trading status.

The President noted that China's
emigration flow has continued even
since the Tiananmen crackdown, and
that China easily fills its United States
immigration quota of 17,000. Let us
face it, for a country of 1.1 billion peo-
ple, filling this quota is not too dif-
ficult a task.

Regrettably, the administration ig-
nored restrictions in exit permit and
passport application processes insti-
tuted since Tiananmen Square. Such
restrictions are helping police appre-
hend students and scholars believed to
be responsible for the so-called crimes
of urging democracy and greater indi-
vidual liberties. On the basis of these
emigration restrictions alone, China
clearly does not deserve most-favored-
nation status.

On May 30, I joined 15 other Members
in introducing House Joint Resolution
263, legislation disapproving the Presi-
dent'’s most-favored-nation rec-
ommendation. We need and urge your
cosponsorship.

TRIBUTE TO NICK CALIO

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

Mr. GINGRICH. I thank you for rec-
ognizing me.

Mr. Speaker, I just wanted to rise
today to say that this is the last day
that Nick Calio will be the President’s
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chief liaison to the House. I think on
both sides of the aisle there is a real
feeling that Nick Calio ably rep-
resented George Bush, but also that he
very aggressively went back downtown
and represented the interests of the
Congress, that he was able to work as
a mediator for both sides, speaking for
the President but also informing the
President about the concerns we in the
House have had.

Mr. Speaker, we are all going to miss
Nick, we wish him well, and I just
wanted to say on behalf of all of my
colleagues on both sides of the aisle,
**Nick, we wish you a great future and
we are grateful for.the time we have
had to work with you.”

MIDDLE-CLASS FAMILIES
SQUEEZED ON HIGHER EDU-
CATION ASSISTANCE

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

Mr. REED. Mr. Speaker, as a member
of the House Education and Labor
Committee’'s Subcommittee on Post-
secondary Education, I have partici-
pated in a series of hearings on the re-
authorization of the Higher Education
Act. .

Everything I have heard has
strengthened my belief that middle-
class families can no longer count on
the Government to be their partner in
educating their children.

The Martinelli family of Cranston is
just one example of a working family
who are being squeezed out of the edu-
cational assistance pipeline.

Their daughter Lisa just graduated
from Salve Regina College in Newport,
RI, $17,500 in debt. Lisa’s parents took
out loans of almost $20,000.

Lisa’s parents earned $41,816 in 1989.
They have never owned a home, and
had only a few hundred dollars in the
bank. Lisa herself worked and saved
about $3,000 for college.

Lisa received a Rhode Island State
grant and a grant from Salve Regina.
She took out Perkins loans, Stafford
loans, and commercial loans.

But Lisa never even qualified for the
minimum Pell grant and the
Martinelli's do not know how they can
afford to help their second child con-
tinue his education.

Lisa Martinelli is one of the many
faces of our educational crisis. Her
story illustrates why we must reverse
the trend in student aid that has left
students scrambling for loans and then
struggling to pay those loans off once
they graduate.

College aid used to be two-thirds
grants and now it is two-thirds loans.
And for those students who can get a
Pell grant, the award itself has lost its
purchasing power and only covers one-
fourth of an average tuition bill.
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The Bush administration proposes to
cut even more middle-class families
out of the Pell grant formula. Rather
than provide sufficient resources to
make higher education available for all
students, the administration chooses
to pit the neediest students against
those of moderate means. And worse,
pit siblings against each other.

We built this great country on the
foundation of opportunity for all. Un-
less we turn around on student aid, we
will continue to destroy that founda-
tion and to destroy the American
dream for thousands of middle-class
families.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 2521, DEPARTMENT OF
DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
1992

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 1656 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. REs. 165

Resolved, That all points of order against
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2521) making
appropriations for the Department of De-
fense for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1992, and for other purposes, for failure to
comply with the provisions of clause 2(1)(6)
of rule XI and clause T of rule XXI are hereby
waived. During consideration of the bill, all
points of order against the following pravi-
sions in the bill for failure to comply with
clauses 2 and 6 of rule XXI are waived: begin-
ning on page 2, line 3 through
'$24,526,100,000:' on line 15: beginning on
page 2, line 18 through *1992: on page 8, line
6; beginning on page 9, line 10 through
41992: on line 23; beginning on page 10, line
18 through *‘1992:"" on page 11, line 1; begin-
ning with ‘“Provided” on page 11, line 9
through *‘$18,599,037,000,"" on page 12, line 6;
beginning with ‘“‘and” on page 12, line 8
through ‘‘poses:"’ on line 13: beginning with
“Provided” on page 12, line 17 through **1992:
on line 21; beginning with *‘Provided' on page
13, line 1 through “‘1994:" on page 22, line 8;
beginning with *‘Provided” on page 22, line 14
through **$599,900,000:"" on page 26, line 15; be-
ginning on page 26, line 19 through **1996:"" on
line 22; beginning with *‘Provided" on page 27,
line 8 through “‘1994:" on page 29, line 23; be-
ginning on page 30, line 7 through ‘‘1994," on
page 31, line 20; beginning with “Provided,”
on page 31, line 22 through *1993,” on page 33,
line 11; beginning on page 33, line 16 through
'*1993:" on line 23; beginning on page 34, line
21 through ‘1993, on page 35, line 3; begin-
ning on page 36, line 1 through *1993," on
line 12; beginning on page 37, line 15 through
page 39, line 25; beginning on page 40, line 11
through page 42, line 3; beginning on page 45,
line 16 through page 46, line 9, beginning on
page 84, line 24 through page 86; line 6; and
beginning on page 93, line 3 through page 96,
line 16. In any case where this resolution
waives points of order against only a portion
of a paragraph, a point of order against any
other provision in such paragraph may be
made only against such provision and not
against the entire paragraph.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MazzoLl). The gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. BEILENSON] is recognized for 1
hour.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, for
purposes of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from New York [Mr. SOLOMON], and
pending that, I yield myself such time
as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 165 is
the rule providing for the consideration
of H.R. 25621, the bill making appropria-
tions for the Department of Defense for
the fiscal year 1992.

Since general appropriations bills are
privileged, the legislation will be con-
sidered under the normal legislative
process for consideration of appropria-
tions bills. The time devoted to general
debate will be determined by a unani-
mous-consent request. The bill will be
open to amendment under the 5-minute
rule. Any amendment which does not
violate the rules of the House will be in
order.

The rule before us waives clause
2(L)(6) of rule XI, requiring a 3-day lay-
over, and clause 7 of rule XXI, requir-
ing relevant printed hearings and re-
port to be available for 3 days prior to
consideration of a general appropria-
tion bill. These two waivers are nec-
essary in order that the House may
consider H.R. 2521 today.

In addition, the rule waives clause 2
of rule XXI, prohibiting unauthorized
appropriations or legislative provisions
in general appropriations bills, against
specific provisions in the bill. The pro-
visions for which waivers are provided
are specified in the rule by page and
line. This waiver is necessary because,
while the House of Representatives has
approved the measure authorizing the
Department of Defense programs fund-
ed in the bill, Congress has not enacted
the final version of the bill, and be-
cause some of the language constitutes
legislation.

The rule we are considering also
waives clause 6 of rule XXI, prohibiting
reappropriations in a general appro-
priation bill.

Finally, the rule provides that where
points of order are waived against only
a portion of a paragraph, a point of
order against an unprotected provision
in the paragraph may be made only
against that provision and not against
the entire paragraph.

Mr. Speaker, I urge adoption of this
rule so that the House can proceed to
consideration of this important meas-
ure.

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

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
from California [Mr. BEILENSON] for
yielding half of his time, and, Mr.
Speaker, the gentleman from Califor-
nia has fully explained the provisions
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of the rule. This has become the stand-
ard rule for consideration of general
appropriations bills by the House.

Mr. Speaker, the rule waives points
of order against consideration of the
bill. It also issues waivers concerning
reappropriations, unauthorized appro-
priations, and legislative language in
an appropriation bill. All of these ap-
pear in the bill, and all violate the nor-
mal procedures of the House.

Mr. Speaker, I applaud the chairman
and the ranking Republican member of
the Defense Appropriations Sub-
committee, the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. MURTHA] and the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
McDADE], for their hard work in put-
ting this legislation together. Penn-
sylvania is monopolizing here. They
have done an outstanding job. We all
appreciate that very, very much.

I would like to point out that the ad-
ministration does have some concerns
about the bill, the Department of De-
fense appropriations bill. It strongly
objects to language that would permit
abortions to be performed at U.S. mili-
tary health facilities overseas in cases
other than when the life of the mother
is endangered. The President has stat-
ed that he would veto any legislation
presented to him with this provision,
and I, for one, would stand to make
that point of order when the bill
comes, if the appropriators are not
here to do so.

The administration’s policy state-
ment also points out that the bill con-
tains a number of objectionable provi-
sions that would severely compromise
national defense objectives. If they re-
mained in the bill, the President's ad-
visers would recommend a veto. Of par-
ticular concern are the elimination of
funding for continuation of B-2 Stealth
bomber procurement and the
underfunding of the strategic defense
initiative, SDI, programs.

Mr. Speaker, under the normal rules
of the House, amendments which do
not violate any House rules can be of-
fered to the bill under this proposed
rule. I am hopeful that the problematic
areas the administration is concerned
about can be worked out here on the
floor and in conference.

Mr. Speaker, I support the rule even
with the waivers involved. I hope we
can expedite it and get on with the
business of the day, and I would urge
support of the rule at the appropriate
time.

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

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, for
purposes of debate only, I yield 5 min-
utes to the gentleman from Oregon
[Mr. AuCoIn].

Mr. AUCOIN. Mr. Speaker, 1 appre-
ciate the gentleman from California
[Mr. BEILENSON] yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I oppose the rule, and I
want to describe to my colleagues why
I do so.
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This morning I came very close to
asking for a recorded vote on the Jour-
nal. I withdrew my point of order on
the Journal because I did not want to
inconvenience the Members. But let me
explain why I almost did that and why
I do oppose the rule.

Mr. Speaker, I oppose the rule be-
cause, as the gentleman from New
York [Mr. SoLOMON] went through the
description of all of the waivers that
have been granted on this bill, waivers
against points of order, one of the
waivers that was not granted to a pro-
vision that was added in the Commit-
tee on Appropriations by a vote of 18 to
13 was the same amendment that I of-
fered then, being passage on the House
floor of the authorization bill which
was to provide for servicewomen sta-
tioned abroad the ability to purchase
with their own funds an abortion in
military facilities in countries like the
Philippines where there are no safe
places to do that. That amendment on
the authorization bill carried by a
strong majority. I then, because of the
threat of a veto on the authorization
bill, offered the same amendment in
the full Committee on Appropriations,
and the full Committee on Appropria-
tions on an 18 to 13 vote approved that
amendment again.
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Whenever any Appropriations Com-
mittee passes a bill and brings it to the
Rules Committee, one normally ex-
pects that waivers of points of order
adopted by the full Appropriations
Committee will be sought by the Rules
Committee from the leadership of the
committee that had the amendment
adopted to its bill. In this case that did
not happen. I regret that very much be-
cause, as I look at the rule today, I find
that the Rules Committee was asked
for and did grant waivers protecting 21
passages in the Defense appropriation
bill. So 21 passages are protected. Up to
nine pages of legislative text that
would otherwise be subject to a point
of order were protected by the rule
against a point of order.

Those points of order could be
against legislating on an appropriation
bill or reappropriating funds. Of 123
general provisions in this bill, 3 are
protected against a point of order.
That is sections 8006, 8077, and 8092. The
one provision that I could best deter-
mine was not protected was the amend-
ment that was adopted by the full
Committee and adopted by the full
House in the authorizing bill only
about a week ago.

I must say that I am extremely dis-
appointed to find myself in this posi-
tion, and I think Members of the House
who held that position, members of our
committee who voted for that amend-
ment, and Members of the House who
passed that amendment on the author-
izing bill are being inconvenienced
today as well.
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I want to tell the Members this, and
I hope that those who planned this sce-
nario will listen: It is possible to offer
this amendment making legislation on
appropriations. It is possible because I
drafted it. It is possible to draft my
amendment in a simple way that
makes it a limitation on expenditures.
I cannot offer that amendment today,
and if I did so, we would have an abor-
tion debate on the floor and that would
inconvenience the leadership of my
committee, because I know the leader-
ship of my committee wants to expe-
dite the passage of this bill.

I feel inconvenienced. I think Mem-
bers have been inconvenienced. But I
want to tell the Members something: I
am not going to inconvenience the
leadership of my committee today. But
let me make one thing clear: It is pos-
sible to achieve the effect that we
achieved when the House passed the
authorizing amendment by converting
that language into a limitation on
abortions.

I just want to serve notice as one
Member who feels very strongly about
a woman's right to choose, who feels
very strongly that our servicewomen
who may seek abortion services with
their own funds, who are stationed in
countries like the Philippines, have to
turn to back-alley abortions because
they are being denied access to mili-
tary facilities, to purchase abortions
with their own funds. I think they are
being inconvenienced, too, and I will
never again let this bill go through
without offering an amendment that
would not be subject to a point of
order; it will be a limitation on appro-
priations against that regulation in the
Department of Defense that denies
those women those fundamental rights.
I will not offer it today.

So let me just sum up the bidding. I
am not going to offer that amendment
today. This will be the last year that I
will not offer it. But by that means in
the future, Members can be assured
that I will not have to go to the Rules
Committee to get their acquiescence in
order to work my will on the floor. I
am going to offer the amendment on
the floor even though that may provide
some debate that consumes some time.
I know that is an inconvenience to the
leadership of my committee, but I
think this is an inconvenience, to say
the very least, to servicewomen who
are stationed abroad. That is an issue
that is too important to let go by.

The votes are not here today because
all Members are not present, otherwise
I might do it today. But this is the last
year I will refrain from offering a limi-
tation on expenditures, and I just want
everyone to be perfectly clear on that
today.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. DORNAN].
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Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr.
Speaker, I thank my colleague for
yielding this time to me.

I was not expecting to speak this
morning. I just rise to set the record
straight on one thing about our women
in the military or their dependents who
get pregnant. No military person or de-
pendent has ever been forced to get a
back-alley abortion in some place like
the Philippines or anywhere else in
this world. Any military person or de-
pendent who finds themselves, to use
the biblical words, with child, has been
brought back to the United States at
taxpayer expense.

As far as I am able to determine—and
I am digging hard in the Pentagon to
get the exact figure—about 1,250 mili-
tary personnel of the female gender
were brought home from the gulf area
during Desert Shield, Desert Storm,
and Desert Saber. They were brought
back to the United States because they
were with child. That is 1,250.

As to the average pregnancy of those
on every ship that has naval personnel
on board who are female during their
cruise, 16.2 percent of all female mem-
bers of every crew that embarks the
continental United States or Hawaii
for overseas tours, that is, 16.2 percent
gets pregnant, and they are all able to
disembark at the next port or they are
taken off by helicopter, I guess, and
brought back to the United States.

Sc in our Nation, no American per-
son in uniform who has found them-
selves with child, or any dependent,
has ever had to avail themselves of a
back-alley abortion anywhere in the
world. They come back home at tax-
payer expense and then proceed to
make up their minds whether or not to
go through with the birth of their
child.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, for
the purposes of debate only, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. TRAFICANT].

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I was
not going to oppose the rule. I had
talked with the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Defense of the Appro-
priations Committee on the buy Amer-
ican amendment.

That buy American amendment
would basically say that if it was de-
termined by our Trade Representative
that a foreign country which is party
to a reciprocal trade agreement with
America has violated the terms of that
trade agreement, in fact if certain
types of products covered under that
agreement have been violated, we can
take action to right that wrong and
make sure they bring their barriers
down., It is clearly legislating on an ap-
propriation bill. I was told that the
Ways and Means Committee was going
to oppose it. They took the time to
send a special letter to the Rules Com-
mittee. They did oppose it, and I have
been instructed that the Ways and
Means Committee is going to raise a

June 7, 1991

point of order, which means that my
amendment is a dead duck.

But here is what I want to say today:
Let us take a look at Bridgeport, CT,
and take a look at our policies. 1 get
knocked an awful lot because people
say I talk too much about my own
party, the Democrats.

Mr. Speaker, the Republicans have
given us basically the trade policy that
we have, and there are some Repub-
lican leaders who have reinforced it.
And I am saying today that Bridgeport,
CT, is really asking for Democrats to
help them.

Now, it has been said that I did not
come to the Ways and Means Commit-
tee. I have come to the Ways and
Means Committee with amendments on
buy American. I have come on foreign
deferrals of tax profits and foreign sub-
sidiaries having a special ride. When I
came to testify, I was the last one to
testify, and there was only one Member
present and they were not even listen-
ing.
I cannot offer this amendment today,
so I am going to offer a 1-percent cut,
$2.7 billion, to the bill, and if Members
want to have cities like New York and
Philadelphia to come looking for the
money, they can vote for the 1-percent
cut.

If that does not work, I am going to
offer one-tenth of a l-percent cut, $277
million. So if you do not want to fund
the space station, you can take the
money from defense where the NASA
bill should be in the first place. I did
not like yesterday's voting, with two
options: that we are either going to
vote for outer space or for inner cities,
both American programs.

The money should not come from
housing on the space station. It should
come from foreign aid and from this
Defense budget, and we know it.

I have talked to this chairman and
all the other chairmen, and maybe we
have a difference of opinion and I will
be the first to admit maybe they are
right and I am wrong, but after 40
years 1 think you are wrong and I
think you should have some reciprocal
trade agreements in this country. Our
workers are getting screwed and ripped
off. Our products are being denied in
other communities. We have fast track
and free trade. Just ask Bridgeport,
CT, what they think about it.
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Ask them what they think about
some revenue sharing. Ask them what
they think about aid for the Soviet
Union. Ask them what they think
about $160 billion of our defense money
protecting Japan and Europe from the
Soviet Union, which is bankrupt. Now
we are going to give $150 billion to the
Soviet Union so they can be enough of
a threat to again attack Japan and Eu-
rope, so we will have to give them $160
billion.
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Meanwhile, they are all going to have
free trade. You know what we are
going to have? Unemployment, bank-
ruptcies. I predict that 1 of our 50
States will officially go bankrupt if we
do not change our policies.

So I have no choice. The chairman is
absolutely right. I do not even know if
they will work a way to get around
that amendment, and I do not even
know if Members are going to vote for
it.

But I want to say this to Members: if
you do not want money coming out of
housing, cut the Defense bill, and let
this Congress know we do not want it
coming from housing. Let them know
we want a space station, and we do not
want to cut housing. We will cut de-
fense, we will cut foreign aid, but we
are not going to cut housing.

Let me say one last thing: there
might as well just be one committee in
the House of Representatives. What the
hell do we have an authorizing commit-
tee for?

I am sure I will not last here long
enough, but damn it, if I do, and ever
become a chairman, the Committee on
Appropriations will have to have some
authorization from my committee.

We just might as well have one big
committee. When you get an appropria-
tions chairman that wants to help,
then another committee screws you. I
am speaking to you now, Members. If
you are part of an authorizing commit-
tee, you had better start standing up.

I appreciate the time.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MazzoLl). The Chair would request
Members be watchful with their lan-

guage.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I really would like to
respond to my good friend from Ohio
[Mr. TRAFICANT], just to tell him that
under the Deficit Reduction Act of last
year, it is not possible to transfer
money from defense to domestic, or
vice versa. Therefore, this very, very
frugal bill is before us. I hope it will be
adopted.

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, I have
no further requests for time, and I
move the previous question on the res-
olution.
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The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks, and
that I may include extraneous and tab-
ular material, on H.R. 2521, the bill
about to be considered.

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

There was no objection.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1992

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill (H.R. 2521) making ap-
propriations for the Department of De-
fense for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1992, and for other purposes;
and pending that motion, Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that general
debate be limited to not to exceed 1
hour, the time to be equally divided
and controlled by the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. McDADE] and my-
self.

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

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
MURTHA].

The motion was agreed to.
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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. 2521, with
Mr. OBERSTAR in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent, the bill was
considered as having been read the first
time.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the unani-
mous-consent agreement, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. MUR-
THA] will be recognized for 30 minutes
and the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. McDADE] will be recognized for 30
minutes.
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The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. MURTHA].

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

Mr. Chairman, I bring to the House of
Representatives the fiscal year 1992 De-
fense appropriations bill.

I'd like to thank all the members of
the Defense Subcommittee for the hard
work they have performed all year.

The subcommittee held hearings on
this bill during the time period of Jan-
uary 24 to May 9.

I'd like to give special thanks to the
ranking minority member of the sub-
committee, my friend from Pennsylva-
nia, Mr. MCDADE.

The Appropriations Committee is
recommending to the House a total of
$270.6 billion in new budget authority
for fiscal year 1992 for the Defense De-
partment.

This figure is basically at the level of
the budget request and is $12.8 billion
below the fiscal year 1991 level, includ-
ing supplementals.

These spending levels do not include
funds for the Nuclear Weapons Pro-
gram of the Department of Energy or
for military construction. Those activi-
ties are funded in separate appropria-
tions bills.

Mr. Chairman, in past years, we have
had significant differences with the ex-
ecutive branch in terms of the bottom
line of the level of spending that should
be approved for Defense by the Con-
gress.

However, as we all know, the eco-
nomic summit set funding levels for
defense for a number of years and the
Congress and the executive branch
have agreed to abide by those numbers.

This bill which I am presenting to
the House of Representatives today:

Agrees with the Defense figure set in
the economic summit;

Agrees with the 602 allocation given
to Defense by the full Appropriations
Committee; and

Complies with the recently passed
authorization legislation in terms of
funding levels for major projects such
as the B-2 bomber and SDI.

I recognize that some of those rec-
ommendations approved by the House
on scientific programs are somewhat
controversial, but the full House made
those recommendations in the author-
ization legislation and the bill before
you complied with those decisions.

I will place in the RECORD at this
point a table which outlines the com-
mittee’s recommendations by major
account.

COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL) AUTHORITY FOR 1991 AND BUDGET ESTIMATES AND AMOUNTS RECOMMENDED IN THE BILL FOR 1992

Agency and item

Aopropriated 1991 (en- g o0t actimates, 19921

Recommended i bill Bill compared with ap-  Bill compared with budg-

acted o date) propriated, 1991 el estimates, 1992
m 2 131 (4] 5] (6]
RECAPITULATION
Tithe I—Military Personnel 78,245 467,000 78,016,900,000 78,753,100,000 +507,633,000 +736,200,000
Title -—Operation and Maintenance 83,737,560,000 85,411,800,000 87,720,527,000 +3,982,967,000 +2,308,727,000
Title: 1H—Py 67.176,648,000 63,370,700,000 64,645,839,000 ~12,530,809,000 +1,275,139,000
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COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL) AUTHORITY FOR 1991 AND BUDGET ESTIMATES AND AMOUNTS RECOMMENDED IN THE BILL FOR 1992—Continued

Agency and item w':g'm I,g.l] {0 B dget estimates, 19921 Recommended in bl !'“Bﬁ;"m !;gglap- Bnﬂmnﬂl "_","g!'n"‘i'
m 2 31 14 151 1]
Title IV—Research, Development, Test and Eval 35,974,792,000 39,221,533,000 37,185,113,000 +1,210,321,000 —12,036,420,000
Title V—DBOF/Revolving and Management Funds 1,984,200,000 2,979,970,000 2,444,100,000 +459,900,000 810,
Title Vi—Other Department of Defense Programs 1,476,300,000 1,749,600,000 1,729,694,000
Title Vil—Related agencies 193,500,000 194,819,000 194,819,000
Title VIll—General provi SOEO00000 . o ~ 300,000,000
{Additional transter autharity) (2,250,000,000 (3,000,000,000) (3,000,000,000)
Title, I-—Desart Shield/Desert Storm 15,000,000,000
Total, D of Defense 284,181 467,000 270,945,322,000 272,373,192,000 —11,808,275,000
(Transfer authority) (2,250,000,000) (3,000,000,000) (3,000,000,000) (+750,000,000)
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET RECAP
Scorekeeping adjustments:
Shipbuilding and conversion, Navy (by transfer) (44,900,000 (111,700,000 (117,600,000) (+72,700,000) (+5,900,000)
Aircraft procurement, Mawy (by transfer) (851,600,000 ! 500,
QOther procurement, Nawy (transter out) (—34,300,000)
Procurement, Marine Corps (transfer out) —29,300,000) (- 29,300,000)
Weapons procurement, Nawy (transfer out) t 50,600,000) (—37,600,000)
Other procurement, Nawy (transfer out) - 12,400,000 (—4,200,000)
ROT & E, Im (transfer out) { — 4,300,000 {~853,000,000)
Aircraft procy luy {transfer out) (= 10,600,000) (= 180,100,000) (=210,100,000)
ROT & E Naq (by transfer) (165,000,000 (165,000,000)
Operamn and Maintenance, Navy (transfer out) {—300,000,000)
Coast Guard (by transfer) lSDO 000,000}
0 & M, Defense Agencies (transfer out) L R - {—20,000,000)
Radiation Exposure Compensation Trust Fund (by transfer) (5,000,000)
Library of Congress 1912,0000
RDT & E, Defense Agencies (transfer out) (= 5,000,000)
Atomic Ellw Dthﬁa Activities (by transfer) MDY e b (20,000,000)
DOD transfer to DOE (—30.000,000)
Payment of claims 4,745,000
=TRI0000 i £y —'1,807 400,000
Total adjustment =T793381000 ... " —1,807,400,000 —1,014,009,000 - 1,807,400,000
Total (including adjust 283,388,076,000 270,945,322,000 270,565,792,000 —12,822,284,000 —379,530,000
Amounts in this bill (284,181,467,000) (270,945,322,0000 [2‘.'2.3?3 182,000) (= ll.m.ﬂi 000} mmmm
Scoreheeping adjust [=793300000F ..ot — 1,807 400,000) (- 1,014.00,000) (— 1,807,400,000)
Total mandatory and di 283,388,076,000 270,945,322,000 270,565,792,000 —12,822,284,000 — 379,530,000
Mandat (164,600,000) (164,100,000) (164,100,000) {=300000) | o
Di (283,223,476,000) (270,781,222,000) (270,401,692,000) (=12,821,784,000) (—379,530,000)

Vincludes FY 1992 Budget Amendment (H. Doc. 102-72).

FUNDING DECLINE FOR DEFENSE BECAUSE OF
FOREIGN POLICY SUCCESSES

Mr. Chairman, maintaining a strong
defense and a consistent foreign policy
over the years has paid enormous divi-
dends in the past few years.

The collapse of the Berlin Wall;

The collapse of the Warsaw Pact; and

A much more benign Soviet foreign
policy.

As a result of these successes we have
been able to substantially scale back
the resources expended for America's
defense budget.

We are withdrawing large numbers of
troops from Europe.

As we are all painfully aware, we are
closing down many military bases and
facilities.

Over the next few years, the force
structure of America’s forces will be
reduced by about 25 percent.

The budget before you represents the
seventh consecutive year of decline of
defense spending when measured in
constant dollars and not including the
one time spike upward for Operation
Desert Shield/Desert Storm.

DEFENSE PRIORITIES FOR THE 1890’8
However, despite the dramatic and
favorable historical trends of the last
few years, we must keep in mind that
the men and women of our Armed
Forces have been asked to carry out
many important and dangerous mis-
sions to achieve the foreign policy ob-

jectives of America in recent years.

The attack on the terrorist regime in
Libya;

The rescue mission in Grenada;

The removal of General Noriega from
Panama,; and

The defeat of Saddam Hussein—a dic-
tator who would have controlled half of
the world’s oil reserves had he invaded
northern Saudi Arabia.

Mr. Chairman, to ensure the contin-
ued high level of capability of our
troops, we have reshuffled somewhat
the funding priorities requested in the
budget submitted to the committee al-
though we have not changed the bot-
tom line.

The committee believes that the
funds added for certain programs in
this legislation will significantly en-
hance the military effectiveness of our
downsized force structure for the 1990’s.

We have emphasized the following
areas: Morale, readiness, mobility,
deployability, and sustainability.

I would like to say just a word or two
about some of these initiatives.

MORALE

We added $300 million to the military
personnel account to avoid the invol-
untary separation of troops. The sub-
committee simply found it unaccept-
able that troops who had served so ad-
mirably in the Persian Gulf should face
being involuntarily separated from the
service upon their return home.

READINESS

In the operation and readiness ac-

count we added substantial funds above

the budget request for depot mainte-
nance and real property maintenance.

There are substantial backlogs in
both these areas.

These initiatives will enhance the
quality and readiness of the downsized
force structure.

DEPLOYABILITY

As we withdraw large numbers of
troops for overseas, having the capac-
ity to deploy those forces should it be-
come necessary becomes vitally impor-
tant.

The committee has added $1.3 billion
for sealift and supported the budget re-
quest for strategic airlift.

We have added almost $1 billion to
procure new equipment to:

Go onboard the maritime pre-
positioning ships which have military
equipment ready to be deployed to any
hot spot in the globe and be married up
with the troops brought in by airlift;
and

Some of these funds are also to pro-
vide new equipment at land based
prepositioned equipment locations.

MOBILITY

You need highly mobile troops once
they are deployed.

We have added funds for the V-22 Os-
prey tilt rotor aircraft and for addi-
tional landing craft which are deployed
from ships.

SUSTAINABILITY

You need a force which can be sus-
tained with consumables once it is de-
ployed;
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We have added $600 million for addi-
tional spares and repair parts;

We have added $100 million for am-
munition; and

Of course, the additional sealift will
also help sustainability.

In summary, Mr. Chairman, the De-
fense appropriations bill for 1992 which
we are reporting to the House of Rep-
resentatives:

Complies with budget figure set for
Defense in the economic summit;

Complies with the 602 allocation set
by the full Appropriations Committee;

Complies with the funding level for
major programs set by the recently
passed authorization legislation;

Enhances the morale of our Armed
Forces;

Enhances the readiness of our troops;

Enhances the deployability and mo-
bility of our troops; and

Enhances their sustainability once
they are deployed.

I urge acceptance of the committee’s
recommendations.

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
this particular piece of legislation. Be-
fore saying anything about the bill, I
would like to express my deep appre-
ciation to the distinguished gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. MURTHA], the
chairman of our committee, for the
fashion in which he has conducted the
hearings this year, as he has in so
many other years, openly, bipartisanly,
objectively, looking for the facts, and,
above all, trying to help to shape a
solid defense bill, which I think, above
all, is committed to the individual sol-
dier, sailor, airman, marine, and their
families, and provides what they need
to do the job when called upon.

Mr. Chairman, I want to say as well
that the members of the staff of the
committee on both sides of the aisle
have functioned superbly, working long
hours with complex, difficult issues, to
resolve them, in order that we could
bring before Members today a bill
which I believe the House ought to
send to conference.

Mr. Chairman, I think all of us
should also spend a moment and take
pride in our former colleague Dickey
Cheney, the Secretary of Defense, who
has performed with such distinction.
We are proud, I know, to call him an
alumni of this body, and to recognize
his role, not only in the conduct of
Desert Storm, but in the difficult prob-
lem of engaging in the build-down of
the establishment of the Defense De-
partment. He has shown exemplary de-
cisionmaking ability and toughness, as
he has tried to work his way through
that critical process.

Mr. Chairman, I need to say just
briefly that this bill as we see it today
mirrors, of course, the authorization
bill, which passed the House a few
weeks ago. All of us know that that
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particular bill is not going to be signed
by the President.

This bill honors the funding levels
that are set in the authorization bill,
and thus in its current form, also
would not be signed by the President as
we take it up today.

I want to make it clear to Members,
as I have in previous years, that the
process demands that we move this bill
over to the Senate and get into con-
ference with the Senate. The adminis-
tration will begin to negotiate with the
authorizing committees of the House
and Senate, and the Appropriations
Committees. We will be in a position in
this bill to work an agreement that
will indeed enable the President and
the country to have an acceptable and
useful defense bill, which can meet the
national security interests of this
great Nation and the light of liberty
that she holds proudly around the
world.
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I want to indicate just briefly, Mr.
Chairman, that this bill is the seventh
straight year of declining defense budg-
ets, 12 percent below in real dollars the
bill that was enacted just 2 years ago.
It represents substantial cuts in pro-
curement accounts, R&D accounts, and
others, as the chairman has indicated
so ably. We have made sure that the
personnel accounts and O&M accounts
have been kept at robust levels because
we want to see our people trained and
ready to move if need be.

I do think all of us need to be ponder-
ing, because this issue is going to keep
coming back, about industrial base. We
used to produce five submarines a year.
We are down to one; we used to have
six fighter lines going, we will be at
one. The Nation, for more than half a
century, has had a warm tank line, and
now we are having difficulty just keep-
ing that line going.

So we will have continuing problems
as the bill moves along, not just this
year but in the outyears, as we con-
tinue to do the build-down. It will be
our task to make sure that the Nation
remains secure and that the lamp of
liberty remains bright.

I want to express my deep apprecia-
tion to all of the members of the sub-
committee who each contributed, and
they all contributed mightily, to the
shaping of the bill. It comes before the
body unanimously recommended by the
members of the Defense Subcommittee,
all of whom, as I say, worked mightily
to shape the final product.

Mr. Chairman, I urge the adoption of
this bill.

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

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from California [Mr. PA-
NETTA].

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of H.R. 2521, the Department
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of Defense appropriations bill for fiscal
year 1992. This is the 5th of the 13 an-
nual appropriations bills.

Commend the chairman and the
ranking member for adhering to the
limits of the budget resolution and
budget agreement.

The bill provides $270.402 billion in
discretionary budget authority and
$275.191 billion in discretionary out-
lays. I am pleased to note that the bill
is $52 million below the level of discre-
tionary budget authority and $164 mil-
lion below the discretionary outlays as
compared to the 602(b) spending sub-
division for this subcommittee.

As chairman of the Budget Commit-
tee, I plan to inform the House of the
status of all spending legislation, and
will be issuing a “‘Dear Colleague'’ on
how each appropriations measure com-
pares to the 602(b) subdivisions.

I look forward to working with the
Appropriations Committee on its other
bills.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET,
Washington, DC, June 6, 1991.

DEAR COLLEAGUE: Attached is a fact sheet
on H.R. 2521, the Department of Defense ap-
propriations bill for fiscal year 1992. This bill
is scheduled to be considered on Friday, June
s

This is the fifth regular fiscal year 1992 ap-
propriations bill to be considered. The bill is
below the 602(b) subdivision.

I hope this information will be helpful to
you.

Sincerely,
LEON E. PANETTA,
Chairman.
[Fact Sheet]

H.R. 2521, DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AFPPRO-
PRIATIONS BILL, FISCAL YEAR 1992 (H. REPT.
102-95)

The House Appropriations Committee re-
ported the Department of Defense Appropria-
tions Bill for Fiscal Year 1992 on Tuesday,
June 4, 1991. Floor consideration of this bill
is scheduled for Friday, June 7, subject to a
rule being granted.

COMPARISON TO THE 602(b) SUBDIVISION

The bill, as reported, provides $270,402 mil-
lion of discretionary budget authority $52
million less than the Appropriations subdivi-
sion for this subcommittee. The bill is $164
million under the subdivision total for esti-
mated discretionary outlays. A comparison
of the bill with the funding subdivisions fol-
lows:

COMPARISON TO DEFENSE SPENDING ALLOCATION

{in millions of dollars]

Dy of De- A it Bill over (+)/
fense appropria-  Committee 602(b) under (~)
tions bill subdivision committee
602(b) subdivi-
sion
BA ] BA 0 _—
BA 0

Discre-
tionary . 270402 275,191 270454 275355 -52 —I64
Mandatory 164 164 164 164 i i

Total 270566 275355 270618 275519 —-52 —164

Note: BA—New budget authority, O—Estimated outiays.

The House Appropriations Committee re-
ported the Committee’s subdivision of budg-
et authority and outlays in House Report #
102-81. These subdivisions are consistent
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with the allocation of spending responsibil-
ity to House committees contained in House
Report 102-69, the conference report to ac-
company H. Con. Res. 121, Concurrent Reso-
lution on the Budget for Fiscal Year 1992, as
adopted by the Congress on May 22, 1991.
PROGRAM HIGHLIGHTS

The following are the major program high-
lights for the Department of Defense Appro-
priations Bill for Fiscal Year 1992, as re-
ported:

[in millions of dollars]

nlf,f;:;"' New outlays

Military 78,753 74,989
Pr 64,646 11,855
Operations and mai 81,721 67,367
Research and development ... 31,185 20616

Mr. MCDADE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. REGULA].

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, I want
to compliment the members of the sub-
committee on producing an excellent
bill. I would like to highlight a couple
of items in the bill that I think are im-
portant, two sections that deal with
buy America. I am pleased to see that
this bill in sections 8112 and 8113 does
require the Defense Department to buy
America, where possible, particularly
in the area of steel. In conjunction
with that, the language of H.R. 2445
was put into this bill creating an Office
of Critical Technology Assessment.

The reason for this is that it was de-
termined that in Desert Storm about 50
percent of the high-technology equip-
ment that was used there was sourced
offshore. What that means is that our
Defense Department was dependent on
offshore sources for a significant and
important part of their equipment.

I think it is important that we re-
view our industrial base in the United
States to determine if we can produce
these critical items in the future. What
this language does is provide a com-
mittee made up of Secretaries from
Commerce, Labor, Energy, and Defense
to assess the critical industries in the
United States and report back to this
Congress on the ability to produce the
needs that we have, the impact of for-
eign producers, the affect of domestic
laws and definitions of critical tech-
nologies so that Congress can make
judgments as to how to address this
problem in the future.

I do not think we want to long term
be dependent on offshore sources for 50
percent of our high-technology or our
critical technologies.

There is another element. That is
what we are going to be in the very
competitive world tomorrow, with the
emergence of the European Common
Market and the Pacific rim countries.
Therefore, if we are going to be a com-
petitive nation in the future, both eco-
nomically and in terms of our defense,
we have to have a manufacturing in-
dustry, we have to have the ability to
produce the critical materials that are
essential to a strong industrial econ-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

omy. The language that was included
in this bill by the subcommittee takes
a giant step toward that in the sense
that in a year from the establishment
of the Critical Technologies Executive
Committee created in the bill we
should have this kind of an assessment
available to all of us so that all the
committees in their process of legislat-
ing can ensure that the actions we take
do provide for a critical materials pro-
gram in the United States.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, | rise in support
of the bill, H.R. 2521, the Defense appropria-
tions bill for fiscal year 1992.

While several of the amounts provided for
certain weapons systems in this legislation
are, in my opinion, still excessive, neverthe-
less, | believe that the Armed Services Appro-
priations Subcommittee and the full committee
have done an acceptable job in trying to rec-
oncile conflicting demands for defense ex-
penditures in the coming fiscal year.

| am particularly pleased that the distin-
guished chairman of the Defense Appropria-
tions Subcommittee, Mr. MURTHA, included an
amendment which prohibits the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers [USACE] from using any
funds in this bill or any prior acts for imple-
menting its reorganization study until such pro-
posed reorganization is specifically authorized
by law after the date of enactment of the bill.

Mr. Chairman, | am very strongly opposed
to the efforts of those who wish to implement
the reorganization of the Corps of Engineers
through the base realignment and closure
process, also known as BRAC-91. | am not
opposed to efforts by the Corps of Engineers
to adopt a more rational organizational struc-
ture given its missions and functions. How-
ever, a vital question of process is at stake
here.

On April 12, 1991, Secretary of Defense
Cheney announced that he was rejecting the
Army’s recommendation to include the USACE
reorganization in the BRAC-91 process. Sec-
retary Cheney indicated at that time that be-
cause of overlapping congressional jurisdiction
between several committees, including Armed
Services and Public Works and Transpor-
tation, as well as the respective appropriations
panels in both the House and Senate, that he
would be working with these committees of ju-
risdiction to implement a reorganization plan.

I, along with many other Members, were
quite surprised, to say the least, to learn, how-
ever, that on May 30, the Commission on
base realignment and closure had invited
Army Secretary Stone to testify before the
Commission regarding the reorganization plan
of the USACE. On June 5, General Hatch and
Assistant Secretary of the Army Livingstone
testified before the Commission regarding the
USACE reorganization plan.

The Commission later extended invitations
to the chairmen of the committees of jurisdic-
tion, as well as the ranking minority members,
to also testify on this issue. Chairman ROE of
the Public Works and Transportation Commit-
tee appeared, as did the ranking minority
member of the Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee, Senator WARNER. My colleague from
Minnesota, Mr. OBERSTAR, a senior member of
the Public Works Committee and | were also
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permitted to testify before the Commission on
June 5.

These Members all urged the Commission
not to include the USACE reorganization plan
in the BRAC process. The criteria which are
applicable to BRAC are inappropriate since
they are heavily weighted toward national se-
curity considerations. The corps’ civil works
functions, including wetlands management, is-
suing permits under the Clean Water Act,
building and maintaining locks, dams, and
flood control projects, are not related to na-
tional security although these activities are ex-
tremely vital to the communities which the
corps serves.

Most importantly, if the Commission on base
closure and realignment includes the USACE
reorgnization plan in the BRAC process, and
the President concurs, Congress will not have
an opportunity to remove the corps from this
process unless it defeats the entire BRAC
package later this year. The Commission has
until July 1 to issue its report.

Mr. Chairman, the manner in which this pro-
posed reorganization has been handled leaves
many serious questions in my mind and in the
minds of many Members.

It was only 2 weeks ago, on May 24, that
the corps formally unveiled its reorganization
plan. Prior to that time, the corps had imposed
a gag order on its own employees ordering
them not to discuss any details of the reorga-
nization with Congress or anyone else.

The details of the plan are also disturbing.
Using its own ranking criteria to evaluate
which facilities to retain or increase and which
ones would be downsized or closed, the
corps’ own recommendations retain four of the
bottom five corps facilities, while reducing or
closing others which scored significantly high-
er using the corps’ own internally developed
criteria, such as Philadelphia and St. Paul.

It is also of concern to me that the corps
seems to be suggesting that it does not cur-
rently have the authority to accomplish certain
internal administrative functions when, in fact,
it not only has such authority, but has used
such authority. For example, General Hatch
testified before the Commission on June 5 that
the USACE is seeking authority to consolidate
certain administrative functions, such as
human resources, finance and accounting,
and information management. It is my under-
standing, however, that the corps has such
authority already. In fact, several years ago,
the corps consolidated its Human Resources
function for its South Pacific Division in Sac-
ramento, CA. In short, the corps’ hands are
not tied and the corps does not need authority
through the BRAC process to implement cer-
tain internal administrative functions.

The corps must, however, give the authoriz-
ing and appropriating committees of the Con-
gress an opportunity to carefully scrutinize the
details of this reorganization proposal.

| applaud Mr. MURTHA for his actions in pre-
serving the prerogatives of his committee and
the other committees to give this plan the full
and careful review which it demands.

Mr. GALLO. Mr. Chairman, | join with my
colleagues today who support the Defense ap-
propriations bill for fiscal year 1992, because
| believe we must move forward with the ap-
propriations process.
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In particular, | am pleased that this bill fol-
lows the mandate of the authorizing language
passed by the House in May to ensure a fair
and orderly realignment of our military Re-
serves and National Guard, without hitting
States like New Jersey with a disproportionate
share of the cuts.

Other aspects of this bill, frankly, cause me
a great deal of concemn, because | see too
much disparity between the best judgment of
the administration and the often conflicting set
of priorities repesented in this bill.

| am hopeful that further changes can be
made by the Senate and through the con-
ference committee process, so that we can re-
solve some of these substantive differences in
military spending priorities.

| commend my colleagues on the sub-
committee for their hard work in bringing this
bill to the floor. | understand the constraints
under which they were working and appreciate
the fact that their options were limited by the
earlier actions of the House with regard to au-
thorizations.

Let me emphasize again that | place a great
deal of importance on the fair and equitable
treatment of our Reserves and National Guard
as part of our overall defense posture, as well
as the great importance of domestic disaster
relief rapid response that we could lose if
these cuts are too severe.

| had great difficulty casting a negative vote
in May on the President's language to author-
ize funding for the Department of Defense for
fiscal years 1992-93, but | did so because of
my strong opposition to the proposed
drawdown of the National Guard and Reserve.

The administration’s defense bill this year
called for a drastic reduction in the Army Na-
tional Guard and Reserve by over 106,000
over a 4-year period. This equates to a dis-
charge of about one in every three Army
guardsmen and reservists and the closing of
one out of every three National Guard and Re-
serve armories in Members' communities
across the Nation.

Every State would share the burden of
these cuts, however, New Jersey, as well as
New York, Pennsylvania, and several other
States would have been unfairly required to
shoulder a disproportionate reduction in force.

New Jersey alone would be required to
shoulder nearly 48 percent of this reduction,
while across-the-board estimates indicate that
States overall would absorb about 30 percent
or less,

Mr. Chairman, | believe we have made our
best effort in the House to resolve differences
that remain and that we must move the proc-
ess forward in the hope that the remaining
items in contention can yet be resolved. | urge
my colleagues to recognize what we have ac-
complished, as well as those areas of continu-
ing disagreements. Let's move forward.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, | want to com-
mend the chairman, Mr. MURTHA and our
ranking member, Mr. MCDADE, along with all
my colleagues on the Defense Appropriations
Subcommittee for the work they have done to
bring to the floor a bill that deserves the sup-
port of the entire House. | also want to thank
the staff of the subcommittee whose long
hours of hard work and professional expertise
are essential to effective oversight of this the
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largest single appropriations bill we will con-
sider.

The task this year was especially difficult as
we strive to reduce our defense structure to
reflect budgetary constraints and changing
world realities. Under current plans, defense
spending in 1996 will be 34 percent lower than
the level appropriated in fiscal year 1985. The
Army plans to reduce its forces from 18 to 12
active divisions. We are going down to a fleet
of 450 combatants with two fewer carrier
battlegroups. The Air Force is cutting out 12
tactical air wings. This House has to realize
that this exercise, while necessary, is not
going to be painless. There are going to have
to be congressional districts where jobs are
lost. Some production lines are going to have
to be terminated. We can't go on a path where
we try to have our cake and eat it too.

Nonetheless, the bill includes some impor-
tant initiatives in areas such as mobility, readi-
ness, and sustainability that are fully dis-
cussed in the committee’s report.

In light of the action taken on the Defense
authorization bill, there is in my view a critical
deficiency in the bill as reported. That is the
lack of B—2 production funding.

While there will be no amendment offered
on the floor to restore these funds, this prom-
ises to be a central issue in the expected con-
ference on this legislation. And the President
has clearly indicated that he will veto any de-
fense spending legislation that does not allow
this vital production program to proceed.

There are compelling reasons for the Presi-
dent's determination on the B-2. We all agree
on the dramatic impact that stealth had on the
success of Operation Desert Storm. More than
any other single factor, the new stealth tech-
nology made the battle against the world's
fourth largest standing army a brief encounter
of the best kind. The fact that 8 F=117's suc-
cessfully attacked an Iragi nuclear facility that
an armada of 75 conventional aircraft, with 5
times the life cycle cost, could not is telling
testimony to this revolution in war fighting.

But the use of the F=117 in Iraq depended
on a number of favorable circumstances that
we can not count on to exist in a potential fu-
ture conflict. First, was the fact that Saddam
Hussein chose to stop and wait 6 months for
our forces to be deployed and consolidated.
Second, was the ability to gain access to local
bases. If the scenario had been different—if
Saddam Hussein had crossed into Saudi Ara-
bia in those early days before the F-117 and
other coalition forces were in place—the story
of Desert Storm could have been much dif-
ferent. Victory would still have been achieved,
but much more slowly and at much greater
cost.

In the future, when the B-2 is available for
such a scenario, the fact that it has 5 times
the unrefueled range and 10 times the pay-
load will make a critical difference. Analysis
done by the Rand Corp. has determined that
the planned force of B-2’s, equipped with ter-
minally guided munitions now under develop-
ment, could destroy half a division's equip-
ment a day, enough to thwart a multidivisional
attack by itself.

This capability will in fact provide the kind of
conventional deterrence that could well con-
vince future would-be conquerors not to take
the first step.
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The B-2 will also play a critical role in our
future strategic nuclear triad. It is the only
bomber that will be capable of reliably pene-
trating Soviet air defenses into the next cen-
tury, and the only system that can hold a key
set of targets at risk. It is also central to our
START arms control strategy of reducing the
dependence of both sides on destabilizing
multiple warhead ICBM's, and placing greater
reliance on second strike, recallable systems.

| know the cost of the program has become
a symbol for many who are frustrated by
budget constraints and the high cost of mod-
ern weapons technology. But this frustration
can not translate into additional funds for do-
mestic programs under the budget agreement,
it will simply go to lower priority defense pro-
grams.

As former Secretary of Defense Harold
Brown stated in a recent letter,

We should consider only the remaining
cost, because the sunk cost is indeed sunk.
* * * The remaining cost of the B-2 program
will be less than the cost of the equivalent
delivery capability by the next generation of
tactical attack aircraft which would require
forward bases either on land or on carriers
and substantial deployment time to reach
attack distance.

For all these reasons | hope that the Mem-
bers will carefully reevaluate their position on
the B-2 in light of the lessons demonstrated in
Operation Desert Storm and will support a
conference agreement that rightfully restores
production funds for this program.

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, today
we are considering the fiscal year 1992 appro-
priations bill for the Department of Defense.
The bill provides funding for Defense within
the levels contained in last year's budget
agreement and the congressional budget reso-
lution. This continues the trend that was es-
tablished 6 years ago of reducing defense
spending. Expenditures in fiscal year 1992 will
be $12.8 billion below the current year and
represents, when adjusted for inflation, a de-
cline in the Defense budget of 24 percent
since 1985.

Implementing these reductions in a manner
which does not adversely impact our Nation's
defense is a considerable challenge and |
want to recognize the leadership provided by
the gentlemen from Pennsylvania, Chairman
MuRTHA and Mr. MCDADE, during the course
of this year's deliberations by the Defense Ap-
propriations Subcommittee.

While | disagree with some of the decisions
embodied in this bill—such as the termination
of B-2 Stealth bomber production and the re-
ductions in the Strategic defense initiative—
which were dictated by the positions adopted
earlier by the House during consideration of
the Defense authorization bill, and it is my
hope and expectation that conference action
with the Senate will allow us to improve upon
them.

With respect to SDI, the administration has
made clear that a veto will be recommended
if current funding levels remain unchanged.
Despite changes in the international security
environment, there remains a formidable nu-
clear threat to the United States. Soviet nu-
clear forces continue to modernize and, as the
Persian Gulf conflict demonstrated, there is a
growing ballistic missile capability in develop-
ing nations. Strategic defenses could provide
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a meaningful level of protection to the United
States. By crippling SDI research, the funding
level proposed in the House authorization and
appropriations bill will prevent the United
States from exploiting its technological capa-
bility to develop defenses which will protect
against ballistic missile attacks on the United
States as well as our allies and forces over-
seas.

| also point out to my colleagues the lan-
guage in the committee report accompanying
this bill which directs the Department of the
Army to update Congress on an annual basis
regarding the potential future use of chemical
demilitarization facilities. Our country will be
investing $6'% billion—$6.5 billion—over the
next 10 years to build, operate and then dis-
mantle facilities which will destroy our chemi-
cal weapons stockpile. While current law re-
quires these facilities to be destroyed after the
disposal of the chemical weapons stockpile is
completed, a recent Army study, conducted at
the request of the House Defense Subcommit-
tee, found these facilities could be used for
other purposes such as disposing of hazard-
ous material or munitions found on military fa-
cilities.

| believe it would be a waste of taxpayer
dollars to destroy facilities that could be put to
productive use and it is appropriate that the
Army continue to consider the option of follow-
on uses of chemical demilitarization facilities.

Again, | commend Chairman MURTHA, JOE
McDaDE and all the members of the Defense
appropriations for working so well together to
bring this bill to the House floor, it is a privi-
lege to work with them.

Mr. LANCASTER. Mr. Chairman, as one of
four House observers to the chemical weap-
ons talks in Geneva, | want to emphasize the
importance of language in the committee re-
port relating to the Chemical Demilitarization
Program. That language reflects Congress'
frustration with the Army's active promotion of
the Jacads baseline technology and its distinct
reluctance to consider the possibility that there
may exist other technologies equally or more
effective than the Jacads approach, and at
less cost. Meanwhile, schedule delays, man-
power requirements, and program manage-
ment overruns continue to cause costs for
Jacads to soar while test results have fallen
far short of expectations. Furthermore, sched-
ule delays call into question United States de-
pendence on Jacads as the sole vehicle for
compliance with the United States-Soviet Bilat-
eral Destruction Agreement and with a future
multilateral agreement. Thus it is important
that we consider the Chemical Stockpile Dis-
posal Program in the larger context of our ef-
forts to achieve a worldwide ban on chemical

weapons.

The President recently announced reversal
of two policies which had brought the multilat-
eral negotiations to a standstill: U.S. policy
now forswears the right to use chemical weap-
ons in any situation and abandons retention of
a 2-percent stockpile of chemical munitions,
committing instead to complete stockpile de-
struction. In the wake of this pivotal announce-
ment, the negotiations hold more promise for
a swift and successful conclusion than they
ever have. Thus, it is absolutely essential that
the Army remain open-minded about destruc-
tion technologies.
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Mr. MCDADE. Mr. Chairman, I have
no more requests for time, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, I have
no more requests for time, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 2521

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, 1992, 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,
interest on deposits, gratuities, permanent
change of station travel (including all ex-
penses thereof for organizational move-
ments), 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;
$24,526,100,000: Provided, That the Army shall
not involuntarily separate any military per-
sonnel, except for causes consistent with
past policy.

MILITARY PERSONNEL, NAVY

For pay, allowances, individual clothing,
interest on deposits, gratuities, permanent
change of station travel (including all ex-
penses thereof for organizational move-
ments), 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), midshiprhen, and aviation cadets;
and for payments pursuant to section 156 of
Public Law 97-377, as amended (42 U.8.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;
$19,577,700,000.

MILITARY PERSONNEL, MARINE CORPS

For pay, allowances, individual clothing,
interest on deposits, gratuities, permanent
change of station travel (including all ex-
penses thereof for organizational move-
ments), 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.8.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; $6,086,800,000.

MILITARY PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE

For pay, allowances, individual clothing,
interest on deposits, gratuities, permanent
change of station travel (including all ex-
penses thereof for oganizational move-
ments), and expenses of temporary duty
travel between permanent duty stations, for
members of the Air Force on active duty (ex-
cept members of reserve components pro-
vided for elsewhere), cadets, and aviation ca-

June 7, 1991

dets; 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.8.C. 429(b)), and to
the Department of Defense Military Retire-
ment Fund; §18,905,500,000.

RESERVE PERSONNEL, ARMY

For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence,
gratuities, travel, and related expenses for
personnel of the Army Reserve on active
duty under sections 265, 3021, and 3038 of title
10, United States Code, or while serving on
active duty under section 672(d) of title 10,
United States Code, in connection with per-
forming duty specified in section 678(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 2131 of title 10, United States Code, as
authorized by law; and for payments to the
Department of Defense Military Retirement
Fund; $2,320,800,000.

RESERVE PERSONNEL, NAVY

For pay, allowances, clothing, subsistence,
gratuities, travel, and related expenses for
personnel of the Navy Reserve on active duty
under section 265 of title 10, United States
Code, or while serving on active duty under
section 672(d) of title 10, United States Code,
in connection with performing duty specified
in section 678(a) of title 10, United States
Code, or while undergoing reserve training,
or while performing drills or equivalent
duty, and for members of the Reserve Offi-
cers’ Training Corps, and expenses author-
ized by section 2131 of title 10, United States
Code, as authorized by law; and for payments
to the Department of Defense Military Re-
tirement Fund; $1,718,600,000.

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 265 of title 10, United
States Code, or while serving on active duty
under section 672(d) of title 10, United States
Code, in connection with performing duty
specified in section 678(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 Marine
Corps platoon leaders class, and expenses au-
thorized by section 2131 of title 10, United
States Code, as authorized by law; and for
payments to the Department of Defense Mili-
tary Retirement Fund; $354,900,000.

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 265, 8021, and 8038 of title
10, United States Code, or while serving on
active duty under section 672(d) of title 10,
United States Code, in connection with per-
forming duty specified in section 678(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 Air Reserve Officers’
Training Corps, and expenses authorized by
section 2131 of title 10, United States Code,
as authorized by law; and for payments to
the Department of Defense Military Retire-
ment Fund; $721,500,000.

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 265, 3021, or 3496 of
title 10 or section 708 of title 32, United
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States Code, or while serving on duty under
section 672(d) of title 10 or section 502(f) of
title 32, United States Code, in connection
with performing duty specified in section
678(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 2131 of
title 10, United States Code, as authorized by
law; and for payments to the Department of
Defense Military Retirement Fund;
$3,395,700,000.
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 265, 8021, or 8496 of title 10 or
section 708 of title 32, United States Code, or
while serving on duty under section 672(d) of
title 10 or section 502(f) of title 32, United
States Code, in connection with performing
duty specified in section 678(a) of title 10,
United States Code, or while undergoing
training, or while performing drills or equiv-
alent duty or other duty, and expenses au-
thorized by section 2131 of title 10, United
States Code, as authorized by law; and for
payments to the Department of Defense Mili-
tary Retirement Fund; $1,145,500,000.

Mr. MURTHA (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that title I 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
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Are
points of order?

If not, are there any amendments to
title I?

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 $14,437,000 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;
$18,362,945,000: Provided, That of the funds ap-
propriated and made available in this para-
graph, $36,800,000 for Depot Maintenance,
$450,000,000 for Real Property Maintenance,
and $152,000,000 for Spares and Repair Parts
shall not become available for obligation be-
fore September 1, 1992: Provided further, That
$350,000 shall be available for the 1992 Memo-
rial Day Celebration and $350,000 shall be
available for the 1992 Capitol Fourth Project:
Provided further, That notwithstanding sec-
tion 2805 of title 10, United States Code, of
the funds appropriated herein, $4,000,000 shall
be available only for a grant to the National
D-Day Museum Foundation, and $4,000,000
shall be available only for a grant to the Air-
borne and Special Operations Museum Foun-
dation. These funds shall be available solely
for project costs and none of the funds are
for remuneration of any entity or individual
associated with fund raising for the project:
Provided further, That $6,800,000 shall be
available only as a grant to the Monterey In-
stitute of International Studies: Provided
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further, That $350,000 shall be available only
to the Oregon Department of Economic De-
velopment: Provided further, That $40,000,000
shall be available only for procurement for
the Extended Cold Weather Clothing System
(ECWCS): Provided further, That of the funds
appropriated, $22,000,000 shall be transferred
by the Secretary of the Army to the local
educational authority at Fort Irwin, Califor-
nia for the construction of an elementary
and a high school at Fort Irwin. The transfer
of funds to the local educational authority
at Fort Irwin is contingent upon an agree-
ment from the local educational authority to
assume responsibility for the operation and
maintenance of such elementary and high
school. In addition, impact aid cannot be re-
duced to the Fort Irwin school district be-
cause of this specific increased funding
grant.
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY

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 $4,609,000 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;
$21,394,932,000: Provided, That of the funds ap-
propriated and made available in this para-
graph, $600,000,000 for Depot Maintenance,
$330,000,000 for Real Property Maintenance,
and $168,000,000 for Spares and Repair Parts
shall not become available for obligation be-
fore September 1, 1992: Provided further, That
from the amounts of this appropriation for
the alteration, overhaul and repair of naval
vessels and aircraft, funds shall be available
to acquire the alteration, overhaul and re-
pair by competition between public and pri-
vate shipyards, Naval Aviation Depots and
private companies. The Navy shall certify
that successful bids include comparable esti-
mates of all direct and indirect costs for
both public and private shipyards, Naval
Aviation Depots, and private companies.
Competitions shall not be subject to section
2461 or 2464 of title 10, United States Code, or
to Office of Management and Budget Cir-
cular A-76. Naval Aviation Depots may per-
form manufacturing in order to compete for
production contracts: Provided further, That
funds appropriated or made available in this
Act shall be obligated and expended to re-
store and maintain the facilities, activities
and personnel levels, including specifically
the medical facilities, activities and person-
nel levels, at the Memphis Naval Complex,
Millington, Tennessee, to the fiscal year 1984
levels.

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;
$2,082,500,000: Provided, That of the funds ap-
propriated and made available in this para-
graph, $27,200,000 for Depot Maintenance,
$70,000,000 for Real Property Maintenance,
and $78,000,000 for Spares and Repair Parts
shall not become available for obligation be-
fore September 1, 1992: Provided further, That
none of the funds appropriated in this para-
graph may be used for the conversion of fa-
cilities maintenance, utilities, and motor
transport functions at Cherry Point Marine
Corps Air Station, North Carolina, to per-
formance by private contractor under the
procedures and requirements of OMB Cir-
cular A-76 until the General Accounting Of-
fice completes their audit and validates the
decision: Provided further, That of the funds
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appropriated in this paragraph $296,195,000
shall not be obligated or expended until au-
thorized by law.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary for the operation and maintenance
of the Air Force, as authorized by law; and
not to exceed $8,646,000 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;
$17,660,213,000: Provided, That of the funds ap-
propriated and made available in this para-
graph, $136,000,000 for Depot Maintenance,
$150,000,000 for Real Property Maintenance,
and $100,000,000 for Spares and Repair Parts
shall not become available for obligation be-
fore September 1, 1992.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, DEFENSE
AGENCIES

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

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; $18,599,037,000,
of which not to exceed $25,000,000 may be
available for the CINC initiative fund ac-
count; and of which not to exceed $15,743,000
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: Provided, That of the funds appro-
priated by this paragraph, $760,535,000 shall
be available for the Special Operations Com-
mand, of which $76,912,000 shall be trans-
ferred to the Operation and Maintenance ap-
propriations of the Reserve Components for
execution: Provided further, That of the funds
appropriated and made available in this
paragraph, $102,000,000 for Spares and Repair
Parts shall not become available for obliga-
tion before September 1, 1992: Provided fur-
ther, That of the funds appropriated in this
paragraph, $81,400,000 shall be available only
to maintain the operations and personnel
levels of a 185-bed facility either at
Letterman Hospital or by using contractual
services at or near the Presidio, in San Fran-
cisco, California: Provided further, That of
the funds appropriated in this paragraph
$8,246,454,000 shall not be obligated or ex-
pended until authorized by law.

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; $995,600,000: Provided, That of
the funds appropriated in this paragraph,
$49,050,000 shall not be obligated or expended
until authorized by law.

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 Navy 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; $825,500,000: Provided, That of
the funds appropriated in this paragraph,
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$28,803,000 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; $85,900,000: Pro-
vided, That of the funds appropriated in this
paragraph, $7,673,000 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; $1,091,200,000: Provided,
That of the funds appropriated in this para-
graph, $23,840,000 shall not be obligated or ex-
pended until authorized by law.

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);
$2,165,600,000: Provided, That of the funds ap-
propriated in this paragraph, $68,460,000 shall
not be obligated or expended until author-
ized by law.

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;
$2,275,700,000: Provided, That of the funds ap-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

propriated in this paragraph, $32,584,000 shall
not be obligated or expended until author-
ized by law.
NATIONAL BOARD FOR THE PROMOTION OF
RIFLE PRACTICE, ARMY

For the necessary expenses and personnel
services (other than pay and non-travel-re-
lated allowances of members of the Armed
Forces of the United States, except for mem-
bers of the Reserve components thereof
called or ordered to active duty to provide
support for the national matches) in accord-
ance with law, for construction, equipment,
and maintenance of rifle ranges; the instruc-
tion of citizens in marksmanship; the pro-
motion of rifle practice; the conduct of the
national matches; the issuance of ammuni-
tion under the authority of title 10, United
States Code, sections 4308 and 4311, the trav-
el of rifle teams, military personnel, and in-
dividuals attending regional, national, and
international competitions; and the payment
to competitors at national matches under
section 4312 of title 10, United States Code, of
subsistence and travel allowances under sec-
tion 4313 of title 10, United States Code; not
to exceed $5,000,000 of which not to exceed
$7,500 shall be available for incidental ex-
penses of the National Board: Provided, That
of the funds appropriated in this paragraph,
$1,000,000 shall not be obligated or expended
until authorized by law.

COURT OF MILITARY APPEALS, DEFENSE

For salaries and expenses necessary for the
United States Court of Military Appeals;
$5,500,000, and not to exceed $2,600 can be
used for official representation purposes.

ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION, DEFENSE
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For the Department of Defense;
$2,152,900,000, to remain available until trans-
ferred: Provided, That of the funds appro-
priated and made available in this para-
graph, $900,000,000 shall not become available
for obligation before September 1, 1992: Pro-
vided further, That the Secretary of Defense
shall, upon determining that such funds are
required for environmental restoration, re-
duction and recycling of hazardous waste, re-
search and development associated with haz-
ardous wastes and removal of unsafe build-
ings and debris of the Department of De-
fense, or for similar purposes (including pro-
grams and operations at sites formerly used
by the Department 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 period 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: Provided
further, That of the funds appropriated in
this paragraph, $900,000,000 shall not be obli-
gated or expended until authorized by law.

HUMANITARIAN ASSISTANCE

For transportation for humanitarian relief
for refugees of Afghanistan, acquisition and
shipment of transportation assets to assist
in the distribution of such relief, and for
transportation and distribution of humani-
tarian and excess nonlethal supplies for
worldwide humanitarian relief, as authorized
by law; $15,000,000, to remain available for
obligation until September 30, 1993: Provided,
That the Department of Defense shall notify
the Committees on Appropriations and
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Armed Services of the Senate and House of
Representatives 21 days prior to the ship-
ment of humanitarian relief which is in-
tended to be transported and distributed to
countries not previously authorized by Con-
gress: Provided further, That of the funds ap-
propriated in this paragraph, $2,000,000 shall
not be obligated or expended until author-
ized by law.
WORLD UNIVERSITY GAMES

For logistical support and personnel serv-
ices including initial planning for security
needs (other than pay and nontravel related
allowances of members of the Armed Forces
of the United States, except for members of
the Reserve components thereof called or or-
dered to active duty to provide support for
the World University Games) provided by
any component of the Department of Defense
to the World University Games; $3,000,000.

Mr. MURTHA (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that title II 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
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRIES

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I
have a parliamentary inquiry. I would
like to inquire of the Chairman if it is
in order to ask if there is any legislat-
ing on this section of the bill that has
not been, in fact, waived from such leg-
islating or allowed to legislate by the
Rules Committee. I would then be

forced to object to any legislating lan-

guage that is appropriating in title II
of the bill.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, the only thing
that it protected in the language is the
normal appropriation paragraph pro-
tection that we afford to the bill or to
parts of the bill when there is no final
authorization. In other words, we nor-
mally try to wait until the authoriza-
tion is passed through the Senate and
signed by the President. So in order to
proceed and not have to wait until fall
for enactment of the authorization, we
have to have some waivers.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Further reserving
my right to object, I am not so sure I
have an answer. I want to know if there
is any legislation in title II that has
not been specifically protected from
objection on the floor.

Mr. MURTHA. Sure.

Mr. TRAFICANT. If there are some
that have not been protected by the
Rules Committee, then I will object to
any section of title II that is not offi-
cially protected by the Rules Commit-
tee as in fact legislating on an appro-
priation bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would
advise the gentleman from Ohio that
the gentleman must be specific as to
the provisions against which he makes
points of order.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Is the Chair in-
structing the Member that a Member
cannot request a blanket prohibition of
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legislation on an appropriation bill in
title II of the defense bill?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is
correct. The Chair is advising the gen-
tleman that a point of order may be
made but it must specify the provision
of the bill against which it is made.

Mr. TRAFICANT. The specificity is,
in fact, that any part of the legislation
that has not been in fact protected
from objection and to be stricken by
the Rules Committee.
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The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would re-
state for the gentleman from Ohio that
he must specify the provisions in the
bill to which he objects and on which
he wishes to make a point of order.

Mr. TRAFICANT. So the Chair then
has ruled that a Member must be spe-
cific in stating what legislative lan-
guage there is?

The CHAIRMAN. Those are the rules
of the House. The gentleman may not
enter a general objection to ‘‘such leg-
islation as may be unprotected by
waiver."” His point of order must iden-
tify text and articulate grounds.

Mr. TRAFICANT. That he cannot ask
for a specific blanket objection for all
legislative language on an appropria-
tion bill that has not been protected
under the rule? Is that what the Chair’s
ruling is?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will
elaborate further for the gentleman.

The Chair cannot accept the gentle-
man’s assumption that language may
be objectionable merely because there
is not a waiver provided for it. That is
why the practice and precedents of the
House require that such points of order
be specific.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Would it be in
order then, Mr. Chairman, for the gen-
tleman to read each section of title II
and object to them officially and to, in
fact, reserve the right to object on each
specific section for, in fact, legislating
on an appropriation bill?

The CHAIRMAN. If the gentleman
objects to opening this title, then the
Clerk will read by paragraph.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Well, not to be-
labor the Members here and make any
more enemies that I have, and I do not
want to tie this House up for 8 hours,
but what the gentleman is prepared to
do is to object to every single element
of title II on the strength it is legislat-
ing and force you to rule even though I
may not know, in fact, in advance that
it is, in fact, illegal or should be ruled
and could be blocked, and so I am pre-
pared to do that. I do not want to do
that unless someone will tell me what
part of title II is legislating on an ap-
propriation bill that is not protected
by the rule, because my city is going to
go bankrupt next. I do not know any-
where else to get it, to tell you the
truth. I am prepared to do that. I do
not want to do that.

.
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We have two fine chairmen and a fine
ranking member. I do not want you to
take what defense industry I have in
my district, but I am prepared to do
that.

Mr. MURTHA. This is the operation
and maintenance title for the entire
armed services. This title provides the
training money for the services that
you are deleting. This is training
money and operation and maintenance
money for the services.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I
certainly would like to have a Buy
American in that section.

Mr. WELDON. Mr. Chairman, I ask
for regular order.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to opening up title II of the bill?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
points of order against title I1?

POINTS OF ORDER

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I
bring a point of order against title II of
the bill on page 9, line 10, Operation
and Maintenance of the Navy, for lan-
guage which is, in fact, specifically leg-
islation on an appropriation bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Will the gentleman
restate his point of order? The gen-
tleman makes a point of order against
which line?

Mr. TRAFICANT. Reserving my right
to further object, on page 9, line 10, the
section under title II, Operation and
Maintenance, Navy, that, in fact, that
section from page 9, line 10, through, in
fact, page 10, line 17, constitutes legis-
lating on an appropriation bill. I say it
should be stricken unless specifically
protected by the rule.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will ad-
vise the gentleman that the text from
page 9, line 10 through the first portion
of page 9, line 23 is protected under the
rule. The balance, beginning with
‘““Provided further’' on line 23 through
line 17 on page 10 is not protected.

Mr. TRAFICANT. The gentleman
then officially objects to title II, start-
ing on page 9, line 23, through and con-
tinuously through page 10, line 17, for,
in fact, being legislating on an appro-
priation bill that has not passed
through an authorizing committee, and
it should be stricken.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. MURTHA] wish
to be heard on the point of order?

Mr. MURTHA. We concede it is legis-
lation. However, we want the gen-
tleman to know that he is very seri-
ously harming the defense of this coun-
try by making these deletions which he
admits himself he is not aware of the
impact that they are having on the bill
and, you know, as I say, this section is
for operation and maintenance. This is
one of the most important sections in
the bill for the troops that served in
Desert Storm. I know he voted against
Desert Storm, and I know he was
against the operation, and that is his
right. But this is the very section of
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the bill that allows our service people
to be able to have the things that they
need, and I do not think that because it
is not authorized that he would want it
to be deleted. But I have to concede the
point of order. If you want to knock it
out, it would be knocked out under the
point of order.

Mr. TRAFICANT. The gentleman
wants a specific reciprocal trade agree-
ment language, buy American, put into
the agreement. It is, in fact, legislat-
ing, constitutes legislating in an appro-
priation bill. Members have come down
here and say we are not going to do it.
I am going to go title by title, section
by section.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. OBERSTAR). The
gentleman from Ohio will refrain from
debating the merits of the bill on his
point of order.

The Chair wishes to advise, again,
that the point of order is made against
the two provisos, one beginning on line
23, on page 9, and the other beginning
on line 11 on page 10.

The gentleman from Pennsylvania
has conceded the point of order. Ac-
cordingly, the two provisos are strick-
en.
Mr. TRAFICANT. Reserving my right
to object to title II.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any other
points of order against the provisions
of title II?

Mr. TRAFICANT. Reserving
right to object.

The CHAIRMAN. There is not res-
ervation. There has been no unani-
mous-consent request made.

Are there any other points of order
against title II?

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, later in this section, I have an
amendment, but right now I would like
to raise a point of order on line 18 and
19 dealing with the Monterey Institute
of International Studies. It is on page
8.

The CHAIRMAN. Against which pro-
vision does the gentleman raise his
point of order?

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, starting on line 17, Mr. Chairman,
through line 19, page 8.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
makes a point of order against the pro-
viso on page 8, line 17 through line 19?

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Yes, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. MURTHA] de-
sire to be heard on the point of order?

Mr. MURTHA. I concede the point of
order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman con-
cedes the point of order. Accordingly,
the point of order is sustained. The
proviso is stricken.

Are there any other points of order
against title II of the bill?

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I
have a point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his point of order.

the
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Mr. TRAFICANT. Proceeding, and re-
serving a continuing point of order on
each and every section, I raise a point
of order in such continuum, starting on
page 10, line 18, and continuing through
page 11, line 11, for language that is, in
fact, constituting legislation on an ap-
propriation bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman’s
point of order may be made against the
proviso beginning on page 11, line 1,
after ‘‘September 1, 1992:"

Will the gentleman again state the
point of order?

Mr. TRAFICANT. The point of order
is legislating on an appropriation bill,
page 11, line 1, through line 11, of the
section of Operation, Maintenance, Ma-
rine Corps, and I ask that it be strick-
en for legislating on an appropriation
bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is
advised that on page 11, only lines 1
through 8, after “September 1, 1992,”
are unprotected.
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Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I
move that language be stricken.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Pennsylvania wish to be heard on
the point of order?

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I
would like an answer on this.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has
made his point of order. The Chair has
inquired of the chairman of the com-
mittee whether he wishes to be heard
on the point of order.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, I con-
cede the point of order.

I will say, Mr. Chairman, it is embar-
rassing that a Member would take it
out on the Armed Forces which have
done such a magnificent job in the Per-
sian Gulf, when the gentleman does not
even know or understand the impact of
what he is doing in the traditional way
that we do business in the House, in
order to satisfy his own ego.

It is really embarrassing to me. The
gentleman from Ohio is a good friend of
mine. I know the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. TRAFICANT] is trying to take care
of his own district, and I appreciate
that. We have tried to accommodate
him. The Ways and Means Committee
objects to everything that we have
tried to work out.

1 agree with what the gentleman is
trying to do, but what the gentleman is
doing here is decimating things under
the normal procedure that are impor-
tant to the defense of this country.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Continuing my
point of order, Mr. Chairman, and to
respond——

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will hear
argument on the point of order, not on
collateral issues.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Continuing on my
point of order, Mr. Chairman, this gen-
tleman is not here on any ego trip. I
think the procedures of the House have
finally brought us to this.
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The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
insist on his point of order?

Mr. TRAFICANT. I insist on my
point of order, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order
has been conceded and is sustained, and
accordingly, the language on line 1 of
page 11 beginning with “Provided fur-
ther,” through line 8, concluding with
“‘decision:” is stricken.

Are there other points of order
against the provisions of title II?

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I have a parliamentary in-
quiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, under the rules of the
House, those provisions which have
now been stricken and others which
might be stricken, if under the rules of
the House this bill was sent back to the
Rules Committee and the Rules Com-
mittee came out with a different rule,
would there be any obstacle to then
adopting these provisions?

The CHAIRMAN. If the bill were to
go back to the Rules Committee and
that committee reported a different
rule, the Chair would have to apply
that new rule reported, if adopted by
the House.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, the Rules Committee could
make all these back in order?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair cannot
speculate on what the House might do.
It would depend on the terms of any
new rule proposed by the Rules Com-
mittee that the House might approve.

Are there other points of order
against title II?

If not, are there any amendments to
title I1?

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, we
have an agreement with the gentleman
from Ohio that he can offer his amend-
ment at the appropriate place, if he
would ask unanimous consent to put
back the provisions that he has taken
out.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I
would be glad to do that if I could feel
that when we got to conference and got
everybody in the back room, that when
the law is signed by the President the
Traficant amendment would be in
there.

Now, if I could have that assurance, I
would in fact give that. If I do not have
that assurance, I have it done in de-
fense bills now for 6 years. It goes to
conference, it comes back, it is like an
exercise. You can say what you want. I
am going to go down every item here
today, unless I have some assurance.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, as the
gentleman knows, I will do the best I
can with every provision we have put
in, including the provisions that the
gentleman has put in the bill. We will
do the best that we can to hold that
provision.
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I agree with the gentleman on the
provision. I think it is a very impor-
tant provision, and I agree with the
gentleman completely on it.

The CHAIRMAN, Are there any other
points of order against title II?

If not, are there any amendments to
title I1?

VACATING PROCEEDINGS ON PREVIOUS POINTS
OF ORDER BY MR. TRAFICANT

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent that any provi-
sions of title II stricken by my objec-
tions to such provisions for having con-
stituted legislation on an appropria-
tion bill be vacated and the bill stand
as it is.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Ohio asks unanimous consent to
vacate proceedings under points of
order raised by the gentleman from
Ohio only, not the gentleman from In-
diana, under title II.

Is there objection to the request of
the gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Those provisions,
accordingly, are restored to title II of
the bill.

The Chair will ask again, are there
any amendments to title II?

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to comment at this time on the
fine job that has been done on the De-
fense appropriations bill for fiscal year
1992

I served on the Naval Appropriations
Subcommittee in 1943 and continue to
serve on the Defense Subcommittee. I
want to join in the commendations of
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
MURTHA], the subcommittee chairman;
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
McDADE], the ranking minority mem-
ber; and my other colleagues on the
Defense Subcommittee.

What we faced in developing this bill
to meet the real defense needs of the
Nation as a changing world was very
challenging.

I am particularly pleased that we did
not agree to Guard and Reserve reduc-
tions that were proposed by the De-
partment of Defense. We must continue
a strong Guard and Reserve where
members contribute to the economy
during the week and train on the week-
ends, and that includes this year's final
action on military construction by the
Congress.

At no time in history has this Nation
proposed to reduce its voluntary mili-
tary force to the extent that is being
proposed over the next 5 years. A pro-
gram is needed to insure that this tran-
sition for our military personnel into
the civilian sector be as smooth as pos-
sible so that troops reductions do not
produce undue hardship on either the
personnel being displaced or on those
areas of our country where facilities
are located.
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In this connection, we should give at-
tention to using this resource to re-
store the condition of our roads, our
bridges, our highways, harbors, water-
way locks and dams, schools, hospitals,
and other public facilities. The need for
these facilities has been well docu-
mented. Programs developed to provide
for this asset investment not only pro-
vide employment opportunities which
help the economy, but the facilities
themselves provide benefits and growth
for the Nation as they are put to their
intended use. Such a program needs to
be developed which will phase in with
the military build-down and would cre-
ate productive employment for those
crowded out of military production and
those who are forced to retire from the
military or contractors after devoting
their time to the defense of our coun-

At the time we discuss the Defense
bill, I feel it is appropriate to mention
that today I am introducing House
Resolution 172 to provide for printing,
as a House document, the proceedings
of the portrait unveiling ceremony for
my predecessor and a former Defense
Subcommittee chairman, George
Mahon. George was chairman of the
full committee for 1412 years and chair-
man of this subcommittee for 28 years.

Mr. Chairman, this is a fine bill, and
I mean every word I say in com-
plimenting the chairman and the rank-
ing member and other members of this
subcommittee. I urge adoption of the
bill.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I want to salute the
gentleman from Ohio. I think he has
pointed out a very serious omission. I
am delighted that he gets to offer his
amendment, but I want to point out,
too, a serious omission in the rule, and
that is specifically allowing a point of
order against the AuCoin-Machtley
provision in the general provisions.

You know, it has been a very bad
week for women around here. First of
all, we bring out a civil rights bill
where everybody is perfectly willing to
cap the damages and we tried very hard
to get a rule that would allow us to
proceed to take the cap off women. We
were not allowed to do that. We were
instead allowed to present it as an en-
tirely separate bill, which everyone
knew would fail.

Now we are getting ready to cele-
brate a great parade here in the city
where the women are going to march
down the street and everybody is going
to be very happy about the great serv-
ice that they had overseas.

This body made a historic vote say-
ing we should turn around our choice
decisions for women and dependents of
the military who are overseas, and now
we see we are operating under a rule
that is not going to allow us to protect
this provision that is in here.
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And I really think that this is very
unfair. I certainly hope someone is
going to move to take this out of the
bill. It really tempts me to pick up
where the gentleman from Ohio was
going and say that we ought to move to
strike everything else in the bill if
they are going to move to strike that.
I mean, we end up with these incredible
things going on here. But I just find
that very surprising that we cannot
protect the women who served this
country so well with a rule and, in-
stead, one person will be able to move
to strike and knock it out and there
will not be anything that we can do. So
I am just rising to say I really think
that that throws a cast over the whole
celebration that is going on and it is
not treating all of our service people
equally.

I wish we only had a chance to recon-
sider this in the Committee on Rules. 1
think we have got to be much more
mindful of what kind of rules come out
of that place and what we are doing to
over half of America's population.

I am not going to do that, because I
realize it is Friday and people want to
get out of here. But I am going to tell
you, I am going to start doing it if I
have to sit up in the Rules Committee
day after day after day.

I am really outraged as to how we
have been treating women around this
place, how we have been tokenizing
them, and this rule does it again today.
And I certainly hope no one Member
stands up and overrules the wishes of
the majority of this body, moving to
strike that language when we get
there, because I think it is very impor-
tant that everybody be able to cele-
brate equally tomorrow, and they will
certainly be saying some are not as
equal as others if they do that.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHATRMAN

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will ad-
vise our guests in the gallery that they
are guests of the House and they are
not to respond to statements made on
the House floor.

The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

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; $1,730,787,000, to remain available
for obligation until September 30, 1994.
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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; $1,109,595,000, to remain available
for obligation until September 30, 1994.

PROCUREMENT OF WEAPONS AND TRACKED

COMBAT VEHICLES, ARMY

For construction, procurement, produc-
tion, and modification of weapons and
tracked combat wehicles, 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;
$1,084,813,000, to remain available for obliga-
tion until September 30, 1994.

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-
owned equipment layaway; and other ex-
penses necessary for the foregoing purposes;
$1,364,859,000, to remain available for obliga-
tion until September 30, 1994: Provided, That
with funds herein appropriated or otherwise
available to the Army and the Navy, the
services shall jointly evaluate NATO classi-
fied NDI plastic ammunition containers as
an alternative to current plans for packaging
8lmm mortar ammunition and report the re-
sults of such evaluation to the Congress by
March 1, 1992: Provided further, That of the
funds appropriated in this paragraph,
$98,459,000 shall not be obligated or expended
until authorized by law.

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 225 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-
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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; and other expenses necessary for the
foregoing purposes; $3,021,435,000, to remain
available for obligation until September 30,
1994,

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, NAVY

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

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; $7,683,633,000, to remain available for
obligation until September 30, 1994: Provided,
That $851,600,000 of the funds appropriated in
the Department of Defense Appropriations
Act, 1991 (Public Law 101-511) under the
heading “Research, Development, Test and
Evaluation, Navy' shall be transferred to
“Aircraft Procurement, Navy'': Provided fur-
ther, That the funds transferred are to be
available for the same time period as the ap-
propriation from which transferred and for
the same purposes as the appropriation to
which transferred: Provided further, That of
the funds appropriated in this paragraph,
$174,103,000 shall not be obligated or ex-
pended until authorized by law.

WEAPONS PROCUREMENT, NAVY

For construction, procurement, produc-
tion, modification, and modernization of
missiles, torpedoes, other weapons, other
ordnance and ammunition, and related sup-
port egquipment including spare parts, and
accessories therefor; expansion of public and
private plants, including the land necessary
therefor, and such lands and interest 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, as follows:

Ballistic Missile Programs, $1,204,166,000;

Other Missile Programs, $2,360,879,000;

Torpedoes and Related Equipment,
$689,456,000;

Other Weapons, $130,123,000;

Other Ordnance, $234,292,000;

Other, $107,879,000;

In all: $4,726,795,000, to remain available for
obligation until September 30, 1994,

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, as follows:

S88N-21 attack submarine program,
$1,903,225,000;
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DDG-51 destroyer program, $3,330,337,000;

LHD-1 amphibious assault ship program,
$972,000,000;

LSD-41 dock landing ship cargo variant
program, $245,134,000;

MHC coastal mine hunter program,
$231,096,000;
T-AGOS  surveillance ship program,
$149,000,000;
AOE combat support ship program,
$500,000,000;

LCAC landing craft air cushion program,
$807,102,000;

Oceanographic ship program, $41,200,000;

Sealift and Preposition ship program,
$1,300,000,000;

For craft, outfitting, and post delivery,
$510,771,000;

For inflation and Public Law 85804 settle-
ment, $599,900,000: Provided, That up to
$75,000,000 shall be available for payments
pursuant to settlement of Public Law 85-804
claims for T-AGS 39 and T-AGS 40;

For first destination transportation,
$5,939,000;

In all: $10,595,704,000, to remain available for
obligation until September 30, 1996: Provided,
That additional obligations may be incurred
after September 30, 1996, for engineering
services, tests, evaluations, and other such
budgeted work that must be performed in
the final stage of ship construction: Provided
further, That none of the funds herein pro-
vided for the construction or conversion of
any naval vessel to be constructed in ship-
yards in the United States shall be expended
in foreign shipyards for the construction of
major components of the hull or super-
structure of such vessel: Provided further,
That none of the funds herein provided shall
be used for the construction of any naval
vessel in foreign shipyards: Provided further,
That of the funds appropriated in this para-
graph, $2,096,504,000 shall not be obligated or
expended until authorized by law.

OTHER PROCUREMENT, NAVY

For procurement, production, and mod-
ernization of support equipment and mate-
rials not otherwise provided for, Navy ord-
nance (except ordnance for new aircraft, new
ships, and ships authorized for conversion);
the purchase of not to exceed 651 passenger
motor vehicles of which 621 shall be for re-
placement only; 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; $6,574,568,000, to remain available for
obligation until September 30, 1994.

PROCUREMENT, MARINE CORPS

For expenses necessary for the procure-
ment, manufacture, and modification of mis-
siles, armament, ammunition, military
equipment, spare parts, and accessories
therefor; plant equipment, appliances, and
machine tools, and installation thereof in
public and private plants; reserve plant and
Government and contractor-owned equip-
ment layaway; vehicles for the Marine Corps,
including the purchase of not to exceed 45
passenger motor vehicles for replacement
only; 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; $1,043,218,000, to
remain available for obligation until Sep-
tember 30, 1994,
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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; $7,444,121,000, to remain
available for obligation until September 30,
1994.

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 interests 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; $5,243,841,000, to
remain available for obligation until Sep-
tember 30, 1994: Provided, That notwithstand-
ing section 163 of Public Law 101-189 funds
may be obligated to undertake full-rate pro-
duction of the Advanced Medium Range Air-
to-Air Missile (AMRAAM) after the Director
of Operational Test and Evaluation (pursu-
ant to section 138 of title 10, United States
Code) submits the beyond low-rate initial
production report required by section
2399(b)(2) of title 10, United States Code,
stating that AMRAAM is operationally effec-
tive and suitable.

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 408 passenger motor
vehicles of which 285 shall be for replace-
ment only; and 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; $8,001,524,000, to remain available for
obligation until September 30, 1994.

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;
$1,292,500,000, to remain available for obliga-
tion until September 30, 1994: Provided, That
of the funds appropriated in this paragraph,
$642,500,000 shall not be obligated or ex-
pended until authorized by law.

PROCUREMENT, DEFENSE AGENCIES

For expenses of activities and agencies of

the Department of Defense (other than the
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military departments) necessary for procure-
ment, production, and modification of equip-
ment, supplies, materials, and spare parts
therefor, not otherwise provided for; the pur-
chase of not to exceed 337 passenger motor
vehicles for replacement only, expansion of
public and private plants, equipment, and in-
stallation 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
contractor-owned equipment layaway;
$2,708,446,000, to remain available for obliga-
tion until September 30, 1994, of which
$972,815,000 shall be available for the Special
Operations Command: Provided, That of the
funds appropriated in this paragraph,
$132,096,000 shall not be obligated or ex-
pended until authorized by law.
DEFENSE PRODUCTION ACT PURCHASES

For purchases or commitments to purchase
metals, minerals, or other materials by the
Department of Defense pursuant to section
303 of the Defense Production Act of 1950, as
amended (50 U.S.C. App. 2093); $25,000,000, to
remain available until expended: Provided,
That none of these funds shall be obligated
for any metal, mineral, or material, unless a
Presidential determination has been made in
accordance with the Defense Production Act:
Provided further, That the Department of De-
fense shall notify the Committees on Appro-
priations of the House of Representatives
and the Senate thirty days prior to the re-
lease of funds for any metal, mineral, or ma-
terial not previously approved by Congress:
Provided further, That funds appropriated in
this paragraph shall not be obligated or ex-
pended until authorized by law.
PROCUREMENT OF PREPOSITIONING EQUIPMENT,

DEFENSE

For procurement of missiles, tracked com-
bat vehicles, ammunition, other weapons,
communications, and other procurement for
the Department of Defense prepositioning
program, $995,000,000, to remain available for
obligation until September 30, 1994: Provided,
That funds appropriated in this paragraph
shall not be obligated or expended until au-
thorized by law.

Mr. MURTHA (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that 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
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
points of order against title III?

If not, are there any amendments to
title III?

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;
$6,241,621,000, to remain available for obliga-
tion until September 30, 1993, of which not
less than $6,300,000 is available only for the
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Vectored Thrust Combat Agility Demonstra-
tor flight test program utilizing the
Vectored Thrust Ducted Propeller upon suc-
cessful completion of Phase I of this dem-
onstration project.

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;
$7,464,910,000, to remain available for obliga-
tion until September 30, 1993: Provided, That
for continued research and development pro-
grams at the National Center for Physical
Acoustics, centering on ocean acoustics as it
applies to advanced anti-submarine warfare
acoustics issues with focus on ocean bottom
acoustics—seismic coupling, sea-surface and
bottom scattering, oceanic ambient noise,
underwater sound propagation, bubble relat-
ed ambient noise, acoustically active sur-
faces, machinery noise, propagation physics,
solid state acoustics, electrorheological
fluids, transducer development, ultrasonic
sensors, and other such projects as may be
agreed upon, $1,000,000 shall be made avail-
able, as a grant, to the Mississippi Resource
Development Corporation, of which not to
exceed $250,000 of such sum may be used to
provide such special equipment as may be re-
quired for particular projects: Provided fur-
ther, That none of the funds appropriated in
this paragraph are available for development
of upgrades to the P-3 aircraft that do not
include the AN/UYS-2 Enhanced Modular
Signal Processor: Provided further, That none
of the funds appropriated in this paragraph
are available for development of upgrades to
the Surveillance Towed Array Sensor Sys-
tem that do not include the AN/UYS-2 En-
hanced Modular Signal Processor.

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;
$14,263,941,000, to remain available for obliga-
tion until September 30, 1993, of which not
less than $30,000,000 is available only for the
National Center for Manufacturing Sciences:
Provided, That not less than $2,500,000 of the
funds appropriated in this paragraph are
available only for continuing the research
program on development of coal based high
thermal stability and endothermic jet fuels,
including exploratory studies on direct con-
version of coal to thermally stable jet fuels:
Provided further, That $8,000,000 of the funds
appropriated in this paragraph shall be avail-
able only for a side-by-side evaluation of the
ALR-56M and the ALR-62I radar warning re-
ceivers: Provided further, That none of the
funds appropriated by this paragraph may be
used for the B-1B ALQ-161 CORE program or
an advanced radar warning receiver, except
for costs associated with the side-by-side
testing of the ALR-56M and the ALR-62I,
until the Air Force submits and Congress ap-
proves a plan for correction of B-1B oper-
ational shortfalls and the estimated cost of
these corrections: Provided further, That
$5,700,000 is available only for the U.S.
U.S.8.R. Joint Seismic Program adminis-
tered by the Incorporated Research Institu-
tions for Seismology.
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RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND
EVALUATION, DEFENSE AGENCIES

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

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; $8,979,141,000, to remain
available for obligation until September 30,
1993, of which $266,970,000 shall be available
for the Special Operations Command: Pro-
vided, That not less than $171,000,000 of the
funds appropriated in this paragraph are
available only for the Extended Range Inter-
ceptor (ERINT): Provided further, That not
less than $30,000,000 of the funds appropriated
in this paragraph shall be made available as
a grant to the National Biomedical Research
Foundation for laboratory efforts associated
with major research programs in neurology,
oncology, virology, cardiology, pediatrics
and associated specialty areas of critical im-
portance to the Veterans Administration and
the Department of Defense: Provided further,
That not less than $10,000,000 of the funds ap-
propriated in this paragraph shall be avail-
able only for an Experimental Program to
Stimulate Competitive Research (ESPCoR)
in the Department of Defense which shall in-
clude all States eligible for the National
Science Foundation Experimental Program
to Stimulate Competitive Research: Provided
further, That the Secretary of Defense shall
transfer $20,000,000 of amounts appropriated
for research, development, test and evalua-
tion for Defense Agencies for fiscal year 1991
to the Department of Energy for the Envi-
ronmental and Molecular Sciences Labora-
tory: Provided further, That none of the funds
in this paragraph may be obligated for the
development of the Superconducting Mag-
netic Energy Storage System unless its proc-
esses, materials, and components are sub-

stantially manufactured in the United
States.
DEVELOPMENTAL TEST AND EVALUATION,

DEFENSE

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
of independent activities of the Deputy Di-
rector of Defense Research and Engineering
(Test and Evaluation) in the direction and
supervision of developmental test and eval-
uation, including performance and joint de-
velopmental testing and evaluation; and ad-
ministrative expenses in connection there-
with; $221,300,000, to remain available for ob-
ligation until September 30, 1993.

OPERATIONAL TEST AND EVALUATION,
DEFENSE

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary for the independent activities of
the Director, Operational Test and Evalua-
tion in the direction and supervision of oper-
ational test and evaluation, including initial
operational test and evaluation which is con-
ducted prior to, and in support of, production
decisions; joint operational testing and eval-
uation; and administrative expenses in con-
nection therewith; $14,200,000, to remain
available for obligation until September 30,
1993.

Mr. MURTHA (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that title IV be considered as read,
printed in the RECORD, and open to
amendment at any point.
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The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
points of order against title IV?

If not, are there any amendments to
title IV?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FRANK OF
MASSACHUSETTS
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I offer an amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. FRANK of Mas-
sachusetts: Page 35, line 2, strike out
1'$14,263,941,000” and insert in lieu thereof
*$14,003,859,000"".

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, this is a rather unusual
item for us to be discussing today; it is
an amendment to the bill that is in
order.

What it does is to save $260 million be
canceling low-level research on the MX
rail garrison program.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I was going to
say we need the MX like we need a hole
in the head; but I should have said we
need it less than we need a hole in the
ground because we have the hole in the
ground. That is where the MX'’s are.

We built 50 of these. We had a great
compromise in 1983. Some Members
will remember one of the few really
successful arms control agreements we
had, it was between some of the Demo-
crats here and Ronald Reagan. They
made a deal.

Out of it came the MX and the Midg-
etman, and nobody else remembers the
details.

But what we now have is a contin-
ued—well, the MX is on life support. I
understand if we were talking about a
human being, there would be Members
here who would not want to pull the
plug. I do not mean to get into that.

But when we are talking about a $260
million railroad train for a missile that
is never going to be used, that is on life
support and is brain-dead, I think we
ought to pull it.

Now, lest you think I am exaggerat-
ing, let me read from a publication.
They put out a nice thing here about
the ICBM, it has got a nice picture of
the chairman of the subcommittee
taken around the time of his bar mitz-
vah. And it is from the ICBM Edu-
cation Bureau in Reston. Here is what
it says about the MX: ““We are going to
have low-level research,” low-level re-
search beause that is what the admin-
istration wants. So the question is do
we need $260 million to add to the defi-
cit of the United States for the MX
missile?

Now, I offered an amendment the last
time to kill the Midgetman. That lost.
We have the triad. Now the guestion
is—you saw the thing in the paper
today about how good are our kids at
mathematics. Well, I hope they are bet-
ter than we are because we are the only
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people who think a triad has five sides.
And you have to pay for all of them.

You have the MX missile and the
Midgetman missile and the Minuteman
missile, so that is one side, those three.
You have the B-1 and the B-2 bombers,
and that is another side, those two.

I take it back, I am up to six sides. I
am not that good either.

Then you have the nuclear sub-
marines. So we got a six-sided friend. I
am just saying let us cancel one-sixth
of the triad, one-third of the extra
triad, the triad in reserve. We do not
need the MX. Nobody thinks so.

Do you know what this says in the
official justification? They say we need
this to scare the Russians into a good
arms control agreement.

The Russians are lucky to cross the
street these days.

The notion that they are really going
to be scaring us militarily I think is a
little weak.

The President is, simulaneously, of
course, preparing to ask us to give
them billions of dollars. Then we have
to spend $260 million on the MX missile
to scare them.

Why don't we just deduct it from the
money we give them? Then we could
save it. We could make it self-financ-
ing.

But what it says in the justification
is: We want to do low-level research
and then put it on the shelf.

Now, think, if you are a Russian gen-
eral, are you not terrified? *“Oh, my
God, the Americans are going to do
low-level research and put the program
on the shelf, so I had better negotiate
to kill it.”

Mr. Chairman, this is residual iner-
tial money. If you were for the MX 7 or
8 years ago, maybe it made sense,
maybe it did not. The gentleman from
California once explained, I think,
there were 37 varieties of the MX that
they kept coming up with the phasing
mode. The back-to-the-rail garrison,
Jimmy Carter's bad idea in the first
place.

The bill has $260 million. The chair-
man of the subcommittee has done an
admirable job of providing it. He talks
about operation and maintenance with
justifiable pride because he has been
fighting for years to see that the fight-
ing men and fighting women of this
country are given what they need. He
has worked hard to see that when we
do have to defend our national inter-
ests militarily, that they are provided
what they need.

Spend $260 million on low-level re-
search for a program that is destined
for the shelf, and I quote their docu-
ment, and you detract from the ability
of the gentleman from Pennsylvania to
do this.

Now, he is the chairman of the sub-
committee, he is carrying this forward.
I do not believe passing this amend-
ment in any way detracts from the pro-
gram he has got.
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If someone can explain to me what
use this foolish railroad train for these
50 missiles is going to be in the future,
I will be glad to listen. We are going to
be told, well, it is uncertain, you are
not sure. $260 million—we fought yes-
terday over $200 million here, $100 mil-
lion there. Secretary Kemp made a
major effort, and the only thing he got
was $150 million. He got a little more
than half of what you want to spend on
low-level research. So people were up
here yesterday fighting hard over $150
million for home ownership. Think
what you can do with this $260 million,
and vote for my amendment.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, I hope
that we can limit the debate on this
particular issue. I have had so many
members who even wanted to go last
night on this thing. I hope we can just
vote this as quickly as possible. I do
not think we will change many minds
on the thing. I wonder if we could limit
the debate on this to 10 more minutes,
5 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. DELLUMS] and 5 minutes for
myself, in just a few minutes.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I have no objection to that.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. MURTHA] have
a unanimous-consent request?

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the time on
this amendment be limited to 10 min-
utes, 2% minutes for the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. MCDADE], 2%
minutes for myself, and 5 minutes for
the gentleman from California [Mr.
DELLUMS].

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

There was no objection.

0O 1130

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from California
[Mr. DELLUMS].

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in enthusiastic support of the amend-
ment offered by my distinguished col-
league, the gentleman from Massachu-
setts [Mr. FRANK], and let me attempt
to put the gentleman’'s amendment in
historical perspective.

There was an argument that began to
rattle around Washington, DC, in the
early 1970's. The argument was known
as the window of vulnerability argu-
ment. It essentially said that our land-
based missiles on the basis of their
fixed mode would be vulnerable to So-
viet attack, nuclear attack, somewhere
in the mid to late 1980's. I argued in the
early 1970's that the Pentagon and my
colleagues were attempting to fashion
a solution to a problem that did not
exist, that no rational Soviet planner
would attempt to attack one leg of our
nuclear triad when we had two remain-
ing surviving legs of our triad that
could inflict such incredible damage
upon the Soviet Union that they could
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not emerge as a civilized society. But
at that time, in the early 1970’s, the ar-
gument fell on deaf ears, and the MX
missile began to rattle forward. They
used a number of different modes. One
of them was to put several hundred
holes in the ground, and sometime dur-
ing the late of night we would sneak
these missiles from one hole to an-
other. I thought that might have some
merit if we dealt 435 holes, one in each
congressional district, and once people
recognized that these MX missiles
would be in their district, maybe we
would mobilize our position. That went
down the drain. Then we went to the
race track concept, and I thought that
might have an interesting set of ideas.
We could create a lottery around that
and decide which missile came in first,
second, or third, but then we went to a
mass transit concept. I thought that
had some genius to it. We could build a
mass transit system for these missiles,
and then demilitarize it and would
have a national mass transit system.
That did not work. We ended up with
dense pack, pack dense, a whole range
of things. Finally we come to rail gar-
rison, and, Mr. Chairman, suddenly
then in the Reagan administration
they decided to put together a commis-
sion and got General Scowcroft to
chair it. They labored long and hard,
spent hundreds of thousands of dollars
studying, finally came out with a rec-
ommendation that we place 50 MX mis-
siles, each with 10 warheads in 50 fixed
Minuteman silos. Suddenly people rose
and said, ‘*Wait a minute, but aren’t
those the same fixed-based silos that
we thought were vulnerable several
years ago,” and then the Scowcroft
Commission stepped forward and said,
“But one leg of our nuclear triad
doesn’t have to be independently sur-
vivable. Survivability is in the aggre-
gate.” So, they took the argument this
gentleman gave them free on the floor
of Congress in the early 1970’s, spent
hundreds and thousands of dollars to
come to the same conclusion, and then
they gave it a sophisticated name.
They called it synergism. Overnight
that became the father of synergism.

Mr. Chairman and members of the
committee, this MX missile is not
needed. We do not need a mobile mis-
sile. The Soviet Union is not sitting
there waiting to attack the United
States. We were supposed to be at-
tacked by the mid to late 1980’s. It is
now 1991, and there is no attack, and
we are even stronger now than we were
in the past.

The gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. FRANK] makes an excellent point.
This is an absurd idea, and it seems to
me that we ought to end it, terminate
it, now, and I conclude by suggesting
that all of my colleagues rise with us
at the appropriate point in the proceed-
ings and adopt the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. FRANK].
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Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, last
year Congress directed DOD to descope
the MX missile rail garrison program,
directed them to proceed with R&D
only and then mothball the system.
DOD did exactly as was suggested.
They cut the MX budget by $2 billion
and will mothball the MX system after
1993.

If we eliminate the 1992 funds, Con-
gress breaks its agreement with DOD,
shows that Congress is not willing to
live up to its agreement, and is not
willing to back its directives.

Mr. Chairman, experience in the Per-
sian Gulf shows that mobile missiles
are very difficult to detect and cause
us to invest great resources in finding
those particular types of missiles. The
United States must prove that a mo-
bile nuclear missile is possible and it
can be launched in its mobile configu-
ration.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MURTHA. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. MURTHA] for yield-
ing, and he did say it is going to be
mothballed, but I am intrigued by the
notion that we would be breaking a
treaty with the Defense Department. I
mean was this treaty ratified by some
third party? We told them to do this.
We did it, and now they are saying we
do not need to spend the money. Are
they going to say we broke our word to
them by saving $260 million?

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, I say to
the gentleman that we are trying to
work with them and mothball a system
which all of us agree is not needed now,
but we do think we need the ability to
respond, and, as the gentleman sug-
gests, it has taken a long time for us to
get to this position.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. MURTHA]. I thought
it was occasionally unfair to talk
about $800 toilet seats because it left
some things out, but $260 million worth
of mothballs is a very impressive fig-
ure.

Mr. MCDADE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentleman
from Wyoming [Mr. THOMAS].

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment, and I was going to talk a little
bit about the MX and why I think it
should not be. Let me instead go to a
broader topic, and that is certainly
there are two or three things we all
agree.

One is we are going to continue to
have a strong defense. No. 2, we have
already decided to reduce our cost sub-
stantially, and, No. 3, if we are going to
do that we are going to have to spend
those bucks where they are best spent,
and I think we do that in large meas-
ure by listening to the people who were
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so proud of their performance in Desert
Storm just completed, and the rec-
ommendation is that we do this from
the Defense Department, and I think
we should continue to do that, and I
rise in opposition to the amendment of
the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. FRANK].

Mr. MCDADE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
30 seconds to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. LAGOMARSINO].

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chairman,
I rise in strong opposition to the
amendment offered by Mr. FRANK of
Massachusetts that would terminate
the MX Rail Garrison Program. This
shortsighted amendment would have
an adverse impact on our national se-
curity and the credibility of our nu-
clear deterrence force.

Both the Armed Services and Appro-
priations Committees responsibly de-
cided to continue funding further re-
search and development of the MX Rail
Garrison Program. It has been author-
ized by the Defense authorization bill
that passed this House just 2 weeks
ago. The Peacekeeper, which some still
call the MX, is our front-line, modern
ICBM capable of carrying 10 nuclear
warheads. It provides a significant
amount of strength to the ICBM leg of
our triad, and will carry even more of
the burden in the future as Minuteman
II's and III's, our only other ICBM's are
retired. At present, the MX, like all
our ICBM's, is based in hardened silos—
silos which can be very easily targeted
and destroyed by Soviet missiles. The
Peacekeeper, like the older, smaller,
less accurate, and more vulnerable
Minuteman force, is a very tempting
target. The MX—Peacekeeper—Rail
Garrison Program would increase the
survivability of the Peacekeeper and
make first strike targeting by the So-
viets or anyone else far more difficult
due to this new basing mobility. Com-
plicating the attack plans of our adver-
saries and increasing the chances that
any attack may not achieve a satisfac-
tory level of success increases nuclear
stability and provides further incentive
to engage in real strategic nuclear
arms reduction negotiations.

MZX missile procurement was termi-
nated by the administration in fiscal
year 1992. So this amendment has noth-
ing to do with building more MX mis-
siles. What this amendment does is ter-
minate a very promising basing mode
for our strategic nuclear deterrent. The
difficulties we encountered finding the
mobile Iragi Scud missiles, as com-
pared with the easy targets Iraq’s fixed
Scud missiles sites were, clearly under-
scores the benefits of mobility. The
Frank amendment aims to make our
MX missile deterrent just as vulnerable
as Iraq’s fixed Scuds—missiles taken
out in the first hours of the air war.
That’s silly.

Further, beginning next year we will
be retiring Minuteman II missiles.
That leaves only the older, smaller,
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more vulnerable Minuteman III and the
MX. The 50—and we’'ve only deployed
50—MZX missiles are a very critical and
long-term part of our strategic nuclear
triad. Due to strategic arms reduc-
tions, we can no longer count on quan-
tity—high numbers of ICBM's—to en-
sure survivability. That's why the mo-
bile Rail Garrison Program is so impor-
tant.

The Rail Garrison MX Program un-
dergoes intense testing and develop-
ment at Vandenberg Air Force Base lo-
cated in my district. In addition to pro-
viding critical security benefits to the
United States and the free world, this
program is also beneficial to the local
economy of northern Santa Barbara
County. The Vandenberg AFB area was
hard hit by the decision not to launch
the space shuttle from the west coast.
Other space programs, like the ad-
vanced launch system, are still off in
the future. Vigorous testing of the
Peacekeeper would help offset that
loss. This added bonus further
strengthens my support for this impor-
tant program.

While we again debate the future of
the Peacekeeper, as we have over and
over again for the past years—each
time reconfirming our support for
them—the Soviets are deploying their
MZX rail garrison and small ICBM. Rail-
mobile SS-24, a fifth-generation mis-
sile of comparable size and warhead
carrying capability to the MX, is being
deployed. The smaller S8-25, which
like the Midgetman is a single-war-
head, road mobile system, joined oper-
ational Soviet units in 1985. I urge my
colleagues to remember that we cannot
look at our programs as if they are in
a vacuum. We must factor in our deci-
sions what the Soviets have done and
are doing.

I am very encouraged by the ex-
tremely positive democratic revolu-
tions in Eastern Europe and the dis-
solution of the Warsaw Pact. I am also
cautiously optimistic that real politi-
cal and economic reforms can occur in
the Soviet Union, though I am troubled
by recent crackdowns in the Soviet
Union and the recentralization of
power in the military and the KGB.
During his resignation speech former
Soviet Foreign Minister Eduard
Shevardnadze warned about the return
of a hardline dictatorship in the
U.S.8.R. It is a warning we should not
ignore. While Gorbachev has been very
successful in wooing the West with
promises of peristroika and reform, the
same Mikhail Gorbachev has continued
to modernize and strengthen Soviet
strategic nuclear forces. To me, actions
speak louder than words. While we
hope the words come true, we should
not ignore the actions as these Frank
amendments do. Despite all the eupho-
ria in the West, we're not out of the
woods yet. We cannot take chances
with our national security.
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We have had this debate many, many
times before in one form or another.
It's the debate over unilateral disar-
mament. And, let us not be fooled, this
Frank amendment is unilaterally dis-
arming our strategic modernization
program.

Unilateral disarmament does not
work. We proved it in the 1970’s
through failures like SALT and we
proved it in the 1980’s through the suc-
cess of the Reagan-Bush program of
peace through strength. Just look at
the successful INF Treaty, which elimi-
nated two entire classes of nuclear
weapons, and the Conventional Forces
in Europe Agreement which will dras-
tically cut military forces in the Euro-
pean theater. We reached these agree-
ments not through unilateral disar-
mament, but through tough negotia-
tions backed up by credible, effective
military modernization programs. The
agreements are guaranteed through
tough verification regimes.

I strongly believe that the Soviets,
who are developing and deploying their
own MX rail garrison and small, mobile
ICBM’s will be more cooperative in
reaching an equitable and verifiable
strategic arms reduction agreement if
they recognize we are working to
counter their recent advances. Our ex-
perience with the INF Treaty under-
scores that. Enactment of the Frank
amendment removes that incentive and
weakens both our national defenses
and our negotiating position. What do
we end up with? No American mod-
ernization and enhanced survivability,
hundreds of new, mobile Soviet mis-
siles we have no way to counter espe-
cially with the majority’s opposition to
the SDI, no new missile reduction
agreement, and no way to really verify
any agreement we may reach. That’s
foolish and dangerous.

For both national security and future
nuclear arms reduction reasons it is
very important for the United States
to continue with the MX Rail Garrison
Program. To terminate it would se-
verely undercut our negotiators in Ge-
neva, making equal, reasonable strate-
gic arms control agreements much
more difficult to achieve. I believe the
majority—from both sides of the
aisle—in the House, on the Armed
Services Committee and now on the
Appropriations Committee recognize
these facts and have wisely provided
funds for its continued development.
The short-term political gains from
terminating this program do not even
come close to offsetting the long-term
national security losses. I urge my col-
leagues to join me in supporting the
position of both the Armed Services
and Appropriations Committees and
oppose this amendment.

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

Mr. Chairman, I oppose this ill-con-
ceived amendment. I hope we can dis-
pense with it quickly.
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I think it is critical for the member-
ship to understand what it is we are
talking about here, today, with respect
to the MX Program.

We are not talking about deploying
any MX missiles here. The Congress
settled that issue several years ago
when it capped MX deployment at 50
missiles.

We are not talking about funding a
development program which leads to
MX deployment, either.

You need to understand that there
has been a dramatic change in the rail-
garrison MX Program, a change made
in this budget.

The administration has changed its
position on deploying a mobile MX
missile. With the lessening of tensions
with Moscow, and the overall defense
build-down, the administration in this
budget decided that given the tough
fiscal choices ahead it could forego its
long-term goal of deploying rail-mobile
MX missiles.

What the budget proposes now is a
reasonable and prudent step.

It proposes that we complete the
work needed to test out the concept of
making the MX mobile. We will pro-
ceed to the point where we fire one test
missile off a rail car, late next year
* * * and then put the rail-garrison op-
tion on the shelf. That is it. Nothing
more, nothing less.

By doing this we will at least get
some benefits from the over 5 years of
research and $2 billion that have been
invested in developing a mobile MX ca-
pability.

And we preserve the option to revisit
rail-garrison in the future as a means
to decrease the wvulnerability of our
fixed, land-based missiles, should the
situation warrant.

At present, given the state of play
between ourselves and Moscow, the
President has concluded that we do not
need to commit to deploying a mobile
ICBM. But we do need to keep our op-
tions open.

Today, the United States has no mo-
bile ICBM. The Soviets have two—the
S58-24 and the SS-25—and over 330 of
these are deployed.

It should be apparent to even the
most casual observer of events in the
Soviet Union that the United States
should keep some flexibility as we try
to deal with a most uncertain situation
in that country.

The new plan on MX is not unreason-
able; it is clearly affordable; and it will
provide the Nation with at least an op-
tion to consider.

It is not a controversial plan and, my
colleagues, you have already endorsed
it by passing the Defense authorization
2 weeks ago.

Stay with this reasonable approach—
reject the Frank amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
FRANK].
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The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 155, noes 229,
not voting 47, as follows:

[Roll No. 144]
AYES—156

Abercrombie Hughes Petri
Anderson Jacobs Porter
Andrews (ME) Johnson (CT) Price
Annunzio Johnson (8D) Rahall
Anthony Johnst R 1
Applegate Jomnes (GA) Reed
Atkins Jontz Roberts
AuCoin Kaptur Roemer

ilenson K dy Rohrabacher
Berman Kennelly Roth
Bonior Kildee Roukema
Borski Kleczka Roybal
Brooks Kopetski . Russo
Bryant Kostmayer Sabo
Cardin LaFalce Sanders
Carr Lantos Savage
Clement Leach Sawyer
Collins (IL) Lehman (CA) Scheuer
Collins (MI) Levin (MI) Schroeder
Condit Levine (CA) Schumer
Conyers Long Sensenbrenner
Cox (IL) Lowey (NY) Serrano
DeLauro Manton Sharp
Dellums Markey Shays
Derrick Matsui Sikorski
Dooley Mavroules Skaggs
Dorgan (ND) MeCloskey Slaughter (NY)
Downey McDermott Smith (FL)
Durbin Mfume Smith (NJ)
Early Mineta Bolarz
Eckart Mink Staggers
Edwards (CA) Moakley Stark
Engel Moody Stokes
Evans Moran Studds
Feighan Murphy Swift
Flake Nagle Synar
Foglietta Neal (MA) Tanner
Ford (MI) Neal (NC) Torres
Frank (MA) Nowak Traficant
Gejdenson Nussle Traxler
Gephardt Oakar Unsoeld
Glickman Oberstar Visclosky
Gonzalez Obey Volkmer
Gray Olin ‘Washington
Green Owens (NY) Waters
Hall (OH) Owens (UT) Waxman
Hamilton Panetta Weiss
Hayes (IL) Payne (NJ) Wheat
Hertel Pease Wolpe
Horn Penny Wyden
Horton Perkins Yates
Hubbard Peterson (MN)

NOES—229

Alexander Bruce Dingell
Allard Bunning Dixon
Andrews (NJ) Burton Doolittle
Archer Byron Dornan (CA)
Armey Callahan Dreier
Aspin Camp Duncan
Bacchus Carper Dwyer
Baker Clinger Edwards (OK)
Ballenger Coble Edwards (TX)
Barnard Coleman (MO) Emerson
Barrett Coleman (TX) English
Barton Combest Erdreich
Bateman Cooper Espy
Bennett Costello Fascell
Bentley Coughlin Fawell
Bereuter Cox (CA) Fields
Bevill Coyne Fish
Bilbray Cramer Ford (TN)
Bilirakis Crane Franks (CT)
Bliley Cunningham Gallegly
Boehlert Darden Gallo
Brewster Davis Gaydos
Broomfield DeLay Gekas
Browder Dickinson Geren
Brown Dicks Gibbons
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Gilchrest Livingston Roe
Gillmor Lloyd Rogers
Gilman Lowery (CA) Ros-Lehtinen
Gingrich Luken Rowland
Goodling Machtley Santorum
Gordon Marlenee Sarpalius
Goss Martin Saxton
Gradison Mazzoli Schaefer
Grandy McCandless Schiff
Guarini McCrery Schulze
Gunderson McCurdy Shuster
Hall (TX) McDade Skeen
Hammerschmidt McEwen Skelton
Hancock MeGrath Slattery
Hansen McHugh Slaoghter (VA)
Harris McMillan (NC) Smith (OR)
Hatcher McMillen (MD) Smith (TX)
Hayes (LA) MeNulty Snowe
Hefley Meyers Solomon
Hefner Michel Spence
Henry Miller (OH) Spratt
Herger Molinari Stallings
Hoagland Mollohan Stearns
Hobson Montgomery Stenholm
Hochbrueckner Moorhead Stump
Holloway Morrison Swett
Hopkins Murtha Tallon
Houghton Myers Tauzin
Hoyer Natcher Taylor (MS)
Huckaby Nichols Taylor (NC)
Hunter Ortiz Thomas (CA)
Hutto Oxley Thomas (GA)
Hyde Packard Thomas (WY)
Inhofe Pallone Upton
Ireland Parker Valentine
James Patterson Vander Jagt
Jefferson Paxon Vucanovich
Johnson (TX) Peterson (FL) Walker
Jones (NC) Pickett Walsh
Kanjorski Pickle Weber
Kasich Poshard Weldon
Klug Pursell Whitten
Kolbe Ramstad Wilson
Kolter Ravenel Wise
Eyl Ray Woll
Lagomarsino Regula Wylie
Lancaster Rhodes Yatron
LaRocco Richardson Young (AK)
Laughlin Ridge Zeliff
Lewis (CA) Riggs Zimmer
Lewis (FL) Rinaldo
Lightfoot Ritter
NOT VOTING—47

Ackerman Fazio Pelosi
Andrews (TX) Frost Quillen

ner Hastert se
Boucher Jenkins Rostenkowski
Boxer Lehman (FL) Sangmeister
Bustamante Lent Shaw
Campbell (CA) Lewis (GA) Sisisky
Campbell (CO) Lipinski Smith (IA)
Chandler Martinez Sundquist
Chapman McCollum Thornton
Clay Miller (CA) Torricelli
Dannemeyer Miller (WA) Towns
de la Garza Morella Vento
DeFazio Mrazek Williams
Donnelly Orton Young (FL)
Dymally Payne (VA)

0O 1156
The Clerk announced the following
pairs:
On this vote:

Mr. Vento for, with Mr. Orton against.
Mr. Sangmeister for, with Mr. Fazio

against,

Mr. DeFazio for, with Mr. Dymally
against.

Mr. Towns for, with Mr. Andrews of Texas
against.

Mrs. Morella for, with Mr. Young of Flor-
ida against.

Mr. Lehman of Florida for, with Mr. Quil-
len against.

Messrs. SANDERS, ROHRABACHER,

ATKINS, OWENS of Utah, and
TORRES changed their vote from “no”
to uwelﬁ

So the amendment was rejected.
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The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there other
amendments to title IV?

If not, the Clerk will read:

The Clerk read as follows:

TITLE V

DEFENSE BUSINESS OPERATIONS FUND

There is established on the books of the
Treasury a Fund to be known as the “‘De-
fense Business Operations Fund” under
which the following amounts are appro-
priated to the Defense Business Operations
Fund established by this title:

Defense Business Operations Fund, Army
Stock Fund Division, $827,300,000; and

Defense Business Operations Fund, Air
Force Stock Fund Division, $1,616,800,000:
Provided, That such divisions shall maintain
their separate identity and separate manage-
ment structures and shall be reflected on the
books of the Treasury as divisions of the De-
fense Business Operations Fund which shall
reflect only the balances of such funds appro-
priated pursuant to this paragraph sepa-
rately in accordance with the fund to which
they applied prior to the enactment of this
title: Provided further, That during the cur-
rent fiscal year no functions, activities,
funds or accounts may be assigned, trans-
ferred or otherwise added to the existing
fund as established in this paragraph: Pro-
vided further, That funds appropriated herein
for such funds shall not be transferred be-
tween or among the divisions of such funds:
Provided further, That of the funds appro-
priated in this paragraph, $24,000,000 shall
not be obligated or expended until author-
ized by law.

Mr. MURTHA (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that title V of the bill 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
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
points of order against title V?
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Are there any amendments to title
v?
The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:
TITLE VI

OTHER DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
PROGRAMS

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, as follows:
for Operation and maintenance, $208,698,000;
for Procurement, $229,202,000 to remain avail-
able until September 30, 199; for Research,
development, test and evaluation, $13,900,000
to remain available until September 30, 1993;
In all: $451,800,000: Provided, That none of the
funds in this Act may be obligated or ex-
pended for the procurement of equipment for
chemical weapon disposal facilities (other
than Tooele) until the Secretary of Defense
certifies to the Congress that 1) Operational
Verification Testing at the Johnston Atoll
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Chemical Agent Destruction Facility is com-
plete, 2) a report on the results of the tests
has been submitted to the Congress, 3) plant
design has been verified, and 4) necessary en-
vironmental permits have been secured for
the sites for which the equipment is to be
procured.
DRUG INTERDICTION AND COUNTER-DRUG
ACTIVITIES, DEFENSE
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)
For drug interdiction and counter-drug
activities 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; $1,155,994,000: Pro-
vided, That the funds appropriated by this
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 by this paragraph,
$22,290,000 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, as follows: for Operation
and maintenance, $121,600,000; for Procure-
ment, $300,000; In all: $121,900,000: Provided,
That the amount provided for Procurement
shall remain available until September 30,
1994: Provided further, That of the funds ap-
propriated in this paragraph, $1,000,000 shall
not be obligated or expended until author-
ized by law.

Mr. MURTHA (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that title VI 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
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
points of order against title VI?

Are there any amendments to title
vI?

The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

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; $164,100,000.

INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY STAFF

For necessary expenses of the Intelligence
Community Staff; $30,719,000.

Mr. MURTHA (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that title VII 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
Pennsylvania?
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There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
points of order against title VII?

Are there any amendments to title
vi?

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 the limitations of this provision
shall not apply to foreign national employ-
ees of the Department of Defense in the Re-
public of the Philippines and foreign na-
tional employees of the Department of De-
fense in the Republic of Turkey: 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.

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, or the Na-
tional Board for the Promotion of Rifle Prac-
tice, Army.

SEC. 8005. No part of any appropriation
contained in this Act, except for small pur-
chases in amounts not exceeding $25,000,
shall be available for the procurement of any
article or item of food, clothing, tents, tar-
paulins, covers, cotton and other natural
fiber products, woven silk or woven silk
blends, spun silk yarn for cartridge cloth,
synthetic fabric or coated synthetic fabric,
canvas products, or wool (whether in the
form of fiber or yarn or contained in fabrics,
materials, or manufactured articles), or any
item of individual equipment manufactured
from or containing such fibers, yarns, fab-
rics, or materials, or specialty metals in-
cluding stainless steel flatware, or hand or
measuring tools, not grown, reprocessed, re-
used, or produced in the United States or its
possessions, except to the extent that the
Secretary of the Department concerned shall
determine that satisfactory quality and suf-
ficient quantity of any articles or items of
food, individual equipment, tents, tarpau-
lins, covers, or clothing or any form of cot-
ton or other natural fiber products, woven
silk and woven silk blends, spun silk yarn for
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cartridge cloth, synthetic fabric or coated
synthetic fabric, canvas products, wool, or
specialty metals including stainless steel
flatware, grown, reprocessed, reused, or pro-
duced in the United States or its possessions
cannot be procured as and when needed at
United States market prices and except pro-
curements outside the United States in sup-
port of combat operations, procurements by
vessels in foreign waters, and emergency pro-
curements or procurements of perishable
foods by establishments located outside the
United States for the personnel attached
thereto: Provided, That nothing herein shall
preclude the procurement of specialty met-
als or chemical warfare protective clothing
produced outside the United States or its
possessions when such procurement is nec-
essary to comply with agreements with for-
eign governments requiring the United
States to purchase supplies from foreign
sources for the purposes of offsetting sales
made by the United States Government or
United States firms under approved pro-
grams serving defense requirements or where
such procurement is necessary in further-
ance of agreements with foreign govern-
ments in which both governments agree to
remove barriers to purchases of supplies pro-
duced in the other country or services per-
formed by sources of the other country, so
long as such agreements with foreign govern-
ments comply, where applicable, with the re-
quirements of section 36 of the Arms Export
Control Act and with section 2457 of title 10,
United States Code: Provided further, That
nothing herein shall preclude the procure-
ment of foods manufactured or processed in
the United States or its possessions.

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

SEC. 8006. 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
$3,000,000,000 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.

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

SEC. 8007. 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 rmade
between such funds and to the “Foreign Cur-
rency Fluctuations, Defense' appropriation
account 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
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appropriated to working capital funds in this
Act, no obligations may be made against a
working capital fund to procure war reserve
material inventory, unless the Secretary of
Defense has notified the Congress prior to
any such obligation.

SEC. 8008. (a) None of the funds available to
the Department of Defense in this Act shall
be used by the Secretary of a military de-
partment to purchase coal or coke from for-
eign nations for use at United States defense
facilities in Europe when coal from the Unit-
ed States is available.

(b) None of the funds available to the De-
partment of Defense in this Act shall be uti-
lized for the conversion of heating plants
from coal to oil or coal to natural gas at de-
fense facilities in Europe, except as provided
in section 2690 of title 10, United States
Code, and thirty days after the Secretary of
Defense has notified the Committees on Ap-
propriations of the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives: Provided, That this limitation
shall apply to any authority granted pursu-
ant to section 9008 of the Department of De-
fense Appropriations Act, 1990.

(c) None of the funds available to the De-
partment of Defense in this Act shall be used
to enter into any agreement or contract to
convert any heating facility at military in-
stallations in the Kaiserslautern Military
Community (KMC) in the Federal Republic
of Germany to district heat, direct natural
gas, or other sources of fuel, except as pro-
vided in section 2690 of title 10, United States
Code, and thirty days after the Secretary of
Defense has notified the Committees on Ap-
propriations of the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives, and until the Secretary of the
Alr Force has (1) ensured that the United
States coal industry has had the opportunity
to provide thermal energy supply to the
KMC facilities through participation in a
competitive solicitation for proposals for a
third-party thermal energy supply, provided
such solicitation allows evaluation of inno-
vative technical proposals such as cogenera-
tion to enhance the cost-effectiveness of coal
derived thermal energy; (2) thoroughly eval-
uated the cost-effectiveness of all proposals
received; (3) submitted evaluation results to
the General Accounting Office for review;
and (4) notified the Committees on Appro-
priations of the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the evaluation results.

SEC. 8009. Funds appropriated by this Act
may not be used to initiate a special access
program without prior notification 30 days
in advance to the Committees on Appropria-
tions and Armed Services of the Senate and
House of Representatives.

SEC. 8010, No part of the funds in this Act
shall be available to prepare or present a re-
quest to the Committees on Appropriations
for reprogramming of funds, unless for high-
er priority items, based on unforeseen mili-
tary requirements, than those for which
originally appropriated and in no case where
the item for which reprogramming is re-
quested has been denied by the Congress.

SEC. B011. 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 authorized individual health care
providers in excess of the amounts allowed in
fiscal year 1991 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
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the Secretary determines are overpriced
based on an analysis similar to that used
pursuant to title XVIII of the Social Secu-
rity Act, the allowable amounts shall be re-
duced by not more than 15 percent. The Sec-
retary shall solicit public comment prior to
promulgating regulations to implement this
section.

SEC. 8012. 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, 1994.

SEC. 8013. 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 Com-
mittees on Appropriations and Armed Serv-
ices of the Senate and House of Representa-
tives have been notified 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 quantity advance procure-
ment is not funded at least to the limits of
the Government’s liability: 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 contract would exceed
$500,000,000 unless specifically provided in
this Act: Provided further, That no multiyear
procurement contract can be terminated
without 10-day prior notification to the Com-
mittees on Appropriations and Armed Serv-
ices of the House of Representatives and the
Senate: Provided further, That the execution
of multiyear authority shall require the use
of a present value analysis to determine low-
est cost compared to an annual procurement.
Funds appropriated in title III of this Act
may be used for multiyear procurement con-
tracts as follows:

MEK-48 ADCAP Torpedo;

UH-60 Black Hawk Helicopter; and

Army Tactical Missile.

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

SEC. 8014. None of the funds appropriated in
this Act may be made available through
transfer, reprogramming, or other means be-
tween the Central Intelligence Agency and
the Department of Defense for any intel-
ligence or special activity different from
that previously justified to the Congress un-
less the Director of Central Intelligence or
the Secretary of Defense has notified the
House and Senate Appropriations Commit-
tees of the intent to make such funds avail-
able for such activity.

SEC. 80156. (a) None of the funds appro-
priated by this Act shall be available to con-
vert a position in support of the Army Re-
serve, Air Force Reserve, Army National
Guard, and Air National Guard occupied by,
or programmed to be occupied by, a (civil-
ian) military technican to a position to be
held by a person in an active duty status or
active Guard or Reserve status if that con-
version would reduce the total number of po-
sitions occupied by, or programmed to be oc-
cupied by, (civilian) military technicans of
the component concerned, below 72,150: Pro-
vided, That none of the funds appropriated by
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this Act shall be available to support more
than 48,624 positions in support of the Army
Reserve, Army National Guard, or Air Na-
tional Guard occupied by, or programmed to
be occupied by, persons in an active Guard or
Reserve status: Provided further, That none
of the funds appropriated by this Act may be
used to include (civilian) military technicans
in computing civilian personnel ceilings, in-
cluding statutory or administratively im-
posed ceilings, on activities in support of the
Army Reserve, Air Force Reserve, Army Na-
tional Guard, or Air National Guard.

(b) None of the funds appropriated by this
Act shall be used to include (civilian) mili-
tary technicians in any administratively im-
posed freeze on civilian positions.

SEC. 8016. (a) The provisions of section
115(b)(2) of title 10, United States Code, shall
not apply with respect to fiscal year 1992 or
with respect to the appropriation of funds for
that year.

(b) During fiscal year 1992, the civilian per-
sonnel of the Department of Defense may not
be managed on the basis of any end-strength,
and the management of such personnel dur-
ing that fiscal year shall not be subject to
any constraint or limitation (known as an
end-strength) on the number of such person-
nel who may be employed on the last day of
such fiscal year.

(c) The fiscal year 1993 budget request for
the Department of Defense as well as all jus-
tification material and other documentation
supporting the fiscal year 1993 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 1993.

SEC. 8017. 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. 8018. None of the funds appropriated
by this Act shall be obligated for the pay of
any individual who is initially employed
after the date of enactment of this Act as a
technician in the administration and train-
ing of the Army Reserve and the mainte-
nance and repair of supplies issued to the
Army Reserve unless such individual is also
a military member of the Army Reserve
troop program unit that he or she is em-
ployed to support. Those technicians em-
ployed by the Army Reserve in areas other
than Army Reserve troop program units
need only be members of the Selected Re-
serve.

SEc. 8019. None of the funds appropriated
by this Act or hereafter shall be used to pur-
chase dogs or cats or otherwise fund the use
of dogs or cats for the purpose of training
Department of Defense students or other per-
sonnel in surgical or other medical treat-
ment of wounds produced by any type of
weapon: Provided, That the standards of such
training with respect to the treatment of
animals shall adhere to the Federal Animal
Welfare Law and to those prevailing in the
civilian medical community.

SEC. 8020. None of the funds available to
the Department of Defense may be used for
the floating storage of petroleum or petro-
leum products except in vessels of or belong-
ing to the United States.

SEC. 8021. 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-
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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
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 Hawaili, the Secretary of the
Army may authorize the provision of medi-
cal services at such facilities and transpor-
tation to such facilities, on a nonreim-
bursable basis, for not more than 250 civilian
patients from American Samoa, the Com-
monwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands,
the Marshall Islands, the Federated States of
Micronesia, Palau, and Guam.

SEC, 8022. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, the Secretaries of the Army
and Air Force may authorize the retention
in an active status until age sixty of any of-
ficer who would otherwise be removed from
an active status and who is employed as a
National Guard or Reserve technician in a
position in which active status in a reserve
component of the Army or Air Force is re-
quired as a condition of that employment.

SEc. 8023. Funds available for operation
and maintenance under this Act, may be
used in connection with demonstration
projects and other activities authorized by
section 1092 of title 10, United States Code.

SEC. 8024. (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 1415(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
Sfurther, That no contribution to the Fund
pursuant to section 2006(g) shall be made
during the current fiscal year that rep-
resents liabilities arising from the Depart-
ment of the Army: 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
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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. 8025. Funds appropriated in this Act
shall be available for the payment of not
more than 75 percent of the charges of a
postsecondary educational institution for
the tuition or expenses of an officer in the
Ready Reserve of the Army National Guard
or Army Reserve for education or training
during his off-duty periods, except that no
part of the charges may be paid unless the
officer agrees to remain a member of the
Ready Reserve for at least four years after
completion of such training or education.

SEC. 8026. 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 & 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 guali-
fied nonprofit agency for the blind or by a
gualified 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.

SEC. 8027, None of the funds appropriated in
this Act to the Department of the Army may
be obligated for procurement of 120mm mor-
tars or 120mm mortar ammunition manufac-
tured outside of the United States: Provided,
That this limitation shall not apply to pro-
curement of such mortars or ammunition re-
quired for testing, evaluation, type classi-
fication or equipping the Army’'s Ninth In-
fantry Division (Motorized).

SEC. 8028. None of the funds appropriated
or made available by this Act may be obli-
gated for acquisition of major automated in-
formation systems which have not success-
fully completed oversight reviews required
by Defense Department regulations: Pro-
vided, That none of the funds appropriated or
made available by this Act may be obligated
on Composite Health Care System acquisi-
tion contracts if such contracts would cause
the total life cycle cost estimate of
$1,600,000,000 expressed in fiscal year 1986
constant dollars to be exceeded: Provided fur-
ther, That none of the funds appropriated or
made available by this Act may be used to
deploy the Composite Health Care System
beyond the initial alpha and beta test sites
until system development is completed.

SEC. 8029, None of the funds provided by
this Act may be used to pay the salaries of
any person or persons who authorize the
transfer of unobligated and deobligated ap-
propriations into the Reserve for Contin-
gencies of the Central Intelligence Agency.
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SEc. 8030. Funds appropriated by this Act
for construction projects of the Central In-
telligence Agency, which are transferred to
another Agency for execution, shall remain
available until expended.

SEC. 8031. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, the Secretary of the Navy may
use funds appropriated to charter ships to be
used as auxiliary minesweepers providing
that the owner agrees that these ships may
be activated as Navy Reserve ships with
Navy Reserve crews used in training exer-
cises conducted in accordance with law and
policies governing Naval Reserve forces.

SEC. 8032. None of the funds in this Act
may be used to execute a contract for the Ci-
vilian Health and Medical Program of the
Uniformed Services (CHAMPUS) Reform Ini-
tiative that exceeds the total fiscal year 1987
costs for CHAMPUS care provided in Califor-
nia and Hawaii, plus normal and reasonable
adjustments for price and program growth:
Provided, That none of the funds available
shall be used to reduce, revise, or terminate
the CHAMPUS Reform Initiative contract
before February 1, 1994.

SEC. 8033. Funds appropriated or made
available in this Act shall be obligated and
expended to continue to fully utilize the fa-
cilities at the United States Army Engi-
neer's Waterways Experiment Station, in-
cluding the continued availability of the
supercomputer capability: Provided, That
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 certifies to the
Armed Services and Appropriations Commit-
tees of Congress that such an acquisition
must be made in order to acquire capability
for national security purposes that is not
available from United States manufacturers.

SEC. 8034. 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
Sfurther, 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 country to
provide such waiver and so notifies the con-
gressional defense committees in writing.

SEC. 8035. For the purposes of the Balanced
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act
of 1985 (Public Law 99-177) as amended by the
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Reaffirmation Act of 1987 (Public
Law 100-119) and by the Budget Enforcement
Act of 1890 (Public Law 101-508), the term
program, project, and activity for appropria-
tions contained in this Act shall be defined
as the most specific level of budget items
identified in the Department of Defense Ap-
propriations Act, 1992, the accompanying
House and Senate Committee reports, the
conference report and accompanying joint
explanatory statement of the managers of
the Committee of Conference, the related
classified annexes, and the P-1 and R-1 budg-
et justification documents as subsequently
modified by Congressional action: Provided,
That the following exception to the above
definition shall apply:

For the Military Personnel and the Oper-
ation and Maintenance accounts, the term
“program, project, and activity" is defined
as the appropriations accounts contained in
the Department of Defense Appropriations
Act.
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SEc. 8036. Of the funds appropriated to the
Army, $172,072,000 shall be available only for
the Reserve Component Automation System
(RCAS): Provided, That none of these funds
can be expended:

(1) except as approved by the Chief of the
National Guard Bureau;

(2) unless RCAS resource management
functions are performed by the National
Guard Bureau;

(3) unless the RCAS contract source selec-
tion official is the Chief of the National
Guard Bureau;

(4) to pay the salary of an RCAS program
manager who has not been selected and ap-
proved by the Chief of the National Guard
Bureau and chartered by the Chief of the Na-
tional Guard Bureau and the Secretary of
the Army;

(6) unless the Program Manager (PM) char-
ter makes the PM accountable to the source
selection official and fully defines his au-
thority, responsibility, reporting channels
and organizational structure;

(6) to pay the salaries of individuals as-
signed to the RCAS program management of-
fice, source selection evaluation board, and
source selection advisory board unless such
organizations are comprised of personnel
chosen jointly by the Chiefs of the National
Guard Bureau and the Army Reserve;

(T) to award a contract for development or
acquisition of RCAS unless such contract is
competitively awarded under procedures of
OMB Circular A-109 for an integrated system
consisting of software, hardware, and com-
munications equipment and unless such con-
tract precludes the use of Government fur-
nished equipment, operating systems, and
executive and applications software; and

(8) unless RCAS performs its own classified
information processing.

SEC. 8037. None of the funds provided for
the Department of Defense in this Act may
be obligated or expended for fixed price-type
contracts in excess of $10,000,000 for the de-
velopment of a major system or subsystem
unless the Under Secretary of Defense for
Acquisition determines, in writing, that pro-
gram risk has been reduced to the extent
that realistic pricing can occur, and that the
contract type permits an equitable and sen-
sible allocation of program risk between the
contracting parties: Provided, That the
Under Secretary may not delegate this au-
thority to any persons who hold a position in
the Office of the Secretary of Defense below
the level of Assistant Secretary of Defense:
Provided further, That at least thirty days be-
fore making a determination under this sec-
tion the Secretary of Defense will notify the
Committees on Appropriations of the Senate
and House of Representatives in writing of
his intention to authorize such a fixed price-
type developmental contract and shall in-
clude in the notice an explanation of the rea-
sons for the determination.

SEC. 8038. Monetary limitations on the pur-
chase price of a passenger motor vehicle
shall not apply to vehicles purchased for in-
telligence activities conducted pursuant to
Executive Order 12333 or successor orders.

SEC. 8039. Not to exceed $20,000,000 of the
funds available to the Department of the
Army during the current fiscal year may be
used to fund the construction of classified
military projects within the Continental
United States, including design, architec-
ture, and engineering services.

SEc. 8040. 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
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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.
(TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

SEC. 8041, Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, the Department of Defense
may transfer prior year unobligated balances
and funds appropriated in this Act to the op-
eration and maintenance appropriations for
the purpose of providing military technician
and Department of Defense medical person-
nel pay and medical programs (including
CHAMPUS) the same exemption from se-
questration set forth in the Balanced Budget
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985
(Public Law 99-177) as amended by the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Reaffirmation Act of 1887 (Public Law 100-
119) and by the Budget Enforcement Act of
1990 (Public Law 101-508) as that granted the
other military personnel accounts: Provided,
That any transfer made pursuant to any use
of the authority provided by this provision
shall be limited so that the amounts repro-
grammed to the operation and maintenance
appropriations do not exceed the amounts se-
questered under the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 (Pub-
lic Law 99-177) as amended by the Balanced
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Reaf-
firmation Act of 1987 (Public Law 100-119)
and by the Budget Enforcement Act of 1990
(Public Law 101-508): Provided further, That
the authority to make transfers pursuant to
this section is in addition to the authority to
make transfers under other provisions of this
Act: Provided further, That the Secretary of
Defense may proceed with such transfer after
notifying the Appropriations Committees of
the House of Representatives and the Senate
twenty legislative days before any such
transfer of funds under this provision.

SEC. 8042. None of the funds available to
the Department of the Navy may be used to
enter into any contract for the overhaul, re-
pair, or maintenance of any naval vessel
homeported on the West Coast of the United
States which includes charges for interport
differential as an evaluation factor for
award.

SEC. 8043. 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 in excess
of thirty days in any year, in the case of a
patient nineteen years of age or older, forty-
five days in any year in the case of a patient
under nineteen years of age, or one hundred
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and fifty days in any year in the case of in-
patient mental health services provided as
residential treatment care, or for care re-
ceived 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 these limitations
do not apply in the case of inpatient mental
health services provided under the program
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 Sec-
retary of Defense because of medical or psy-
chological circumstances of the patient that
are confirmed by a health professional who is
not a Federal employee after a review, pur-
suant to rules prescribed by the Secretary,
which takes into account the appropriate
level of care for the patient, the intensity of
services required by the patient, and the
availability of that care: Provided further,
That the Secretary of Defense (after consult-
ing with the other administering Secretar-
ies) may prescribe separate payment require-
ments (including deductibles, copayments,
and catastrophic limits) for the provision of
mental health services to persons covered by
this provision or section 1086 of title 10,
United States Code. The payment require-
ments may vary for different categories of
covered beneficiaries, by type of mental
health service provided, and based on the lo-
cation of the covered beneficiaries: Provided
Sfurther, That except in the case of an emer-
gency, the Secretary of Defense shall require
preadmission authorization before inpatient
mental health services may be provided to
persons covered by this provision or section
1086 of title 10, United States Code. In the
case of the provision of emergency inpatient
mental health services, approval for the con-
tinuation of such services shall be required
within 72 hours after admission.

SEC. 8044, The designs of the Army LH heli-
copter, the Navy A-X Aircraft, the Air Force
Advanced Tactical Fighter, and any variants
of these aircraft, must incorporate Joint In-
tegrated Avionics Working Group standard
avionics specifications and must fully com-
ply with all DOD regulations requiring the
use of the Ada computer programming lan-
guage no later than 1998: Provided, That ef-
fective July 1, 1992 all new Department of
Defense procurements shall separately iden-
tify software costs in the work breakdown
structure defined by MIL-STD-881 in those
instances where software is considered to be
a major category of cost.

SEC. 8045. Of the funds appropriated, reim-
bursable expenses incurred by the Depart-
ment of Defense on behalf of the Soviet
Union in monitoring United States imple-
mentation of the Treaty Between the United
States of America and the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics on the Elimination of
Their Intermediate-Range or Shorter-Range
Missiles (“INF Treaty"), concluded Decem-
ber 8, 1987, may be treated as orders received
and obligation authority for the applicable
appropriation, account, or fund increased ac-
cordingly. Likewise, any reimbursements re-
ceived for such costs may be credited to the
same appropriation, account, or fund to
which the expenses were charged: Provided,
That reimbursements which are not received
within one hundred and eighty days after
submission of an appropriate request for pay-
ment shall be subject to interest at the cur-
rent rate established pursuant to section
2(b)}(1)}(B) of the Export-Import Bank Act of
1945 (59 Stat. 526). Interest shall begin to ac-
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crue on the one hundred and eighty-first day
following submission of an appropriate re-
quest for payment: Provided further, That
funds appropriated in this Act may be used
to reimburse United States military person-
nel for reasonable costs of subsistence, at
rates to be determined by the Secretary of
Defense, incurred while accompanying So-
viet Inspection Team members engaged in
activities related to the INF Treaty: Provided
further, That this provision includes only the
in-country period (referred to in the INF
Treaty) and is effective whether such duty is
performed at, near, or away from an individ-
ual's permanent duty station.

SEC. 8046. The total amount appropriated
to or for the use of the Department of De-
fense by this Act is reduced by $300,000,000 to
reflect savings resulting from the decreased
use of consulting services by the Department
of Defense. The Secretary of Defense shall
allocate the amount reduced in the preced-
ing sentence and not later than March 1,
1992, report to the SBenate and House Com-
mittees on Appropriations how this reduc-
tion was allocated among the Services and
Defense Agencies: Provided, That this section
does not apply to the reserve components:
Provided further, That not more than
$1,188,000,000 of the funds appropriated by
this Act may be obligated or expended for
the procurement of advisory or assistance
services by the Department of Defense.

SEC. 8047. 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. 8048. (a) Within the funds made avail-
able to the Air Force under title II of this
Act, the Air Force shall use such funds as
necessary, but not to exceed $10,800,000, to
execute the cleanup of uncontrolled hazard-
ous waste contamination affecting the Sale
Parcel at Hamilton Air Force Base, in
Novato, in the State of California.

(b) In the event that the purchaser of the
Sale Parcel exercises its option to withdraw
from the sale as provided in the Agreement,
dated September 25, 1990, between the De-
partment. of Defense, the General Services
Administration, and the purchaser, the pur-
chaser's deposit of $4,500,000 shall be re-
turned by the General Services Administra-
tion and funds eligible for reimbursement
under the Agreement and Modification shall
come from the funds made available to the
Department of Defense by this Act,

(¢) Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, the Air Force shall be reimbursed for
expenditures in excess of $15,000,000 in con-
nection with the total clean-up of uncon-
trolled hazardous waste contamination on
the aforementioned Sale Parcel from the
proceeds collected upon the closing of the
Sale Parcel.

SEC. B0M9. None of the funds available to
the Department of Defense or Navy shall be
obligated or expended to (1) implement Auto-
matic Data Processing or Information Tech-
nology Facility consolidation plans, or (2) to
make reductions or transfers in personnel
end strengths, billets or missions that affect
the Naval Regional Data Automation Center,
the Enlisted Personnel Management Center,
the Naval Reserve Personnel Center and re-
lated missions, functions and commands
until sixty days after the Secretary of De-
fense submits a report, including complete
review comments by the General Accounting
Office, to the Committees on Appropriations
of the House and Senate justifying any
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transfer, reductions, or consolidations in
terms of (1) addressing the overall mission
and operations staffing of all Naval Auto-
matic Data Processing, Information Tech-
nology Facility, and Naval personnel func-
tions for all active and reserve personnel
commands and field activities and Auto-
matic Data Processing commands and field
activities; and (2) certifying that such reduc-
tion, transfer or consolidation plans or oper-
ations do not duplicate functions presently
conducted; are cost effective from a budg-
etary standpoint; will not adversely affect
the mission, readiness and strategic consid-
erations of the Navy and Naval Reserve; and
will not adversely impact on the quality of
life and economic benefits of the individual
serviceperson or have an adverse economic
impact on a geographic area.

SEC. 8050. No funds appropriated by this
Act may be obligated or expended to prepare,
or to assist any contractor of the Depart-
ment of Defense in preparing, any material,
report, list, or analysis with respect to the
actual or projected economic or employment
impact in a particular State or congressional
district of an acquisition program for which
all research, development, testing and eval-
uation has not been completed.

SEc. 80561. All obligations incurred in an-
ticipation of the appropriations and author-
ity provided in this Act are hereby ratified
and confirmed if otherwise in accordance
with the provisions of this Act.

SEC. 8052. 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:

(a) as a result of thorough technical eval-
uation, only one source is found fully quali-
fied to perform the proposed work, or

(b) 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

(¢) where the purpose of the contract is to

take advantage of unique and significant in-
dustrial accomplishment by a specific con-
cern, or to insure that a new product or idea
of a specific concern is given financial sup-
port:
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. 8053. None of the funds available to
the Department of Defense in this Act shall
be used to demilitarize or dispose of more
than 310,784 unserviceable M1 Garand rifles
and M1 Carbines.

SEC. 8054. 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.

SEC. 8055. None of the funds appropriated
by this Act may be used by the Department
of Defense to assign a supervisor's title or
grade when the number of people he or she
supervises is considered as a basis for this
determination: Provided, That savings that
result from this provision are represented as
such in future budget proposals.
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SEC. 8056. None of the funds appropriated
by this Act available for the Civilian Health
and Medical Program of the Uniformed Serv-
ices shall be available for the payment of the
expenses under the Program for the first $150
of the charges for all types of care author-
ized under the provisions of section 1079(a) of
title 10, United States Code, under plans con-
tracted for under the provisions of section
1079 or section 1086 of title 10, United States
Code, and received in an outpatient status
after April 1, 1991: Provided, That the fore-
going limitation shall not exceed the first
$300 in the case of a family group of two or
more persons covered by section 107%a) of
title 10, United States Code: Provided further,
That higher deductible amounts and/or total
or partial restrictions on the availability of
care (other than emergency care) in facili-
ties of the uniformed services may be pre-
scribed by the Secretary of Defense in the
case of beneficiaries eligible for enrollment
under health care plans contracted for under
section 1097 of title 10, United States Code,
who chose not to enroll in such plans: Pro-
vided further, That the provisions of this sec-
tion shall not apply in the case of dependents
of military members in grades E-1 through
E-4.
SEC. 8057, None of the funds appropriated
by this or any other Act with respect to any
fiscal year for the Navy may be used to carry
out an electromagnetic pulse program in the
Chesapeake Bay area in connection with the
Electromagnetic Pulse Radiation Environ-
ment Simulator for Ships (EMPRESS II)
program unless or until the Secretary of De-
fense certifies to the Congress that conduct
of the EMPRESS II program is essential to
the national security of the United States
and to achieving requisite military capabil-
ity for United States naval vessels, and that
the economic, environmental, and social
costs to the United States of conducting the
EMPRESS II program in the Chesapeake Bay
area are far less than the economic, environ-
mental, and social costs caused by conduct-
ing the EMPRESS II program elsewhere.

SEC. 8058. Of the funds appropriated by this
Act, no more than $4,000,000 shall be avail-
able for the health care demonstration
project regarding chiropractic care required
by section 632(b) of the Department of De-
fense Authorization Act, 1985, Public Law 98-
525.
SEC. 8059. None of the funds appropriated
by this Act may be used to pay health care
providers under the Civilian Health and Med-
ical Program of the Uniformed Services
(CHAMPUS) for services determined under
the CHAMPUS Peer Review Organization
(PRO) Program to be not medically or psy-
chologically necessary. The Secretary of De-
fense may by regulation adopt any quality
and utilization review requirements and pro-
cedures in effect for the Peer Review Organi-
zation Program under title XVIII of the So-
cial Security Act (Medicare) that the Sec-
retary determines necessary, and may adapt
the Medicare requirements and procedures to
the circumstances of the CHAMPUS PRO
Program as the Secretary determines appro-
priate.

SEC. 8060. Such sums as may be necessary
for fiscal year 1992 pay raises for programs
funded by this Act shall be absorbed within
the levels appropriated in this Act.

SEC. 8061. 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
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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, and until thirty legislative days
after the final General Accounting Office re-
port on the aforesaid contract is submitted
for review to the Committees on Appropria-
tions of the House of Representatives and
the Senate: Provided, That funds necessary
for the care of animals covered by this con-
tract are allowed.

SEC. 8062. None of the funds provided in
this Act or any other Act shall be available
to conduct bone trauma research at the
Letterman Army Institute of Research until
the Secretary of the Army certifies that the
synthetic 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. 8063. The Secretary of Defense shall
include in any base closure and realignment
plan submitted to Congress after the date of
enactment of this Act, a complete review for
the five year period beginning on October 1,
1991, which shall include expected force
structure and levels for such period, expected
installation requirements for such period, a
budget plan for such period, the cost savings
expected to be realized through realignments
and closures of military installations during
such period, an economics model to identify
the critical local economic sectors affected
by proposed closures and realignments of
military installations and an assessment of
the economic impact in each area in which a
military installation is to be realigned or
closed.

SEC. 8064. None of the funds appropriated in
this Act shall be used to reduce the fiscal
year 1992 2.5- or 5-ton truck maintenance
workload at Letterkenny Army Depot as a
direct result of either the proposed consoli-
dation of truck maintenance or an increase
in fiscal year 1992 truck maintenance at any
other depot; neither shall funds be available
for transfer of towed and self-propelled artil-
lery maintenance from Letterkenny Army
Depot.

SEc. 8065. No more than $50,000 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: Pro-
vided further, That no funds appropriated or
made available in this Act shall be used for
the relocation into the National Capital Re-
gion of the Air Force Office of Medical Sup-
port located at Brooks Air Force Base.

SEC. 8066. None of the funds appropriated in
this Act shall be used to produce more than
two-thirds of the liquid gas requirements in-
house at Andersen Air Force Base on Guam.
At least one-third of Andersen Air Force
Base's liquid gas requirements shall be met
by acquiring liquid gas from commercial
sources on Guam.

SEC. B06T. None of the funds available to
the Department of Defense in this Act shall
be used to reduce the end strength and force
structure of the Reserve Components below
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the levels funded in this Act or be used to re-
duce or disestablish the operation of units of
the Reserve Components below those in ex-
istence on April 15, 1991: Provided, That the
foregoing limitation shall not apply to the
modernization or restructuring of units at
the same location or to the establishment of
new units.

SEC. 8068. Funds appropriated or otherwise
available for any Federal agency, the Con-
gress, the judicial branch, or the District of
Columbia for the fiscal year ending Septem-
ber 30, 1992, may be used for the pay, allow-
ances, and benefits of an employee as defined
by section 2105 of title 5 or an individual em-
ployed by the government of the District of
Columbia, permanent or temporary indefi-
nite, 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, 3500, or 8500 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. B069. 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. 8070. None of the funds appropriated
by this Act shall be used to begin closing a
military treatment facility unless the Sec-
retary of Defense notifies the Commmittees on
Appropriations of the House of Representa-
tives and the Senate ninety days prior to
such action.

SEC. 8071. 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. 8072. None of the funds appropriated in
this Act shall be used for the recruitment or
enrollment of a new student or class of stu-
dents at the Uniformed Services University
of the Health Sciences after September 30,
1991.

SEC. 8073. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, after June 1, 1991, where cost
effective, all Department of Defense software
shall be written in the programming lan-
guage Ada, in the absence of special exemp-
tion by an official designated by the Sec-
retary of Defense.

SEC. 8074. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law or regulation, the Secretary of
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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 4107(g) of title 38,
United States Code.

SEC. 8075. None of the funds available to
the Department of Defense shall be used for
the training or utilization of psychologists
in the prescription of drugs, except pursuant
to the findings and recommendations of the
Army Surgeon General's Blue Ribbon Panel
as specified in its February and August 1990
meeting minutes: Provided, That this train-
ing will be performed at Walter Reed Army
Medical Center.

SEC. 8076. None of the funds appropriated
by this Act shall be used to reduce the mili-
tary and civilian work force at any military
medical facility or medical support facility
below the level maintained or authorized for
fiscal year 1990: Provided, That the foregoing
limitation shall apply to all military medi-
cal and medical support facilities.

(RESCISSIONS)

SEC. B0T7. Of the funds provided in Depart-
ment of Defense Appropriations Acts, the
following funds are hereby rescinded from
the following accounts in the specified
amounts:

Procurement of weapons and tracked com-
bat vehicles, Army, 1990/1992, $10,000,000;

Procurement of weapons and tracked com-
bat vehicles, Army, 1991/1993, $114,000,000;

Procurement of ammunition, Army, 1991/
1993, $23,700,000;

Other procurement, Army, 1990/1992,
$10,300,000;
Other procurement, Army, 1991/1993,
$26,800,000;
Aircraft procurement, Navy, 1990/1992,
$893,500,000;
Weapons procurement, Navy, 1991/1993,
$300,000,000;
Other procurement, Navy, 1991/1993,
$2,700,000;
Procurement, Marine Corps, 1991/1993,
$2,000,000;

Guard and Reserve Equipment, 1991/1983,
$8,000,000;

Research, Development, Test and Evalua-
tion, Army, 1991/1992, $85,200,000;

Research, Development, Test and Evalua-
tion, Navy, 1991/1992, $41,800,000;

Research, Development, Test and Evalua-
tion, Air Force, 1991/1992, $199,400,000;

Research, Development, Test and Evalua-
tion, Defense Agencies, 1991/1992, $90,000,000.

SEcC. 8078. Section 8104 of the Department
of Defense Appropriations Act, 1991 (Public
Law 101-511; 104 Stat. 1898) is amended—

(1) by amending section 3 by adding the fol-
lowing new sentence at the end thereof: ““The
Commission is established until 30 days fol-
lowing submission of the final report re-
quired by section 6 of this section.”,;

(2) by amending section 6 as follows: (i) by
amending subsection (b)}—

(A) by striking out “SUBSEQUENT ANNUAL
REPORTS" and inserting “FINAL REPORT" in
lieu thereof;

(B) by striking out “an annual report for
each of the first five years following the"
and inserting ‘‘a final report one year follow-
ing" in lieu thereof in the first sentence; and

(C) by striking out the second sentence;
and

(ii) by amending subsection (¢)—

(A) by striking out ‘““Each report under this
section” and inserting “The report under
subsection (b)" in lieu thereof in the first
sentence; and

(B) by striking out “Each such" and in-
serting “*Such’ in lieu thereof in the second
sentence; and
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(3) by amending section 8(c) to read as fol-
lows:

‘*(c) OBTAINING OFFICIAL DATA.—The Chair-
man or a designee on behalf of the Chairman
may request information necessary to enable
the Commission to carry out this Act di-
rectly from any department or agency of the
United States.”.

SEC. 8079. Of the funds made available in
this Act, not less than $8,674,000 shall be
available for the Civil Air Patrol, of which
$4,400,000 shall be available for Operation and
Maintenance.

SEC. 8080. None of the funds appropriated
or made available in this Act shall be used to
reduce or disestablish the operation of the
815th Tactical Airlift 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. 8081. Of the funds available in this Act
in the operation and maintenance accounts
of the Department of Defense, $10,000,000
shall be available only to transport United
States beef for resale in Department of De-
fense commissaries in foreign countries.

SEC. 8082. (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) 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. 8083. Of the funds appropriated in this
Act for “*Drug Interdiction and Counter-Drug
Activities, Defense", $40,000,000 shall be
available only for the National Drug Intel-
ligence Center,

SEc. 8084. Restrictions provided under sub-
section (b)(2) of section 3014 of title 37, Unit-
ed States Code, as authorized by the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 1991 (Public Law 101-510), and hereafter,
shall not apply in the case of flag or general
officers serving as full-time practicing physi-
cians.

SEC. 8085. Any CHAMPUS (Civilian Health
and Medical Program of the Uniformed Serv-
ices) medical provider may voluntarily waive
the patient copayment for medical services
provided to dependents of active duty. per-
sonnel from August 2, 1990, until the return
of troops from the Persian Gulf theater: Pro-
vided, That the Government's share of medi-
cal services is not increased during the speci-
fied time period.

SEC. 8086. Mitchel Field Health Care Facil-
ity in the State of New York shall only be
funded from the Operation and Maintenance,
Navy, appropriation and shall not be funded
or included within the congressionally im-
posed ceiling on the Uniformed Services
Treatment Facility account.

SEC. B08T. During the current fiscal year,
the Navy may provide notice to exercise op-
tions under the LEASAT program for the
next fiscal year, in accordance with the
terms of the Aide Memoire, dated January 5,
1981, as amended by the Aide Memoire dated
April 30, 1986, and as implemented in the
LEASAT contract.

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

SEc. 8088. During the current fiscal year,
there is established an account entitled,
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“Foreign National Employees Separation
Pay Account, Defense'": Provided, That there
shall be deposited to this account: (a) all
amounts previously obligated for the separa-
tion pay of foreign national employees of the
Department of Defense from appropriations
which are no longer available for obligation
and (b) all amounts obligated for the separa-
tion pay of foreign national employees of the
Department of Defense from appropriations
available for obligation during the current
fiscal year: Provided further, That amounts
deposited to the Account shall remain avail-
able until expended.

SEC. 8089. During the current fiscal year
and hereafter, none of the funds appropriated
for intelligence programs to the Department
of Defense which are transferred to another
Federal agency for execution shall be ex-
pended by the Department of Defense in any
fiscal year in excess of amounts required for
expenditure during such fiscal year by the
Federal agency to which such funds are
transferred.

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

SEC. 8090. (a) Of the funds appropriated in
this Act in title IV, Research, Development,
Test and Evaluation, Navy, $625,000,000 shall
be available only for the V-22 aircraft pro-

gram.

(b) Of the funds appropriated for the V-22
program in fiscal years prior to fiscal year
1892 (1) $200,000,000 shall be subject to the
provisions of section 204 of the Dire Emer-
gency Supplemental Appropriations for Con-
sequences of Operation Desert Shield/Desert
Storm, Food Stamps, Unemployment Com-
pensation Administration, Veterans Com-
pensation and Pensions, and Other Urgent
Needs Act of 1991, (Public Law 102-27), and
shall be used to initiate a new Phase II V-22
Full Scale Engineering Development pro-
gram as further described in subparagraph
(c)2); (2) That of the funds appropriated in
the Department of Defense Appropriations
Act (Public Law 101-511) for fiscal year 1991
under the heading, “Aircraft Procurement,
Navy" for the V-22 Osprey program,
$165,000,000 shall be transferred to ‘‘Research,
Development, Test and Evaluation, Navy,
1992/1993"", to be merged with and to be avail-
able for the same purposes and the same
time period as the appropriation to which
transferred, subject to the provisions of sub-
paragraph (c).

(c) Funds described in subparagraphs (a)
and (b) of this section shall be obligated as
follows:

(1) Not less than $164,800,000 shall be obli-
gated by October 31, 1991 to continue the ex-
isting V-22 Full Scale Engineering Develop-
ment program;

(2) Not less than $357,200,000 shall be obli-
gated by November 30, 1991 to fund a Phase I1
V-22 Full Scale Engineering Development
program to provide ten production represent-
ative new aircraft which will successfully
demonstrate the full operational require-
ments of the Joint Services Operational Re-
quirement (JSOR) not later than December
31, 1996: Provided, That the ten production
representative V-22 aircraft shall be pro-
duced on tooling which qualifies production
design;

(3) The remaining funds shall be obligated
in accordance with the plan provided for in
subparagraph (d).

(d) The Secretary of Defense shall provide
to the Congress, within 60 days of enactment
of this Act, the total funding plan and sched-
ule to complete the Phase II V-22 Full Scale
Engineering Development program.

SEC. 8091. During the current fiscal year,
net receipts pursuant to collections from
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third party payers pursuant to section 1085 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.

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

SEC. 8092. Upon enactment of this Act, the
Secretary of Defense shall make the follow-
ing transfers of funds: Provided, That the
amounts transferred shall be available for
the same purposes as the appropriations to
which transferred, and for the same time pe-
riod of the appropriation from which trans-
ferred: Provided further, That funds shall be
transferred between the following appropria-
tions in the amounts specified:

From:

Under the heading, ‘“Research, Develop-
ment, Test and Evaluation, Navy, 1991/1992",
$1,400,000;

Under the heading, ‘‘Weapons Procure-
ment, Navy, 1990/1992", $12,800,000;

Under the heading, ‘‘Aircraft Procurement,
Navy, 1990/1992", $30,000,000;

Under the heading, *‘Aircraft Procurement,
Navy, 1991/1993", $15,100,000;

Under the heading, “Weapons Procure-
ment, Navy, 1991/1993", $24,800,000;

Under the heading, ‘‘Other Procurement,
Navy, 1991/1993", $4,200,000;

Under the heading, “‘Procurement, Marine
Corps, 1991/1993", $29,300,000;

Under the heading, ‘‘Shipbuilding and Con-
version, Navy, 1989/1993"":

DDG-51 destroyer program, $46,400,000.

Under the heading, “*Shipbuilding and Con-
version, Navy, 1990/1994"":

USCG Patrol Boat Program, $3,600,000;

Under the heading, ‘‘Shipbuilding and Con-
version, Navy, 1991/1995'":

TRIDENT ballistic missile submarine pro-
gram, $28,900,000;

DDG-51 destroyer program, $64,900,000;

AOE-6 fast combat support ship program,
$161,200,000;

To:

Under the heading, ‘*‘Shipbuilding and Con-
version, Navy, 1985/1989'":

TRIDENT ballistic missile submarine pro-
gram, $17,300,000;

MCM Mine Countermeasures ship program,
$7,300,000;

TAO Fleet Oiler program, $3,500,000;

Under the heading, ‘‘Shipbuilding and Con-
version, Navy, 1986/1990"":

SSN-688 attack submarine program,
$18,900,000;
MHC coastal mine hunter program,
$6,900,000;

Under the heading, “*Shipbuilding and Con-
version, Navy, 1987/1991"";

TRIDENT ballistic missile submarine pro-
gram, $9,600,000;

SSN-688 attack
$113,600,000;

DDG-51 destroyer program, $22,100,000;

TAGOS ocean surveillance ship program,
$400,000;

Under the heading, “Shipbuilding and Con-
version, Navy, 1988/1992'":

TRIDENT ballistic missile submarine pro-
gram, $67,200,000;

SSN-688 attack
$29,600,000;

LSD(CV) amphibious dock landing (cargo
variant) ship program, $5,700,000;

Under the heading, “*Shipbuilding and Con-
version, Navy, 1989/1993"":

TRIDENT ballistic missile submarine pro-
gram, $44,400,000;

SSN-688 attack
$15,600,000;

submarine program,

submarine program,

submarine program,



June 7, 1991

88N-21 attack submarine program,
$4,500,000;

MHC coastal minehunter program,

$13,900,000;

TAGOS ocean surveillance ship program,
$10,800,000;

AO auxiliary oiler conversion ship pro-
gram, $5,500,000;

Under the heading, ‘‘Shipbuilding and Con-
version, Navy, 1990/1994"":

MCM Mine Countermeasures ship program,
$12,300,000;

AO auxiliary oiler conversion ship pro-
gram, $4,500,000;

MTS(C) moored training ship conversion
program, $9,000,000.

SEC. 8093. None of the funds in this Act
shall be obligated for the procurement of a
Multibeam Sonar Mapping System not man-
ufactured in the United States: Provided,
That the Secretary of the military depart-
ment responsible for such procurement may
walve this restriction on a case-by-case basis
by certifying in writing to the Committees
on Appropriations of the House of Represent-
atives and the Senate that adequate domes-
tic supplies are not available to meet De-
partment of Defense requirements on a time-
ly basis and that such an acquisition must be
made in order to acquire capability for na-
tional security purposes.

SEC. 8094. Using funds available in the Na-
tional Defense Stockpile Transaction Fund,
during the period of fiscal years 1992 through
1994 and using procedures covered by section
3301 of the National Defense Authorization
Act, 1991 (Public Law 101-510; 104 Stat. 1844
45), the President may acquire not less than
50,000 kilograms of germanium from current
domestic sources to be held in the National
Defense Stockpile,

SEC. B095. None of the funds appropriated in
this Act may be used to implement more
than fifteen catchment area management
demonstration sites: Provided, That each
demonstration site criteria must be approved
by the Assistant Secretary of Defense for
Health Affairs before the demonstration be-
gins and the project must be consistent with
the Coordinated Care initiative: Provided fur-
ther, That additional test sites cannot be ini-
tiated under any other program if the test
contains catchment area management at-
tributes: Provided further, That this provision
does not apply to the Tidewater TRI-CAM
demonstration project.

SEC. 8096. None of the funds appropriated in
this Act may be used to fill the commander’s
position at any military medical facility
with a medical doctor unless the prospective
candidate is a trained professional adminis-
trator.

SEC. 8097, Of the funds appropriated by this
Act for Operation and Maintenance, Defense
Agencies, $20,000,000 shall be available for the
Civilian Health and Medical Program of the
Uniformed Services for the payment of ex-
penses of former members of the uniformed
services who are 100 percent disabled, and
the dependents of such members, notwith-
standing the coverage by such former mem-
bers and the dependents of such members of
health care insurance benefits under part A
and B of title XVIII of the Social Security
Act (42 U.8.C. 1395 et. seq.): Provided, That
expenses under this section shall only be
covered to the extent that such expenses are
not covered and paid for under part A and B
of title XVIII of the Social SBecurity Act: Pro-
vided further, That no reimbursement shall
be made for services provided prior to Octo-
ber 1, 1991.

SEC. 8098. From the amounts appropriated
for the Department of Defense in the Depart-
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ment of Defense Appropriations Act, 1991,
(Public Law 101-511), Other Procurement, Air
Force, funds may be used to purchase not
more than 300 passenger motor vehicles, of
which 290 shall be for replacement only.

SEC. 8099. During the current fiscal year,
the Secretary of Defense may accept
burdensharing contributions in the form of
money from the Republic of Korea for the
costs of local national employees, supplies,
and services of the Department of Defense to
be credited to applicable Department of De-
fense operation and maintenance appropria-
tions available for the salaries and benefits
of Korean national employees, supplies, and
services to be merged with and to be avail-
able for the same purposes and time period
as those appropriations to which credited:
Provided, That not later than 30 days after
the end of each quarter of the fiscal year, the
Secretary of Defense shall submit to the
Congress a report of contributions accepted
by the Secretary under this provision during
the preceding quarter.

SEc. 8100. During the current fiscal year,
for the purposes of transactions between the
stock and industrial funds of the Department
of Defense and the /United States Coast
Guard, the United States Coast Guard shall
not be subject to the surcharges assessed
against stock and industrial fund customers.

SEC. B101. Section 905 of the National De-
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1991
(Public Law 101-510, 104 Stat. 1621) is re-
pealed.

SEc. 8102. During the current fiscal year,
obligations against the stock funds of the
Department of Defense may not be incurred
in excess of 90 percent of sales from such
stock funds during the current fiscal year:
Provided, That in determining the amount of
obligations against, and sales from the stock
funds, obligations and sales for fuel, subsist-
ence and repair of spare parts shall be ex-
cluded: Provided further, That upon a deter-
mination by the Secretary of Defense that
such action is critical to the national secu-
rity of the United States, the Secretary may
waive the provisions of this section: Provided
Sfurther, That if the provisions of this section
are waived, the Secretary shall immediately
notify the Congress of the waiver and the
reasons for such a waiver.

SEc. B103. None of the funds appropriated
by this Act shall be available for the com-
pensation of military and civilian personnel
assigned to each of the headquarters of the
Naval Sea Systems Command, Naval Air
Systems Command, Space and Naval Warfare
Systems Command, Naval Supply Systems
Command and Naval Facilities Engineering
Command in excess of 75 percent of the num-
ber of personnel assigned to each such com-
mand headquarters as of September 30, 1991.

SEC. 8104. (a) None of the funds appro-
priated or made available in this Act shall be
used to reduce or disestablish the operation
of the P-3 squadrons of the Navy Reserve
below the levels funded in this Act.

(b) Notwithstanding any other provision in
this or any other Act, the Secretary of the
Navy shall obligate and expend funds appro-
priated for fiscal years 1991 and 1992 for mod-
ernization of P-3B aircraft of the Navy Re-
serve.

SEC. 8105. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, none of the funds made avail-
able to the Department of the Army for fis-
cal years 1990, 1991, and 1992 for C-23 aircraft
which remain available for obligation may
be obligated or expended except to maintain
commonality with C-23 Sherpa aircraft al-
ready in the Army National Guard fleet, and
such funds may not be obligated for acquisi-
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tion of modified commercial aircraft, unless
the modifications are performed in the Unit-
ed States under a license agreement with the
original manufacturer and are in accordance
with the 8D3-30 aircraft type specification as
modified for Army mission requirements.

SEC. 8106. None of the funds appropriated in
this Act may be obligated or expended for
any contract or grant with a university or
other institution of higher learning unless
such contract or grant is audited in accord-
ance with the Federal Acquisition Regula-
tion and the Department of Defense Federal
Acquisition Regulation Supplement or any
other applicable auditing standards and re-
quirements and the institution receiving the
contract or grant fully responds to all formal
requests for financial information made by
responsible Department of Defense officials:
Provided, That if an institution does not pro-
vide an adequate financial response within 12
months, the Secretary of Defense shall ter-
minate that and all other Department of De-
fense contracts or grants with the institu-
tion.

SEC. 8107. None of the funds appropriated in
this Act may be used for costs associated
with a federally funded research and develop-
ment center if a member of the Board of Di-
rectors of such a center simultaneously
serves on the Board of Directors of a com-
pany under contract to the Department of
Defense.

SEC. 8108. Section 361 of Public Law 101-510
is hereby repealed.

SEC. 8109. None of the funds appropriated in
this Act may be used to either pay the sala-
ries of more than four Senior Executive
Service positions within the Navy Comptrol-
ler organization under the Secretary of the
Navy or the Chief of Naval Operations, or to
compensate individuals in these positions at
a rate higher than level three of the Senior
Executive Bervice.

SEC. 8110. None of the funds appropriated in
this Act may be used to pay the salaries of
debarment/suspension officials unless such
personnel are assigned to a consolidated of-
fice of Debarment and Suspension within the
Office of the Inspector General.

SEC. 8111, 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. 8112. (a) During the current fiscal
year, funds appropriated to the Department
of Defense in accordance with section 822(a)
of the National Defense Authorization Act,
1991, shall be made available to establish an
Executive Committee under the auspices of
the Critical Technologies Institute, com-
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prised of the Secretaries of the Departments
of Defense, Commerce, Labor, and Energy
along with two individuals appointed by each
of the above mentioned Secretaries, The Sec-
retaries of Defense and Commerce shall serve
as co-chairmen of the committee whose sole
function shall be to fulfill the requirements
of this section at which time the Executive
Committee shall cease to exist. For the pur-
poses of this section—

(1) “‘eritical technology' means the act of
a domestic industry in producing a product
without which machine tools necessary to
support the national defense could not be
produced;

(2) ‘““domestic producer'" means those pro-
ducers, situated within the United States, or
its territories, wherein over 50 percent of the
total voting stock of such producer is owned
and controlled by citizens of the United
States; and

(3) “‘national security’ means the interest
of the United States Government to preserve
those basic conditions necessary to a domes-
tic producer, using a critical technology,
that are adequate to permit capital invest-
ment for needed improvements in technology
that will enable the overall domestic indus-
try to remain competitive.

(b) No later than one calendar year from
the date of enactment of this Act the Execu-
tive Committee shall prepare and deliver to
the Committees on Appropriations and
Armed Services of the House of Representa-
tives and the Senate, the Ways and Means
Committee of the House of Representatives,
and the Finance Committee of the Senate a
report providing—

(1) a listing and detailing of those products
determined to be within the definition of
“critical technology'’;

(2) a summary of the general economic
condition of domestic industries producing a
product used in a critical technology in the
United States (including, but not limited to,
productivity, exportation of products, capac-
ity, and profitability);

(3) & summary of—

(A) current and prospective trends in the
ability to compete by such industries; and

(B) the effect of such trends on employ-
ment and unemployment, individual and cor-
porate income levels, private capital accu-
mulation and investment, the balance of
payments, revenues and expenditures of the
Federal Government, and other relevant in-
dicators of the economic health of such in-
dustries;

(4) a detailed review of policies, programs,
and activities of the Federal Government,
State and local governments, and nongovern-
mental entities that adversely affect the
economic health (and ability to produce) of
domestic industries using a critical tech-
nology;

(5) recommendations to—

(A) minimize or eliminate the adverse ef-
fects of Federal policies, programs, and ac-
tivities affecting such industries; and

(B) encourage State and local governments
and nongovernmental entities to minimize
or eliminate the adverse effects of their poli-
cies, programs, and activities affecting such
domestic industries;

(6) a detailed review of policies, programs,
and activities of foreign governments, par-
ticularly major trading partners of the Unit-
ed States, that adversely affect domestic in-
dustries using a critical technology in the
United States and in the international mar-
ketplace, and such policies or activities that
would act to impair or threaten to impair
our national security; and

(T) recommendations to encourage foreign
governments to modify or eliminate policies,
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programs, and activities that adversely af-
fect such industries.

Sec. 8113. (1) Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, none of the funds available
to the Secretary of Defense shall be used to
purchase bridge or machinery control sys-
tems, or interior communications equip-
ment, for the Sealift Program unless, in each
case—

(A) the system or equipment is manufac-
tured in the United States; or

(B) more than half of the value in terms of
costs has been added in the United States by
a United States company under license from
a foreign company.

{2) The Secretary may waive the require-
ment of subsection (1) of this section if, in
each case—

(A) the system or equipment described in
subsection (1) is not available; or

(B) the cost of compliance would be unrea-
sonable compared to the costs of purchase
from a foreign manufacturer.

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

SEc. 8114. Of the funds appropriated in this
Act for “‘Operation and Maintenance, De-
fense Agencies”, $5,000,000 shall be trans-
ferred to the ‘“Radiation Exposure Com-
pensation Trust Fund” established by sec-
tion 3 of the Radiation Exposure Compensa-
tion Act (Public Law 101-426; 104 Stat. 920) to
be available for the same purpose and same
time period as that Fund: Provided, That
funds transferred pursuant to this section
shall be identified separately within the
foregoing Trust Fund and, notwithstanding
the provisions of section 9 of such Act or any
contract, no part of the funds transferred
pursuant to this section shall be available to
pay the representative of an individual for
services rendered in connection with the
claim of an individual under such Act: Pro-
vided further, That any representative of an
individual who receives such a payment shall
be subject to the penalty prescribed by the
second sentence of section 9 of such Act.

SEC. 8115. Notwithstanding section 2805 of
title 10, of the funds appropriated in this Act
for “Operation and Maintenance, Navy’',
$2,100,000 shall be available for a grant to the
Naval Undersea Museum Foundation for the
completion of the Naval Undersea Museum
at Keyport, Washington: Provided, That
these funds shall be available solely for
project costs and none of the funds are for
remuneration of any entity or individual as-
sociated with fund raising for the project.

SEc. 8116. None of the funds appropriated in
this Act may be used to procure SQQ-89 sys-
tems which do not have the enhanced modu-
lar signal processor (EMSP) as the processor.

SEC. 8117. None of the funds provided in
title III, Procurement, for Shipbuilding and
Conversion, Navy, for fiscal years 1990, 1991,
and 1992 may be used to procure vessels
which were constructed in foreign shipyards.

SEc. 8118. None of the funds provided in
this Act or any other Act may be used by the
Department of the Army to acquire four-ton
dolly jacks if such equipment is or would be
manufactured outside the United States of
America and would be procured under any
contract, agreement, arrangement, compact
or other such instrument for which any pro-
visions including price differential provi-
sions of the Buy America Act of 1933, as
amended, or any other Federal buy national
law was waived.

SEC. 8119. None of the funds appropriated
or made available in this Act or any prior
Acts shall be obligated or expended to imple-
ment the United States Army Corps of Engi-
neers Reorganization Study until such reor-
ganization proposed is specifically author-
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ized by law after the date of enactment of
this Act.

SEC. 8120. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, during the current fiscal year,
the Secretary 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 Secretary shall certify that suc-
cessful bids include comparable estimates of
all direct and indirect costs for both public
and private bids: Provided further, That Of-
fice of Management and Budget Circular A-
76 shall not apply to competitions conducted
under this section.

SEC. 8121. None of the funds appropriated in
this Act shall be used to implement the pro-
visions of Public Law 101-576.

SEC. 8122, (a) Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, funds appropriated under
this Act for the Department of Defense shall
be made available for the Overseas Workload
Program: Provided, That a firm of any mem-
ber nation of the North Atlantic Treaty Or-
ganization (NATO) or of any major non-
NATO ally or countries in the European The-
ater, shall be eligible to bid on any contract
for the maintenance, repair, or overhaul of
equipment of the Department of Defense to
be awarded under competitive procedures as
part of the program of the Department of De-
fense known as the Overseas Workload Pro-

(b) A contract awarded during fiscal year
1992, or thereafter, to a firm described in sub-
section (a) may be performed in the theater
in which the equipment is normally located
or in the country in which the firm is lo-
cated.

(c)(1) Not later than June 1, 1992, the Sec-
retary of Defense shall submit to the Com-
mittees on Appropriations of the House and
Senate a report on the nature of the mainte-
nance, repair, and overhaul work of the De-
partment of Defense performed under the
program of the Department of Defense
known as the Overseas Workload Program.

(2) The report shall include the following:

(A) a description of the categories of work
performed under that program and the costs
associated with those categories of work;

(B) a description of the capabilities of fa-

cilities that United States firms have estab-
lished in Europe to perform work under that
program;
(C) a description of the capabilities to per-
form work under that program by firms in
the United States, Canada, and countries
that are major non-NATO allies of the Unit-
ed States;

(D) a description of the maintenance, re-
pair, and overhaul work under that program
that could be performed in the United States
or Canada, or in a country that is a major
non-NATO ally, on a cost-effective basis and
without a significant adverse effect on the
readiness of the Armed Forces of the United
States;

(E) a description of the Air Force plans to
expand the Overseas Workload Program to
other depot maintenance activities includ-
ing: prime weapon systems, aircraft,
exchangeables, engine overhaul and repair,
engine exchangeables and other major end
items.

(d) For purposes only of this section, Israel
shall be considered in the European Theater
in every respect, with its firms fully eligible
for non-restrictive, non-discriminatory con-
tract competition under the Overseas Work-
load Program.
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(e) The Secretary of Defense shall work
with Israel to identify new specialized capa-
bilities in depot maintenance and repair for
which it is uniquely suited: Provided, That
the Secretary of Defense shall report to the
Committees on Appropriations of the House
and Senate, not later than June 1, 1992, on
its findings.

(f) No funds appropriated for the Overseas
Workload Program for fiscal year 1992 shall
be used for contracts awarded in fiscal year
1992 which have not been opened for competi-
tion in a manner consistent with this provi-
sion.

Sec. 8123. (a) REPRODUCTIVE HEALTH SERV-
ICES IN MEDICAL FACILITIES OF THE UNI-
FORMED SERVICE OUTSIDE THE UNITED
STATES.—Chapter 55 of title 10, United
States Code, is amended by inserting after
section 1074b the following new section:

“§ 1074¢. Reproductive health service in medi-
cal facilities of the uniformed services out-
side the United States
‘(a) PROVISION OF SERVICES.—A member of

the uniformed services who is on duty at a
station outside the United States (and any
dependent of the member who is accompany-
ing the member) is entitled to the provision
of any reproductive health service in a medi-
cal facility of the uniformed services outside
the United States serving that duty station
in the same manner as any other type of
medical care.

*(b) PAYMENT FOR SERVICES.—(1) In the
case of any reproductive health service for
which appropriated funds may not be used,
the administering Secretary shall require
the member of the uniformed service (or de-
pendent of the member) receiving the service
to pay the full cost (including indirect costs)
of providing the service.

*(2) If payment is made under paragraph
(1), appropriated funds shall not be consid-
ered to have been used to provide a reproduc-
tive health service under subsection (a). The
amount of such payment shall be credited to
the accounts of the facility at which the
service was provided.”.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections at the beginning of such chapter is
amended by inserting after the item relating
to section 1074b the following new item:

“1074c. Reproductive health services in

medical facilities of the uni-
formed services outside the
United States.”.

Mr. MURTHA (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that title VIII 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
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
points of order against title VIII?

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. WEBER. Mr. Chairman, I make a
point of order against section 8123, be-
ginning on page 113, line 7, through
page 114, line 13 of the bill.

This section proposes to change ex-
isting law and thus constitutes legisla-
tion on an appropriations bill in viola-
tion of clause 2(b) of rule XXI.

I ask for a ruling by the Chair.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. MURTHA] wish
to be heard on the point of order?
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Mr. MURTHA. No, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. OBERSTAR). For
reasons then stated by the gentleman
from Minnesota, the point of order is
sustained and the section is stricken.

Are there any points of order against
title VIII?

Are there any amendments to title
viaI?

Mr. AUCOIN. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, what has just hap-
pened is that one Member of this body,
because of the legislative cir-
cumstances permitted under this rule,
one Member of this body has been able
to strike a provision dealing with the
reproductive freedoms of our service-
women stationed abroad, irrespective
of the fact that the full Appropriations
Committee approved my amendment
granting those women those rights ear-
lier this week; irrespective of the fact
that this House, 1 week ago, worked its
will and by a majority granted those
servicewomen those rights.

This circumstance today, I think, is
highly deplorable. The circumstance
which allows one person, one person,
one man to thwart the will of the ma-
jority of the members of the full Ap-
propriations Committee and the full
House of Representatives and to inflict
real pain and real injury on service-
women who are serving proudly in the
Armed Services of the United States.

I think that is deplorable in sub-
stance. It is deplorable in process. I am
extremely frustrated, as I know my
colleagues are who supported the
AuCoin-Machtley amendment on the
authorization bill, which 1 week ago
was passed, and colleagues who sup-
ported the appropriations amendment
which I offered in full committee.

We are in this situation today where
one-man rule, and I stress, one-man
rule, has created this incredible cir-
cumstance for women in the services.

Let me just explain so all Members
know, so we do not have to perhaps in
the future go through this again. We
are in this circumstance today because
of the rule, the rule that does not grant
a waiver against a point of order with
legislation on appropriations.

There are nine pages of text in this
bill that are subject to a point of order,
but the rule that was sought by the
leadership of the Appropriations Com-
mittee waived points of order against
those nine pages. They did not seek a
rule waiving a point of order against
these fundamental rights for service-
women in uniform stationed abroad
and serving this country proudly. I
think that is extremely regrettable.

My frustration has increased because
I cannot really blame the Rules Com-
mittee. I cannot blame the Rules Com-
mittee. When a committee leadership
comes to the Rules Committee and
does not seek a rule waiving points of
order on work that has been adopted by
its committee, it is hard for the Rules
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Committee to grant such a rule that
out of the blue provides a waiver of a
point of order. So the Rules Committee
cannot be blamed for the situation.

I think we ought to understand that
the rule that we nevertheless got has
put us in this situation.

I can understand the individual be-
liefs of Members of the leadership of
the Appropriations Committee who in
their heart personally disagree with
the will of the House, 1 week ago, per-
sonally disagree with that. But I have
been in the House for 17 years, and it
has always been my experience that
leaders of committees, when they bring
bills to the Rules Committee, should
represent the committee's position,
represent the committee's position,
and then if they choose to vote against
the amendment on a vote, they may
do so.

By representing the committee’s po-
sition in this instance, we would be
able to have that circumstance, that if
anyone objected to the amendment it
would be voted on, debated and voted
on, and the House would again work its
will. But by not representing the com-
mittee’s position on the Rules Commit-
tee, what we have set the stage for is
one person who just did it, striking
this provision because that one person
alone said he did not agree.

What is the result? The result is the
personal belief of some leaders of the
committee have been reflected now on
this bill. The personal beliefs of the
person who struck the amendment has
been reflected in this bill, by the ma-
jority of the Members of this Congress,
their beliefs expressed only 1 week ago,
have been thwarted today. And I think
that is highly deplorable.

The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFI-
CANT] found earlier today a number of
sections of the bill that were not pro-
tected under the rule against points of
order. He proceeded to raise points of
order against them.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Oregon [Mr. AUCOIN]
has expired.

Mr. AUCOIN. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for 1 ad-
ditional minute.

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Chairman, I ob-
ject.

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard.

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Since the gentleman would not yield
to me, I thought I would take the time
directly. I find it ironic that a Demo-
cratic Member of the majority would
be shocked that the House has rules. I
would point out to the gentleman that
there are, I believe in his own career,
instances where he has done exactly
what was just done.
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He has risen and noted things on ap-
propriations bills precisely, and I be-
lieve this is true, precisely as was just



13994

done, because under the rules of a de-
mocracy, the rules matter.

Now, the gentleman had every oppor-
tunity. His side has the majority on
the Committee on Rules. He had a
chance to try to work his will. He
failed.

To come down here and suggest that
it is inappropriate for a Member to ex-
ercise his rights under the rules, the
rules which protect every Member,
Democrat or Republican; the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT] ex-
ercised them earlier. It is the right of
Members to be protected by the rules.

To suggest that having failed to suc-
ceed under the rules it was somehow
wrong for those who disagreed with the
gentleman to use their rights under the
rules which protect all of us, it pro-
tects the Member from Vermont who is
here by himself with no party struc-
ture, it protects the minority, it pro-
tects the majority. The thing that dis-
tinguishes us from despotism is rule.
The fact that all of us have to learn the
rules, all of us have to function under
the rules, and I will not yield either.
We seem to have this game going.

I will just say to the gentleman that
I think to get up and attempt to make
a statement that would suggest that it
was inappropriate for a Member of this
House to use his or her rights under the
rules is simply inappropriate, and I am
astonished that the gentleman would
suggest that Members should not de-
fend their position on the rules.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I am sorry that the
minority leader would not yield, but I
think the minority leader missed the
whole focus of what the gentleman
from Oregon was talking about.

What the gentleman from Oregon was
talking about was not rules that would
protect one individual Member of the
House. We were talking about a provi-
sion that protected the rights of every
single woman in uniform overseas, pro-
tecting all of our rights, protecting the
flag, protecting the Constitution, pro-
tecting everything else, and to see one
Member's personal ability to be able to
strike a provision that protected all
their rights makes you wonder what
democracy is about.

So when you hear the minority
whip's words, they sounded so wonder-
ful and eloquent, but when you realize
what he was really saying is that one
male Member of the House has the
right to stand up and deny American
women in uniform ordered overseas the
same rights they would have if they
were here in the United States. That,
to me, is shocking.

I am very sorry a Member did that. I
said ahead of time I hoped no ome
would use that right in the rule. They
used it, and I think we are very tired of
seeing this happen over and over in
this House.
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Many a time we have thought we
have won a victory on this House floor,
the majority of people have voted one
way, and then we find it disappears
whether through a rule or in con-
ference or whatever.

But I think America's women are
getting very, very tired of it. I could
give you the list; I could give you the
list of whether you want to talk about
mammograms and Medicare or whether
you want to talk about what we saw
with caps on damages with women in
the civil rights bill; here today, we are
talking about equal rights for women
who are out protecting our equal rights
overseas.

I really find this a very tough day
that one Member of this representative
democracy would use their right to
overrule the rights of those American
citizens fighting for our rights.

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I will be very brief, as
I return to the point of the gentleman
from Minnesota to exercise his rights
under the rules.

I was very impressed with the state-
ment made by a former Speaker of this
House from Texas very recently when
he said, and I quote you that, ‘I will
use every prerogative available to me
under the rules of the House to guaran-
tee a Democrat victory.” Mr. Chair-
man, he did that, and he did that well,
and I will have to tell you I, for one,
admired his workmanship. He was very
skillful. He did, in fact, legitimately
use his prerogatives at every possible
occasion.

That, sir, is what the gentleman from
Minnesota did, and I admire your
craftsmanship. You did it well.

Mr. MFUME. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Oregon [Mr. AUCOIN].

Mr. AUCOIN. Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciate the gentleman yielding to me,
and I regret very much that the major-
ity whip objected to an extension of my
time.

Let me make it clear to my col-
leagues on the floor that I do not ob-
ject to any single Member making full
use of the rules. I thought I made it
clear that I felt that we have an injus-
tice in the rule that is presented to
this body. That injustice is that under
this rule, because of what was sought
by the leadership of the Committee on
Appropriations, under this rule, the
majority, all Members of the House,
are denied their opportunity to work
their will on the question of our repro-
ductive freedom and the ability to pur-
chase abortion services if one chooses
with one’'s own funds if one is in uni-
form stationed abroad.

So I do not object. I have no fault
with the gentleman who took full ad-
vantage of the rules that were the rule
that was adopted. He did it very skill-
fully. I know his view. I knew he was
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going to do that. In fact, the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON]
said he would do it if the gentleman did
not, and so we expected that.

My point is this: I have been here 17
vears, and I cannot remember a time
when after the House has worked its
will, and I am not talking about one
Member, I am talking about a majority
of the Members of this House, I cannot
remember a time when a majority has
worked its will and when a committee
has worked its will and has adopted a
provision like the AuCoin-Machtley
amendment, when the leadership of the
requisite appropriations committee did
not go to the Committee on Rules and
seek a waiver of a point of order as this
committee normally does.

There are nine pages of text that are
subject to a point of order, that the
leadership of the committee sought
waivers on and got waivers for, and
this was one of the only ones that it
failed to do.

Now, I just simply want to say that I
think it is extremely regrettable. I
have great respect for the chairman of
my subcommittee. I work with him. I
know he is not pleased that I have
taken this time today, but I have to
say to the chairman I am not pleased
with the circumstances I find myself
in. I respect my committee chairman.
He knows that, through the years of
my service with him on the committee.

But respect is a two-way street, my
friends, and respect for the majority is
a fundamental in this body as well, and
I just want to indicate to one and all
today that although this battle today
has apparently been lost, because a
rule permitted one person to skillfully
exercise his rights under the rule, that
we will have a limitation on expendi-
tures that accomplishes exactly what
we did in the authorizing committee
next time; we will not have to go to the
Committee on Rules next time; we are
going to come up with a limitation on
expenditures, not go to rules. It will be
permitted under the rules on the floor
without any points of order waived, We
will have that battle out. We will fight
it. We will debate it.

I am confident we are going to win,
because Americans believe, and a ma-
jority of the Members of the House of
Representatives believe, that service-
women abroad, if they want to use
their own earnings to purchase abor-
tion services because of circumstances
that are unique to their lives, no tax-
payers’ dollars involved, are stationed
abroad, say, in the Philippines, where
if they purchased an abortion in the
private economy, they would probably
have to do so in a back alley, and when
that happens, women die.

A majority of the Members of the
House know that, and next time we are
going to have a limitation on expendi-
tures so we do not have any requests
that have to be made to the Committee
on Rules. We will have it out right here
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on the Committee on Rules. We will
have it out right here on the floor
where the majority, not one Member
can work his will skillfully, but a ma-
jority of the Members can work their
will skillfully in behalf of the brave
servicewomen who serve their country
proudly and deserve better than they
got today.

Mr. MFUME. Mr. Chairman, I associ-
ate myself with the remarks of the
gentleman from Oregon.
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Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words. It strikes me that the gen-
tleman from Oregon may have some-
what selective memory. I have been
here for 17 years, too, and there have
been a number of occasions when the
House had its will thwarted. I remind
the gentleman of one instance in the
last day off the committee he serves
on.

Last year, the House passed unani-
mously a bill for chief financial offi-
cers, the committee on which he served
has regularly put into the appropria-
tion bills, language canceling the will
of the House. In fact, the will of the
law of the land on chief financial offi-
cers. Maybe he forgot that, but it is, in
fact, something that happens regularly
in this Congress, when the will of the
majority gets thwarted.

I would just point out one other
thing. If the gentleman was dissatisfied
with the rule, as he now says he was,
he did have an opportunity to fight the
rule. He could have come to the floor
and fought the rule. He could have
fought the previous question. He could
have made a number of efforts of that
type. He specifically chose not to do
that. He decided not to use the process
that was available to him. This is his
choice. That is fine. However, to come
here and suggest that somehow the
rules were used against him, I would
only suggest back to the gentleman
that he voted for those rules when they
were first on the floor. I do not think
the gentleman from Minnesota did.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. TRAFICANT

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. TRAFICANT: On
page 114, after line 13, insert:

SEC. . None of the funds appropriated or
made available in this Act shall be used to
purchase or acquire items from a foreign
country if the Secretary of Defense, after
consultation with the United States Trade
Representative, determines that a foreign
country which is party to an reciprocal trade
agreement 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:
Provided, That a reciprocal trade agreement
is any agreement between the United States
and a foreign country pursuant to which the
Secretary of Defense has prospectively
waived title III of the Act of March 3, 1933 (43
Stat. 1520; 41 U.8.C. 10a-10c) as amended by
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the Buy American Act of 1988 (Public Law
100-418; 102 Stat. 1545): Provided further, That
the Secretary of the military department re-
sponsible for the procurement may waive
this restriction on a case-by-case basis by
certifying in writing to the Committee on
Appropriations of the House of Representa-
tives and the Senate that adequate domeéstic
supplies are not available to meet Depart-
ment of Defense requirements on a timely
basis or the cost of compliance would be un-
reasonable compared to the costs of purchase
from a foreign manufacturer.

Mr. TRAFICANT (during the read-
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous
consent that the amendment be consid-
ered 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. MCDADE. Mr. Chairman, reserv-
ing a point of order, will the gentleman
tell me what the subject matter of this
amendment is?

Mr. TRAFICANT. This is the buy
American amendment that was ap-
proved in the authorizing committee.

Mr. McDADE. Mr. Chairman, reserve
my point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Pennsylvania reserves a point of
order against the amendment.

The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFI-
CANT] is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman,
none of the funds appropriated or made
available in this act will be used to
purchase or acquire items from a for-
eign country if the Secretary of De-
fense, after consultation with the U.S.
Trade Representative, determines that
a foreign country which is party to a
reciprocal trade agreement has vio-
lated the terms of the agreement.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman,
the gentleman yield?

Mr. TRAFICANT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, I have
no problem with accepting the amend-
ment. I wonder if we could go to a
vote?

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I
move the question.

The CHAIRMAN. Has the gentleman
from Ohio concluded?

Mr. TRAFICANT. I have.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Pennsylvania insist on his res-
ervation?

Mr. MCDADE. Mr. Chairman, I with-
draw my reservation of objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT].

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. TRAFICANT

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, 1
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. TRAFICANT:
SEC. . Notwithstanding any other provision
of this Act, the Department of Defense shall
not expend more than $1,000,000,000 for the
use of consulting services.

will

13995

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I
believe $1 billion is fine for defense pro-
grams for consulting services. We will
save approximately $150 million, which
is a reasonable cut. One billion dollars,
I think, to satisfy the needs of our de-
fense industry.

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

Mr. TRAFICANT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, this is
a good amendment, and I think his lim-
itation is absolutely accurate. We
agree to the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT].

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments to title VIII?

If not, the Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

This act may be cited as the “Department
of Defense Appropriations Act, 1992.”

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, I move
that the Committee do now rise and re-
port the bill back to the House with
sundry amendments, with the rec-
ommendation that the amendments be
agreed to, and that the bill, as amend-
ed, do pass.

Mr. KOSTMAYER. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. KOSTMAYER] is
recognized for 5 minutes on his pref-
erential motion to strike.

Mr. KOSTMAYER. Mr. Chairman, I
will not take very much time except to
say that this morning the Acting Di-
rector of the Laboratories Consolida-
tion Commission testified before the
Base Closing Commission. A number of
Members have these laboratories in our
districts. The Acting Director of the
Laboratory Consolidation Commission
told the Base Closing Commission
under the chairmanship of our former
colleague, Mr. Courter from New Jer-
sey, that the members of the Lab Con-
solidation Commission had no problem
with the Base Closing Commission
shutting down the labs as it feels nec-
essary, without any input from the Lab
Comrission.

That is an outright lie, Mr. Chair-
man. The fact of the matter is on May
23, the Lab Consolidation Commission,
and their minutes reflect this, decided
they should—they had an obligation—
to evaluate the lab realignments on the
base closure list and that they wanted
to share their views with the Base Clo-
sure Commission later.

The people who work in these labora-
tories, in my district and in the dis-
trict of the gentleman from Maryland
[Mr. MCMILLEN], the gentlewoman
from Hawaii [Mrs. MINK], the gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. PALLONE]
are getting a very, very bad shake.
This base closing process was not sup-
posed to work this way. It is very, very
unfair, and I hope that my good friend,
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the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
MURTHA] will take into consideration
what has happened here, because this
morning the Base Closing Commission
has misled and given very, very unfair
and false information.

I rise on the floor of the House today
to make this a point, and to put this on
the RECORD.

Mr. McMILLEN of Maryland. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. KOSTMAYER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Maryland.

Mr. McCMILLEN of Maryland. Mr.
Chairman, likewise, I regret this deci-
sion by the Base Closure Commission
and their lack of forthrightness in this
dealing with our constituents who are
going to be served very badly by this
decision. Our constituents deserve bet-
ter.

Clearly, and this is quoting from the
minutes of the Advisory Commission
on Labs, ‘““We are supposedly looking at
our National Defense Laboratories. It
is the consensus that the Advisory
Commission has an obligation to com-
ment on the DOD recommendations.”

Obviously, they felt an imperative to
go forward here. They have misled
Members, and I think that this body
has to have it on the RECORD that we in
the Congress are unhappy with the way
that the Defense Department is greas-
ing this process and not allowing the
kind of thorough evaluation of labora-
tories that our constituents deserve.

Mr. KOSTMAYER. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, when we return to
the House I will ask to insert in the
RECORD the full minutes of the meeting
which I hope the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. MURTHA], my very good
friend who has done a magnificent and
brilliant job in managing this bill,
which I am proud to support. I hope the
gentleman will stand with Members,
defend Members, and help Members.

Mr. DAVIS. Mr. Chairman, | am concerned
about the well-intentioned but overly restrictive
language in section 8117. That section pro-
vides that none of the funds for procurement
of vessels in the shipbuilding and conversion,
Navy, account for fiscal years 1990, 1991, and
1992 may be used to procure vessels which
were constructed in foreign shipyards. | agree
that we should be buying U.S.-built vessels.
However, there may be some confusion as to
what constitutes a vessel constructed in a for-
eign shipyard.

Unfortunately, this prohibition overlooks the
conversion element evident in the name of this
account. Foreign hulls that are purchased and
brought to a U.S. shipyard for major conver-
sion may not qualify to be purchased for much
needed sealift capability. Under the shipping
laws a rebuilt vessel or one that undergoes a
major conversion may qualify as a U.S. built
vessel. Essentially, a vessel would become a
new ship or vessel and therefore no longer be
considered to be constructed in a foreign ship-
yard. This major conversion activity provides a
substantial amount of work and support for all
shipyards in the United States and is a sub-
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stantial contributor to shoring up the deterio-
rating U.S. shipbuilding industrial base.

This seems to have been the objective of
the committee in including this in its bill as in-
dicated in the report language that accom-
panied the provision. Leaving out the major
conversion option at this point would be a
major oversight on our part. | raise this be-
cause the language is a little vague on wheth-
er major conversions would be excluded. If so,
| believe the language is overbroad and needs
a new look before a final bill is enacted by
Congress and sent to the President for signa-
ture. The report language also directs the De-
partment of Defense to submit a well-defined
plan within the next 30 days for using these
funds for sealift in light of the shortfalls that
the experiences of Desert Storm and Desert
Shield revealed.

We should not be providing language that
would restrict the recommendations of the De-
partment of Defense so that the best mix of
vessel acquisitions that contribute to the na-
tional defense as well as maintain our ship-
building industrial base are available. Major
conversions and new construction should be
considered as part of that sealift plan. | raise
this so that this language does not become a
cloud over achieving this important strategic
objective and | would like to work with my col-
leagues to achieve it.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. MURTHA] that
the Committee do now rise and report
the bill back to the House with sundry
amendments, with the recommenda-
tion that the amendments be agreed to,
and that the bill, as amended, do pass.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. BEILEN-
SON) having assumed the chair, Mr.
OBERSTAR, Chairman of the Committe
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 2521) making appropriations for
the Department of Defense for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 1992, and
for other purposes, had directed him to
report the bill back to the House with
sundry amendments, with the rec-
ommendation that the amendments be
agreed to and that the bill, as amend-
ed, do pass.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the previous question is or-
dered.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is a sep-
arate vote demanded on any amend-
ment? 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
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MR. MILLER
OF OHIO

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I

offer a motion to recommit.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the
gentleman opposed to the bill?

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. I am, in its
present form, Mr. Speaker.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. MILLER of Ohio moves to recommit the
bill, H.R. 2521, to the Committee on Appro-
priations.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the motion to recommit.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion to recommit.

The motion to, recommit was re-
jected.
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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.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Speaker, on that I
demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice and there were—yeas 273, nays 105,
not voting 53, as follows:

[Roll No. 145]
YEAS—-2T3

Abercrombie Dixon Houghton
Anderson Donnelly Hoyer
Andrews (ME) Dooley Hubbard
Andrews (NJ) Dorgan (ND) Huckaby
Annunzio Downey Hughes
Anthony Duncan Hutto
Applegate Dwyer Hyde
Aspin Early Ireland
Atkins Edwards (OK) Jacobs
Bacchus Edwards (TX) James
Barnard Engel Johnson (CT)
Barton English Johnson (SD)
Bateman Erdreich Johnson (TX)
Bennett Espy Johnston
Bentley Evans Jones (GA)
Berman Fascell Jones (NC)
Bevill Feighan Jontz
Bilbray Fish Kanjorski
Bilirakis Flake Kaptur
Bliley Foglietta Kasich
Boehlert Ford (MI) Kennedy
Bonior Ford (TN) Kennelly
Borski Frank (MA) Kildee
Brewster Gallo Kleczka
Brooks Gaydos Klug
Browder Gejdenson Kolter
Brown Gephardt Kopetski
Bruce Geren Kostmayer
Bryant Gibbons LaFalce
Byron Gilchrest Lancaster
Callahan Gillmor Lantos
Camp Gilman LaRocco
Cardin Gingrich Laughlin
Carper Glickman Lehman (CA)
Carr Gonzalez Levin (MI)
Clement Goodling Levine (CA)
Clinger Gordon Lewis (CA)
Coble Gradison Lightfoot
Coleman (TX) Gray Livingston
Collins (MI) Green Liloyd
Condit Guarini Long
Conyers Gunderson Lowery (CA)
Cooper Hall (OH) Lowey (NY)
Costello Hall (TX) Luken
Coughlin Hamilton Machtley
Cox (IL) Harris Manton
Coyne Hatcher Markey
Cramer Hefner Marlenee
Cunningham Hertel Matsui
Darden Hoagland Mavroules
DeLauro Hobson Mazzoli
Derrick Hochbrueckner McCloskey
Dickinson Holloway McCrery
Dicks Horn MeCurdy
Dingell Horton McDade
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McDermott
MeGrath
McHugh
McMillan (NC)
McMillen (MD)
MceNulty
Michel
Mineta

Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moran
Morella
Morrison
Murphy
Murtha
Nagle
Natcher

Neal (MA)
Neal (NC)
Nowak

Oakar

Obey

Olin

Ortiz

Owens (UT)
Oxley
Pallone
Panetta
Parker
Patterson
Penny
Perkins
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)

Allard

Ackerman
Alexander

Boucher
Boxer
Bustamante
Campbell (CA)
Campbell (CO)
Chandler

Dannemeyer
Davis

de la Garza
DeFazio
Dornan (CA)
Durbin
Dymally

Pickett Solarz
Pickle Spence
Porter Bpratt
Poshard Staggers
Price Stallings
Ramstad Stenholm
Ravenel Studds
Ray Swett
Read Bwift
Regula Synar
Richardson Tanner
Ridge Tauzin
Rinaldo Taylor (MS)
Roe Taylor (NC)
Roemer Thomas (CA)
Rogers Thomas (GA)
Ros-Lehtinen Torres
Roukema Traficant
Rowland Upton
Sabo Valentine
Sarpalius Visclosky
Sawyer Volkmer
Saxton Vucanovich
Scheuer Walsh
Schulze Waxman
Schumer Weber
Sharp Weldon
Shays Wheat
Shuster Whitten
Sikorski Wilson
Skaggs Wise
Skeen Wolf
Skelton Wolpe
Slattery Yatron
Smith (FL) Young (AK)
Smith (NJ) Zelifl
NAYS—105
Hayes (IL) Roberts
Hefley Rohrabacher
Henry Roth
Herger Roybal
Hopkins Russo
Hunter Sanders
Inhofe Santorum
Jefferson Bavage
Kolbe Schaefer
Kyl Schiff
r o Sy
Leach Sensenbrenner
Lewis (FL) Serrano -
Martin Slaughter (NY)
MecCandless Slaughter (VA)
McEwen 8mith (OR)
Meyers Smith (TX)
Mfume Snowe
Miller (OH) Solomon
Molinari Stark
Moorhead Stearns
Nichols Stokes
Nussle Stump
Oberstar Tallon
Owens (NY) Thomas (WY)
Unsoeld
Paxon Vander Jagt
Payne (NJ) Walker
Pease Washington
Petri Waters
Rahall Welss
Rangel Wyden
Rhodes Wylie
Riggs Yates
Ritter Zimmer
NOT VOTING—53
Fazio Pelosi
Frost Pursell
Hastert Quillen
Hayes (LA) Rose
Jenkins oL Rostenkowski
il
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski Smith (IA)
Martinez Sundquist
McCollum a
Miller (CA) Foruton
Miller (WA) Torricelli
Moody Towns
Mrazek Traxler
Myers Vento
Orton Williams
Payne (VA) Young (FL)
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The Clerk announced the following

pairs:
On this vote:
Mr. Fazio for, with Mr. Orton against.
Mr. Dymally for, with Mr. Lewis of Geor-

gia against,
Mr. Williams of Montana for, with Mr.

Towns against.

Mr. Chandler for, with Mr. Quillen against.

Mr. Young of Florida for, with Mr. Dornan
against.

Mr. RANGEL changed his vote from
llyeail to (lnay.il

So the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, due to a long-
standing commitment to join the graduating
seniors of Willamette High School in celebrat-
ing their commencement, | was unable to cast
a vote on the Defense appropriation for fiscal
year 1992. Had | been present, | would have
voted “yea” on passage for H.R. 2521, the
Defense appropriation for 1992.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, because of
longstanding commitments in Montana | was
unable to attend to votes today on the De-
fense Department appropriations bill for 1991.
Had | been present, | would have voted “yea"
on passage of the Defense bill.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Hallen, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate insists, upon its
amendment to the bill (H.R. 991) ““An
act to extend the expiration date of the
Defense Production Act of 1950, and for
other purposes' disagreed to by the
House and agrees to the conference
asked by the House on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses thereon, and
appoints Mr. RIEGLE, Mr. SARBANES,
Mr. DIXON, Mr. GARN, and Mr.
D'AMATO, to be the conferees on the
part of the Senate.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. SUNDQUIST. Mr. Speaker, | was ab-
sent due to the marriage of my daughter,
there were two recorded votes:

Rollcall No. 144, the Frank amendment to
the Defense Appropriations bill to strike $260
million of R&D funding for the rail garrison MX

missile system; and
Rol No. 145, final passage of the De-
fense opriations bill.

Had | been present, | would have voted
“no” on the Frank amendment and “yea” on

the final passage. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, | offer a personal
explanation of my absence from votes. | was
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unable to vote because | had pressing busi-
ness in my district. Had | been here to vote,
| would have voted in the following way:

On rolicall 144, the Frank amendment to
H.R. 2521, the Department of Defense appro-
priations bill, “aye.”

On rolicall 145, final passage of H.R. 2521,
aye.”

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. MILLER of Washington. Mr Speaker, |
was unable to be here. Had | been here, |
would have cast the following votes:

“Yes” on rolicall No. 144—Frank amend-
ment on the MX missile to the Defense appro-
priations bill.

“Yes" on rollcall No. 145—Final passage of
Defense appropriations bill.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Speaker, | was un-
avoidably away from the House. | was unable
to vote on two rolicall votes. Please let the
record stand that | would have voted “yes" on
rolicall 144 to cut the Department of Defense
appropriation by $260 million; and, “no” on
rolicall 145 which was final passage of the
DOD appropriation.

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY, JUNE
10, 1991

Ms. SLAUGHTER of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
when the House adjourns today, it ad-
journ to meet at noon on Monday next.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from New York?

There was no objection.

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON
WEDNESDAY NEXT

Ms. SLAUGHTER of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the business in order under the Cal-
endar Wednesday rule be dispensed
with on Wednesday next.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from New York?

There was no objection.

HEALTH COSTS ARE BANKRUPT-
ING AMERICAN FAMILIES

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

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, a
record three-quarters of a million
Americans filed bankruptcy last year.
Household bankruptcies have risen 150
percent since 1984. We usually blame
personal bankruptcy on unemployment
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or credit cards. But bankruptcy experts
are discovering another culprit—the
soaring and unpredictable cost of
health care, even for people with insur-
ance.

A new study has found that many of
the debts cited in bankruptcy peti-
tions, apparently owed to credit card
issuers and collection agencies, are
really for medical care. Bankruptcy
lawyers say health care debt is among
the top four or five causes of personal
bankruptcy.

Health insurance no longer protects
families from bankruptcy. Last week
the Seattle Post Intelligencer told of
two middle-class families with massive
health care debts after unexpected ill-
nesses. One family had insurance but
still had to file bankruptcy because of
the costs insurance did not cover. The
other had no coverage because both
spouses were self-employed.

Mr. Speaker, no one in a nation as
rich as ours should be driven to bank-
ruptey by an illness. That cannot hap-
pen in any other industrial democracy.
But more and more Americans are los-
ing their life savings to the lottery
that our health care system has be-
come. We must reform that system be-
fore it destroys more families.

The article follows:

[From the Seattle Post-Intelligencer, May

31, 1991]
MEDICAL BILLS PARTLY To BLAME FOR SURGE
IN BANKRUPTCIES
(By Tom Paulson)

Charles and Monica live with their three
children in a nicely painted, three-bedroom
house on the Eastside. Charles is employed
and has health insurance.

Last month, the suburban couple filed for
personal bankruptcy having accumulated
$18,869 of unmanageable debt. The creditors
included doctors’ groups, hospitals, labora-
tories and several collection agencies seek-
ing payment on health care debts.

Charles recently spent three days in the in-
tensive care unit at Swedish Hospital Medi-
cal Center after a heart attack. Insurance
covered only part of the bill.

That expensive stay came on top of unpaid
medical bills for their daughter's knee sur-
gery, again only partly covered by insurance.
All these bills came due at a time when the
couple had only a small amount in savings.

“That threw us over the edge,”” said
Monica.

Charles and Monica agreed to talk to the
Post-Intelligencer on condition their full
names not be used. Charles said he doesn't
want his colleagues to know he has filed for
bankruptey because it might make him “‘vul-
nerable’ at work. Monica didn't want neigh-
bors or acquaintances to know.

“This is so painful,” said Monica, crying
softly. “It's overwhelming and embarrassing
to the point of shame.”

America’s nationwide surge in bank-
ruptcy—an increase of more than 150 percent
in household filings since 1984—is usually at-
tributed to credit card excesses and unem-
ployment problems. Occasionally, there is
passing mention of medical bills as a con-
tributing factor.

But experts in bankruptcy say an increas-
ing number of personal bankruptcies are
likely being caused by health care debt, forc-
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ing insolvency upon even middle-class fami-
lies with insurance.

Most experts ranked health care debt as a
leading cause of bankruptey in America, at
least among the top five causes. One said its
contribution to the problem could be much
greater,

“There is a lot of medical debt that tends
to be hidden,” said Dr. Teresa Sullivan, a
professor of sociology and law at the Univer-
sity of Texas, Austin, and the lead author of
a recent book on bankruptcy, ‘“‘As We For-
give Our Debtors.”

The primary cause of bankruptcy is not al-
ways what it seems, found Sullivan, who
worked with Dr. Elizabeth Warren at the
University of Pennsylvania and Dr. Jay Law-
rence Westbrook also at UT-Austin, For ex-
ample, Sullivan said, a credit card debt can
be a health care debt in disguise.

“On that credit card, you may have medi-
cal debt as well,"” she said. **Doctors and hos-
pitals take credit cards, too."”

Creditors listed in bankruptcy court are
often collection agencies rather than the
original creditors, Sullivan noted. Health
care providers, she said, may be turning over
their debts to agencies more rapidly than do
retail businesses that wish to avoid alienat-
ing customers.

Medical bankruptcies are more difficult to
identify, said Dr. Michael Staten, director of
Purdue University's credit research center.

“It doesn't show up as medical nec-
essarily,” Staten said.

There is anecdotal evidence that health
care debt plays a part in bankruptey filings,
but he said nobody has taken a comprehen-
sive look behind the numbers to pin down
what is causing the national swell of insol-
vency.’

Credit problems are still likely number
one, Staten said. But given the high cost of
health care, the lack of adequate insurance
for millions of Americans and the fact that
health care debt is often hidden in bank-
ruptey filings, he sald, health care debt could
easily be an unrecognized major force driv-
ing much of the increase.

“It's becoming a more significant factor,"”
Staten said. “From a policy standpoint,
there’s a real need for better data on this."

Nine out of 10 bankruptcies are filed by in-
dividuals or households, rather than busi-
nesses, said Edward Flynn, an analyst with
the bankruptcy division of the Administra-
g.va Office of U.S. Courts in Washington,
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Washington State ranked 19th among the
50 states with 16,4256 households filing bank-
ruptey in 1990, Flynn said. That means that
one out of every 114 households filed for
bankruptey last year.

“Medical certainly ranks in the top five
(causes of bankruptey) if not number two,"
said Dennis Wallace, a bankruptcy attorney
who practices in Seattle and Spokane.

“It's at least one of the top three of four,"
agreed David Yando, another bankruptey at-
torney in Seattle.

Fred Morgan, president of the Seattle
branch of the national Consumer Credit
Counseling Service, said his corporation con-
siders health care debt the fourth-leading
cause of personal bankruptcy—behind what
he called “over-obligation” on credit, unem-
ployment, and divorce or separation.

But Morgan said the definition of over-ob-
ligation could include credit problems that
were originally caused by health care debts.

Contrary to the contention that the health
industry acts quickly to collect on debt,
Morgan said he has found many health care
providers willing to carry debts for long peri-
ods of time without charging interest.
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“‘We find extraordinary cooperation among
health care providers for people struggling
with medical or hospital bills," he said.

Debbie Lunn of Bellevue would character-
ize it more as coercion than cooperation.

Lunn, a 40-year-old mother of three girls,
was diagnosed with pituitary cancer in 1983
and had no health insurance because the
family couldn't afford any. Both Lunn and
her husband are self-employed, he as a carpet
installer and she in the child care business.

Because she lacked insurance, Lunn said
many of the doctors and hospitals she visited
after the diagnosis refused to even see her
without some guarantee of payment for the
cancer treatment.

Lunn was eventually treated at the Uni-
versity of Washington Medical Center—like-
ly because she broke down crying in the
lobby, she said. The total bill came to
$33,000.

““The hospital, doctors and everyone put
the bills right into collection," Lunn said.

The family consulted an attorney and de-
cided not to file for bankruptcy because of
the effect this would have on their busi-
nesses and perhaps on some of their assets,
including their home, she said.

Lunn said the family’'s attorney suggested
they could get a divorce so she could become
impoverished, qualify for state Medicaid and
avoid putting a financial burden on the en-
tire family.

Lunn said they decided to make arrange-
ments with the creditors to pay off their
debts rather than file for bankruptcy. She
said the family finally paid off all the obliga-
tions last year.

What still makes her angry, she said, is
that the financial structure of health care
today appears most suited to provide for
those with either lots of money or very lit-
tle.

Those struggling in the middle, she said,
get stuck,

“If T were on welfare, I would have had no
problems,” Lunn said. “We've always paid
our bills . .. The one time your back's up
against the wall—and you can't get help?
That's a sad America.”

————

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, 1 ask
unanimous consent that today, follow-
ing legislative business and any special
orders heretofore entered into, the fol-
lowing Members may be permitted to
address the House, revise and extend
their remarks, and include therein ex-
traneous material: Mr. DUNCAN, today,
for 5 minutes; Mr. EMERSON, today, for
5 minutes; and the very distringuished
gentleman from Texas [Mr. ARMEY],
today, for 5 minutes.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, reserving the right to object, I just
wanted to inquire of my distinguished
colleague, the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. ARMEY], if he is the brother of the
great Charlie Armey of the New Eng-
land Patiots?

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I yield to
the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, is the gen-
tleman referring to the great Charlie
Armey, Navy veteran, former profes-
sional football coach, currently a di-
rector?
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Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Yes, I hear
he is one of the most famous people out
of the gentleman’'s family, and I want
to double-check if he was the same fel-
low I was thinking of.

Mr. ARMEY. The gentleman from In-
diana [Mr. BURTON] is absolutely cor-
rect. He is a man of impeccable integ-
rity and extraordinarily good looks.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Good looks?

Mr. ARMEY. Good looks.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Must not
run in the family.

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

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

There was no objection.

THE 196TH FIELD ARTILLERY
BRIGADE OF CHATTANOOGA, TN

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

Mrs. LLOYD. Mr. Speaker, this
morning, before 7 o'clock, the Mall be-
tween the Capitol and the monument
was filled with men and women and
girls and boys viewing the military
equipment used victoriously in Oper-
ation Desert Storm. I hope many resi-
dents and visitors to our Nation’s Cap-
ital will take advantage of this spec-
tacular display.

But even more important, Mr. Speak-
er, I hope all Americans will pause and
pay tribute tomorrow during the pa-
rade to those women and men who
brought this country the great victory
in the Persian Gulf that we are all so
proud of. I take special pride in the
196th Field Artillery Brigade out of
Chattanooga, TN, that will be march-
ing in the parade is one of only two ar-
tillery brigades to see action.

Mr. Speaker, all the spectacular
smart equipment was an important fac-
tor in ensuring our victory, but ulti-
mately it was the skill, dedication, and
preparedness of all our All Volunteer
Armed Forces including the Guard and
Reserve, that made it a resounding suc-
cess.

WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE ABOUT
AIDS

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

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, we are about to enter the second
decade of the dreaded disease AIDS. In
1981, we first heard about this disease
in the United States, and this year, at
the end of this year, we will see over
200,000 Americans dead or dying from
this terrible, terrible disease. This Con-
gress over the past decade has been
challenged many times to do some-
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thing about it, and we have been at-
tacking it in a piecemeal fashion.

What needs to be done, Mr. Speaker,
is HHS, Health and Human Services,
the Centers for Disease Control in At-
lanta and the Congress of the United
States, working together, must come
up with a comprehensive plan to deal
with this pandemic that ultimately
will take millions of Americans' lives.
We need a program of testing, contact
tracing, education, psychological help,
and legislation to make sure those who
have this dreaded disease are not dis-
criminated against.

We have to get on with this very
quickly because every day we wait
more people are becoming infected. It
is possible to carry this disease up to 10
years without even knowing it, and all
that time communicating it to other
human beings. We have to come to
grips with it, and we have to come to
grips with it very, very quickly.
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NORTH DAKOTA CHILDREN BEST
IN THE NATION ON MATHEMATI-
CAL SKILLS

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

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr,
Speaker, when I opened the Washing-
ton Post newspaper this morning, I was
once again proud to be a North Dako-
tan. The front page story is a story
about a national study of mathemati-
cal skills of students across America.
Ranking No. 1 in the country are the
students from North Dakota.

Those of us from North Dakota, Mon-
tana, Nebraska, and Iowa—inciden-
tally, those are the four States that
rank one, two, three, and four—take a
lot of ribbing sometimes, because they
say, “You're way up there in North Da-
kota,” or “You're way out there in
Montana.” It is true that we are far
from the big cities and we are far from
the bright lights, but it is also true
that we have some very, very bright
young people. They are our best re-
source, nurtured by parents who care,
nurtured by excellent teachers who do
well in these kinds of studies.

I could not be more proud to be a
North Dakotan and read stories like
this in the Washington Post. We live in
the space age, the age of high tech-
nology, and the age of computers. This
country will compete best in its future
through sound education and through
giving opportunities to our children to
be the best they can be. I think the
demonstration of what we do in North
Dakota and the pride we have in our
children will be a precursor to what we
can do across this country in the fu-
ture.
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A TRIBUTE TO MRS. LEONA
TORKELSON, AN OUTSTANDING

TEACHER

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

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, rarely can
one have a more precious memory than
that of one’s most favorite outstanding
teacher, certainly the teacher that
gave you confidence and inspiration,
sometimes correction, but often ex-
traordinary care. That is the teacher
you remember,

I would like to take a moment of the
body’s time today to remember such a
teacher in my life: Mrs. Leona
Torkelson in Cando, ND, where I grew
up, the teacher who had both myself
and my brother in the sixth grade, who
had so many other young people and
who inspired us, corrected us, and
moved us on.

My brother has a master’s degree and
has written a book. I have a Ph.D. de-
gree and have written a book, and I say
to Mrs. Torkelson, let me tell you that
you will not find a dangling participle
or a split infinitive in either book. For
that we thank you, and we thank you
for your dedicated years of loving care
and attention to the children. Good
luck in your retirement.

EXPANDED HEALTH COVERAGE
SOUGHT UNDER MEDICARE

(Ms. OAKAR asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Speaker, last year
some of us waged a kind of mini war
around this place to get mammography
coverage in Medicare, and we were suc-
cessful. I personally want to thank
Chairman ROSTENKOWSKI, who carried
our message vigorously into the budget
summit meetings.

We prevailed in that, and it had to be
kind of a compromise because it was
not the original bill I introduced to get -
more coverage under Medicare on a bi-
annual basis.

That is why I was really pleased
when I saw that Chairman ROSTENKOW-
SKI of the Ways and Means Committee
introduced yesterday H.R. 2565. He
would expand preventive and early de-
tection health care under Medicare to
include colorectal cancer screening, ex-
pand mammography coverage to an-
nual coverage, not biannual, create a
demonstration project for preventive
services, and provide for flu vaccine
and well baby and child services for
children with kidney disorders.

Mr. Speaker, I think that is a great
step in the right direction, and I want
to compliment Chairman ROSTENKOW-
SKI, and I certainly urge the Members
to cosponsor that bill.
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THE LATEST ON THE CRYING
FILE: FOR WOMEN, REALLY A
CRYING SHAME

(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, ever
since the press pilloried me for shed-
ding some tears as I got out of the
Presidential race in 1987, I have kept a
crying file. It is really fairly large, and
as of yesterday President Bush joined
it.

I must say that the good news is for
men that crying has almost become a
prerequisite for running for President.
I think ex-Secretary of State Muskie
ought to reconsider, because what was
then a stumbling block now seems to
be almost a mandatory performance.
Yes, the good news for men is that cry-
ing is a badge of courage.

The bad news for women is that it is
still a scarlet letter. I think when we
look at women, we think, “Will she
cry?” And now when we look at male
candidates, we think, ‘“‘Can he cry?"
And if he can, that is great.

But I want to say to all women in
America this week that they ought to
cry if they saw how this body dealt
with their rights so cavalierly, and you
can pick out any day. We can remem-
ber what happened. They ought to cry.
It is enough to make you cry, and I
really hope we have a better week next
week.

PROPOSED MEMORIAL AND MU-
SEUM IN WASHINGTON WOULD
HONOR WORLD WAR II VETER-
ANS

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

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, this week
marks our national observance of the
50th anniversary of the United States’
entry into World War II. Between 1941
and 1945, over 400,000 Americans gave
their lives in defense of freedom around
the world; over 1 million were seriously
injured. Yet there is not a monument
in our Nation’s Capital to commemo-
rate their sacrifices.

This week I am very pleased to an-
nounce a majority of Members of the
House have cosponsored H.R. 1623 and
H.R. 1624 to authorize the construction
of a memorial and museum on Federal
land in Washington, DC. This memorial
would be paid for by the minting of a
commemorative coin to mark the anni-
versary of the U.S. entry into World
War II. I am pleased that both bills
have well over the necessary cospon-
sors—and I am hopeful the committees
will soon bring these bills before the
Congress for a vote.

The passage of these two bills early
in the 102d Congress will send a strong
signal of support to our Nation’s World
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War II veterans who offered their lives
to maintain one of this Nation’s found-
ing principles—to live as free and a
self-determining people. World War II
profoundly affected the way we live
today. As no other war, the events and
the people who participated in that
conflict have shaped our economic, po-
litical, and cultural institutions.

Future generations of Americans will
benefit from the lessons of World War
IT imparted by this memorial. It is a
fitting tribute to the veterans both de-
ceased and living who carried this Na-
tion to victory. God bless them.
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CIVIL RIGHTS BILL OF 1991—NOT
GOOD LEGISLATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
KANJORSKI). Under a previous order of
the House the gentleman from Ten-
nessee [Mr. DUNCAN] is recongized for 5
minutes.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, William
Raspberry, as most people know, is a
nationally syndicated columnist, who
is highly respected throughout this Na-
tion. He happens to be a leading black
American.

He recently wrote this about the civil
rights bill of 1991:

But are rules governing disparate impact
suits and minority set-asides of such over-
riding importance that they should con-
stitute the number one priority of our lead-
ers? I don't think so. The problems most
critically affecting black America are the
joblessness and dispair of our young people,
the academic indifference of our children,
the dissolution of our families, the destruc-
tion of our neighborhoods, the economic
marginality of our people, and the Civil
Rights Act of 1991 won't do a blessed thing
about these problems.

Mr. Raspberry then continued and
said:

Worse, it threatens to divide America
along racial lines, when in my view, at least,
white America stands ready to support racial
programs and policies it believes to be fair.

Now, this is a respected, leading
black American who has said this
about the civil rights bill of 1991. We
already have millions of laws, rules,
and regulations on the books in this
country. So many that they have not
even devised a computer that can keep
up with them all, much less a human
being.

We already have thousands of laws,
rules, and regulations on the books at
every level, Federal, State, and local,
which outlaw every form and every
type of discrimination.

The legislation which we passed this
week in the House, the civil rights bill
of 1991, is unnecessary political legisla-
tion. It now goes to the Senate, and the
debate will continue, and we will have
it back here in the House.

But many people feel, even many
black Americans feel, that this is no
civil rights bill at all. I would chal-
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lenge any person, any reporter, anyone
to show me in a year or two any aver-
age citizen who this bill has really
helped. The fact is, this bill will prob-
ably make things worse for the things
that black Americans and other mi-
norities really want.

I happen to believe that the black
people of this country and other mi-
norities want the same things that
white Americans want. They want good
homes, they want decent jobs, and they
want a better life for their children
than they had for themselves. The civil
rights bill of 1991 will not help in any
of those areas.

If we really want to help the minori-
ties and all the people in this Nation,
we will work to put more free enter-
prise into our system. All around this
world we see Russia and other nations
near collapse because they have gov-
ernments which are too socialistic in
nature, too totalitarian in nature, gov-
ernments that are being dragged down
by gigantic, massive bureaucracies, re-
sistant to change. Yet here are these
countries struggling to come in our di-
rection, and yet, at the same time, we
seem to be going in their direction by
making our Government, our big
brother here in Washington, more pow-
erful and more and more resistant to
change. So much so that our Nation
now has achieved a government that,
instead of being one that is of, by, and
for the people, as Lincoln envisioned, it
has become one at the Federal level
that is of, by, and for the bureaucrats.

I have a wonderful relationship with
the black community in my district,
and they have supported me strongly
in my elections. I am very grateful to
them for that. I think they know that
I would bend over backward and do
anything that I could to help them in
any way possible. So I very reluctantly
voted against the civil rights bill of
1991.

But I can stand up and say to my
people that this is no civil rights bill.
President Bush, who has a wonderful
record in civil rights, would have sup-
ported a true civil rights bill, and that
is what we really need in this country,
instead of unnecessary political legis-
lation like we have at this point.

TRIBUTE TO CONGRESSIONAL
PAGES, CLASS OF 1990-91

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

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, the
school year is coming to a close, and
school is turning out for the summer
months. Today marks the final day of
service to the House of Representatives
of the outstanding class of pages that
we have had throughout the 1990-91
school year.

This has been a very exciting year
during which these young people have
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had the opportunity to serve here in
the House. So much has happened. It
has really been an historic year.

These pages are here for the most
part for their junior year in high
school, and most of them were here for
last fall's historic budget debates. Cer-
tainly I think an overwhelming major-
ity of them were here for the historic
debates of this past winter about Oper-
ation Desert Storm. They have wit-
nessed the historic address to the Con-
gress by the first reigning monarch of
Great Britain, and they have been
present for several very historic visits
to this Chamber by the President of
the United States. I hope that these
and other memories will live long with
this group of fine young people.

Mr. Speaker, I had the privilege to
serve as a page in the last Republican
Congress. That was, for a point of ref-
erence, the first 2 years of the adminis-
tration of my boyhood hero, Dwight D.
Eisenhower, as President of the United
States.

Indeed, during my own period, it was
my pleasure to serve with the distin-
guished current occupant of the Chair,
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
KANJORSKI]. I know that he and I, when
we get together in a personal way to
reflect upon our experiences, look back
on those days as a wonderful oppor-
tunity.

Being a page is a wonderful experi-
ence. To me, it was perhaps the single
most beneficial learning experience of
my life, because being a page is an ab-
sorptive experience. You learn things
that you cannot learn in a textbook.
You learn by being here, by listening,
by serving, by doing, and by observing.
It is a wonderful opportunity, to serve
in this great legislative body, that I
know most of these fine folks will take
with them and carry with them and
cherish as long as they live.

We have serving with us today a
number of Members who are distin-
guished former pages. I also want to
recognize the distinguished Clerk of
the House, Mr. Donnald Anderson, who
began his lengthy career of service to
this body, and it has been a career of
very distinguished service, as a page.

Mr. Speaker, also the gentleman
from Arizona [Mr. KOLBE] had this re-
markable experience. I take this oppor-
tunity to yield to the gentleman from
Arizona.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the gentleman yielding. Like the
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. EMER-
SON], I did have the opportunity to
serve as a page here, a wonderful expe-
rience for me.

Every group of pages that we have is
special, and every group of experiences
that they have here are very special
ones. I know that you had a remark-
able experience as you were a page. I
believe it was the time that this House
was attacked, and the violence that oc-
curred here on the floor. This is some-
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thing, of course, that you will never
forget.

I was serving in the Senate as a page
during the first civil rights filibuster
and debate.

Certainly the experiences this time
around have been extraordinary. I cer-
tainly think of the great budget debate
of last fall, and the decision to use
force in the Middle East, the first time
since World War II this Congress has
gone on record formally to use force,
and the great civil rights debate we
just concluded.

Most important, it is not the events
these young men and women will re-
member, but the people they have
worked with and served with. Because
Congress is, after all, an institution
made up of people who represent others
around our country.

I know when I think back on my ex-
perience, it was a very formative expe-
rience for me, perhaps the most impor-
tant experience in my lifetime. I think
we all can hope that these young men
and women will go on to great things,
and I know that they will, perhaps bet-
ter things than even serving in Con-
gress. But whatever they do, the expe-
rience they have had here gives them a
confidence and understanding of the
world and the institution that makes
this such a remarkable country.

Mr. Speaker, we could not do this
work here in the Congress without the
pages. Sometimes I think we take
them for granted. But we do appreciate
the fine job they do. Most of all, we ap-
preciate the youth, the vigor that they
bring to this body, the different per-
spective of youth that they bring to
our deliberations. Sometimes perhaps
they do not even realize it, but they
have a greater impact on things that
we do here on the floor just by their
presence.

Mr. Speaker, it reminds us, most of
all, that what we do in this body is not
done for us so much, but for the next
generation, the next generation of
leaders.
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They really are the next generation
of leaders, these young men and
women. I am pleased to join with my
colleague today in wishing them God-
speed and good luck next year in their
schools and as they go through life.

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for his contribution.

I yield to the gentleman from Mary-
land [Mr. HOYER], the distinguished
chairman of the Democratic caucus
and a former member of the Page
Board.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding to me. Con-
gressman EMERSON was a page. Con-
gressman EMERSON, as much as any
Member of this body, has given time
and attention to the page program to
ensure its quality and to ensure its in-
clusion for a very positive experience
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for all of the pages who come and are
here with us.

I was not a page. I worked in the of-
fice of a Member, as so many others
have done here, either working as
pages or somehow exposed to the Con-
gress of the United States. However, as
president of the Maryland Senate, I
and the Speaker of the Maryland House
ran the page program in Annapolis.

It was rare indeed that a young per-
son came to participate in that page
program, and from my discussions with
pages here in Washington in the Con-
gress of the United States, it is rare in-
deed that they come here, where I
think they do not go away with a much
more positive view of democracy and
those who serve in public office.

The gentleman from Missouri has
said, joined by the gentleman from Ari-
zona, that the pages perform a critical
function. So not only is it a tremen-
dous learning experience for these
young people who will go back to their
schools and to their communities and
to their families and to their peers and
have what really relatively few Ameri-
cans have, and that is knowledge of the
inside, of the day-to-day, week-to-
week, month-to-month operations of
the Congress of the United States.

Because they have that special
knowledge, they will in effect be her-
alds of democracy around the country.
Many of them will seek public office
and will, I am sure, in the future be
Members of this body, as Mr. EMERSON
and Mr, KOLBE and others.

Others will be strong leaders in their
community activities on behalf of the
critical component of democracy, and
that is citizen involvement, informed
citizen involvement.

I want to congratulate our young
people. They are all outstanding young
people from throughout this Nation,
representing all races, male and fe-
male, regional diversity, ethnic diver-
sity. They strengthen our country as
they strengthen the Congress of the
United States.

So I am pleased to join the distin-
guished gentleman from Missouri with
whom, as he said, I had the honor of
serving on the page board for a period
of time, to congratulate them and to
thank them and to wish them Godspeed
as they return to their families and to
their communities.

Mr. EMERSON. I thank the gen-
tleman from Maryland for his very elo-
quent contribution. I appreciate his re-
marks, and I know that the pages do as
well.

On behalf, I think, of the entire mem-
bership of the House, I want to express
to the pages, they have been an out-
standing class.

I have talked with overseers and
chief pages and teachers and others
who have to do with the page system
on an ongoing basis, and I am very
pleased to learn that they have been
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exemplary in their service and in their
conduct.

I want to take this opportunity to
wish them well, best wishes in all of
their future endeavors, God bless you
each and every one. Come back to see
us, go out into the communities of
America from whence you have come
and provide the leadership that this
Nation will need into the future.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. EMERSON. 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 therein extraneous
material on my special order.

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

There was no objection.

ILLEGAL TRASH DUMPING IN
RURAL AMERICA

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
KANJORSKI). Under a previous order of
the House, the gentleman from Kansas
[Mr. GLICKMAN], is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Speaker, the prairie is
America’s breadbasket, not its wastebasket.
Two years ago, we witnessed the dismaying
spectacle of medical waste and other garbage
washing up on our Nation’s beaches. Now, we
helplessly stand by walching as garbage
washes up on the sea of grasses of the inland
prairie.

The growing amount of municipal solid
waste America is generating is dangerously
overwhelming our ability to dispose of it. No
one seems to know how to deal with the
quantity of trash we are generating, so the an-
swer for some is to just ship it across the
country.

Rural areas from Kansas to Kentucky are
quickly becoming the dumping grounds for
trash generated in New York and New Jersey.
It seems that when illegal dumpers can't get
away with throwing their trash into the oceans,
they turn to the broad expanse of the Great
Plains. We cannot allow trash companies to
continue dumping the fith and waste of the
big cities in rural America. Long after a landfill
is used up and closed, these communities will
have to live with leaking waste and polluted
water supplies.

Just in the last 2 weeks, a New Jersey com-
pany called Environmental Transport has been
trucking in bales of east coast trash and
dumping them in a landfill in McPherson, KS.
The firm’s sole business is shipping trash from
the east coast. | find it quite ironic that, while
they cannot transport waste within their own
State, they are transporting it across our Na-
tion's highways to States like Kansas.

Environmental Transport applied to the New
Jersey Environmental Protection Department
last September for a permit to transport waste
within the State of New Jersey. The applica-
tion was found to be grossly deficient. The De-
partment sent a cerlified letter to Environ-
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mental Transport inquiring about the defi-
ciencies. That letter received no response.

Now, although Environmental Transport has
been importing trash into Kansas, the legality
of the dumping is seriously in question. The
company claims the dumping permit in Kansas
was transferred to them when they bought the
landfill. However, the Kansas Department of
Health and Environment regulations clearly
state that the permit is not transferable. The
Kansas Department of Health and Environ-
ment has not issued Environmental Transport
an operating permit. The New Jersey Environ-
mental Protection Department has not issued
Environmental Transport an operating permit.
This company is illegally operating without a
permit, period.

As a spokeman for the Kansas Department
of Health and Environment stated,

These people did not come into McPherson
County because they were benevolent. They
didn't say, '*‘There’s that poor little county.
Let's go in there and help them close their
landfill.” There's obviously a lot of money in
it.

Tom Brokaw reported on a similar story in
his television program, “Exposé.” Prof. Alan
Block, who teaches at Penn State University,
is one of the country's leading authorities on
organized crime and garbage dumping. He
says there is so much dumping by organized
crime in the Midwest and Appalachia that he
has been contacted by more than 70 citizen's
groups. He claims that not only has organized
crime targeted middle America, but they go as
far as looking for small communities with a
predominance of older, rural white people.
They think that's the best profile of a commu-
nity that will provide the least interference with
their plans. This is outrageous. These people
are searching out towns across the Midwest
who, in their view, can be misled into accept-
ing tons of garbage from the East.

Big city garbage has been a big-time busi-
ness of organized crime for more than 50
years, worth billions of dollars. People get
killed over control of garbage routes and gar-
bage dump sites. With organized crime run-
ning out of places to dump all this garbage,
they have simply decided to send the garbage
way out of town, turning the interstates into
garbage highways. Millions of tons of garbage
are moving by truck on the highways and for
the most part, local residents find they are de-
fenseless.

That is why | have introduced legislation
today which allows States to reject garbage
imported from other States. This would pre-
vent these scenarios in which States clear
across the country and send their trash to the
Midwest for disposal. Further, my bill imposes
civil and criminal penalties of up to $1 million
or 1 year in jail for any individual who violates
these State compacts.

In the 1820’s, there were 140 million acres
of prairie stretching from Ohio to Kansas and
from Oklahoma to North Dakota. Today less
than 1 percent of it remains. We should be
spending our time and focusing our efforts on
ways to preserve the prairie, not destroy it.
The taligrass prairie is the most distinctly
American landform. Let's preserve this land
and not turn the endless miles of rolling grass-
lands into another garbage dump.

My bill has three main components:
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First, it allows any State to reject waste from
other States.

Second, it allows States to form regional
compacts in which States can band together
to deal with solid waste generated within the
compact States.

Third, it imposes criminal and civil penalties
for any individual violating the rules of the
compact or the regulations imposed by a
State.

| hope this legislation sends a signal to the
unscrupulous garbage shippers who think the
rest of the country is their wasteland to dump
on. As long as it is cheap and easy to ship
waste to other States, no State will be forced
to deal responsibly with the trash it generates.
Let's preserve the prairie and not turn the end-
less miles of rolling grasslands into another
garbage dump.

PRINCE GEORGES COUNTY SAYS
GOODBYE TO AN EXTRAOR-
DINARY SCHOOL SUPER-
INTENDENT—JOHN MURPHY

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

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, my home
of Prince Georges County, MD, will
soon bid farewell to an extraordinary
leader and visionary, our superintend-
ent of schools for the past 7 years, John
A. Murphy.

He leaves to guide the Charlotte-
Mecklenberg school system in North
Carolina.

When John Murphy took over as su-
perintendent in 1984, the Prince
Georges County school system faced
many challenges. It was divided, ra-
cially polarized, and its quality was
questioned. Standardized test scores
were in the 50th percentile range.

Seven years later, John Murphy
leaves us a nationally heralded, model
school system. It is one which provides
quality public education to a unified,
racially and ethnically diverse student
population; one which is approaching
the 76th percentile in test scores. It is
a system that works. John Murphy's
contributions to the school system are
the major factors in the success Prince
Georges County has had in its building
reputation as the most successful eth-
nically and racially diverse major sub-
urban county in the Nation.

His achievements are numerous, and
too many to list here. But it's impor-
tant to note that under John Murphy's
tenure, the Prince Georges County
school system has instituted 13 com-
prehensive magnet school programs; 19
comprehensive compensatory edu-
cation Milliken II programs; computer-
assisted instruction in grades 2, 3, and
4 in 68 other schools; a comprehensive
strategy for improving minority stu-
dent achievement from kindergarten
through high school; a systemwide in-
structional management system; a
principals’ academy leadership train-
ing program; and a systemwide cur-
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riculum revision and systemwide cri-
terion reference testing.

In addition, John Murphy has insti-
tuted a national teacher recruitment
effort, concentrating on minority
teachers; installed standards of excel-
lence and accountability for all em-
ployees; instituted a systemwide effec-
tive schools model, an advisory council
for business and industry, an interfaith
advisory council and a community ad-
visory council on magnet and compen-
satory educational programs. He has
also brought $43 million to the system
in special education grants.

Keep in mind that all of these accom-
plishments occurred in addition to the
major challenges of just day-to-day
management of the 16th largest school
district in the country.

Mr. Speaker, John Murphy's con-
tributions have been recognized nation-
ally. In 1989, he received the Leadership
for Learning Award for his outstanding
contribution to student achievement
by the American Association of School
Administrators.

In the book “Winning the Brain
Race' by David T. Kearns, chairman of
the Xerox Corp., and Denis P. Doyle,
senior research fellow at the Hudson
Institute, Dr. Murphy was described as
“superintendent and public sector en-
trepreneur par excellence’ for his initi-
ation of ‘‘the most important example
in the nation' of public school im-
provement in offering parential choice.

Most recently, Dr. Murphy's home
county newspaper, the Prince Georges
Journal, said he was ““the best school
superintendent Prince Georges County
has had, at least in recent memory,”
and gave him a grade of “A.”

John Murphy came to the Prince
Georges County school system after
serving as superintendent in six other
school districts, in Illinois, North Caro-
lina, New Jersey, Massachusetts, Flor-
ida, and New Hampshire. He started as
an English teacher in 1958, and became
a principal for the first time in 1961.

He received his B.S. degree from
North Adams State College in Massa-
chusetts in 1958; a master of education
from the University of Massachusetts
in 1961, and a doctor of education ad-
ministration from the University of
Massachusetts in 1972.

Mr. Speaker, as you can tell, I am
very proud of the achievements of John
A. Murphy as superintendent of the
Prince Georges County school system.
He has been a remarkable and superior
superintendent, and his achievement
will outlast this personal leadership for
many years to come. His work is proof
that American education can still suc-
ceed; that vision and leadership and
hard work can yield results even in a
heterogeneous school system; and that
one man can make a difference.

The contribution he has made to the
county schools and to the county is ex-
traordinary, and both myself and the
people of Prince George's County wish
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him all the best as he leaves us. We
will miss him.
[From the Wall Street Journal, June 6, 1991]
APPLIED ANXIETY: FORCEFUL EDUCATOR
STRESSES TESTING, ACCOUNTABILITY TO
TURN A DISTRICT'S SCHOOLS AROUND
(By Gary Putka)

UPPER MARLBORO, MD.—Soon after becom-
ing school superintendent in 1984, John Mur-
phy called Prince George's County principals
to his office, a few at a time.

They all got the same treatment, Mr. Mur-
phy confronted them with blue, yellow and
red graphs showing a decline in achieve-
ment-test scores. “We are not putting peo-
ple’s feet to the fire,” Mr. Murphy said.

Henceforth, he declared, the schools were
to be run according to a management philos-
ophy he called “applied anxiety."

“The message was clear,"” and it left many
who experienced it feeling uneasy, says
Bryan Blavatt, principal of Frederick Doug-
lass High School. Mr. Murphy meant to hold
administrators and teachers accountable for
students’ test results. What's more, prin-
cipals were going to have to compete for stu-
dents with a number of well-financed “mag-
net” schools set up to foster desegregation,

The years that followed produced some big
gains. And Mr. Murphy proved true to his
word: He demoted principals, transferred
teachers and froze salaries when he didn't
see results. During Mr. Murphy's tenure,
Prince George's, on the eastern border of
Washington, D.C., has climbed to 10th from
21st among Maryland's 24 school districts in
achievement-test scores. Five Prince
George's schools have been called “‘exem-
plary’ by the U.S. Department of Education.
Racial enmity seems to have abated, and
systemwide enrollment has increased, after a
big drop.

‘“‘Applied anxiety works,"” says Mr.
Blavatt. Fellow principal Patricia Green,
whose Columbia Park Elementary School
won accolades from the Education Depart-
ment, declares: ‘‘John Murphy is a visionary
leader,”

At the same time, with accountability and
competition came anger. Long lines formed
for the model magnet schools. Parents were
livid if there wasn't room for their Kkids.
Many teachers protested the emphasis on
test-taking.

In many ways, Prince George's has been a
laboratory for ideas President Bush and his
education secretary, Lamar Alexander, now
want to apply nationally. The ingredients:
letting parents choose their children’s
school, putting great weight on tests, invit-
ing corporations to help out, letting a few
model schools show the way. All are part of
Mr. Bush's ''Education 2000 program un-
veiled in April.

Prince George's County shows that such
strategies can bear fruit, but also that there
are trade-offs in this sort of school reform. A
teachers’ union said Mr. Murphy’s dictum to
up the numbers forced teachers to give A's
and B's that weren't deserved, and to sac-
rifice real teaching for coaching in how to
take tests. Mr. Murphy's critics eventually
got to him. After a bitter salary dispute, he
will start a new job as school superintendent
in Charlotte, NC in July.

“He undoubtedly did a lot of good things
and restored the image and confidence of
Prince George's County,” says Christopher
Cross, the former head of research for the
Department of Education. “The quesiton is
to what degree it was smoke and mirrors.”

Mr. Murphy “isn't as good as his PR,"” say
Marjorie Spirer, president of the Prince
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George's County Education Association, the
district's largest teacher union. ““We were al-
ready on the rise, and he took the credit.”
She says success has less to do with Mr. Mur-
phy than with the hard work of teachers,
better pay and increases in the school budg-
et—up 87%, to $552 million, during the Mur-
phy years. She says hardball personnel tac-
tics and inequitable school financing, mean-
while, “have left us a district divided and
Enm."

Mr. Murphy kicked Ms. Spirer out of his
office two years ago and hasn't spoken to her
since. “Marjorie Spirer stands for Marjorie
Spirer, not quality education,” he says.
‘‘She’s the worst thing that ever happened to
education in Prince George's County. I am
appalled by the level of greed I encountered
in dealing with that union.”

Like many superintendents, the 55-year-
old Mr. Murphy started out a&s a teacher and
became a nomad. A principal at 25, a super-
intendent at 29, he ran six other school dis-
tricts before coming to Maryland. In 1968, he
took over the Naples, Fla., schools and sized
up his 25 principals. “I fired 15 or 20 of
them,” he says. “They ran a school-board
slate, won and fired me.” In Raleigh, N.C., he
quit after a newspaper said he had hired as a
consultant to the schools a firm that some-
times employed him as a consultant to oth-
ers. An investigation found no wrongdoing.

Prince George's County hired Mr. Murphy
to reverse a slide. Whites had begun fleeing
court-ordered desegregation in 1972. As more
left, there was more busing of children to
achieve racial balance. Voter anger helped
pass a referendum capping real-estate taxes
in 1979, decimating the school budget. By
1984, when Mr. Murphy was hired, enrollment
had plunged 28% in 10 years, to 105,000, and
learning was fast becoming a side issue.

TYPICAL FROBLEM SCHOOL

Columbia Park Elementary School, in a
poor section of Landover, Md., was typical of
Prince George’s problems. Reading and math
test scores were among the lowest in the dis-
trict. Vandalism and graffiti plagued the
school, and drugs were sold on the street.
Many parents found teachers hostile or indif-
ferent.

“I would send my kids to school with notes
asking teachers to call; they never called,”
says Virginia Walker, whose three daughters
all attended Columbia Park.

Mr. Murphy says that poor performance
“was blamed on the youngsters and what
they brought to the schools—poverty, race,
neglect.” He countered by pushing “high ex-
pectations' and the belief that “*all children
can learn.”

In 1986, he transferred Columbia Park's
principal and replaced him with Ms. Green, a
devotee of parental involvement and positive
reinforcement. Ms. Green makes demands:
harder books, stricter discipline, higher test
scores. She pins ‘‘caught at being good™ rib-
bons on students, papers the halls with “‘stu-
dent of the month’ and ‘‘Masters of Math™
awards, and throws pizza parties for good at-
tendance.

Mrs. Walker now finds Columbia Park
“100% better.” A new parent-teacher com-
mittee instituted biweekly progress reports
for students, replacing quarterly ones. It
also staggered dismissal times to send
younger pupils home earlier then the bigger
kids who sometimes harassed them. Third-
grade scores on the California Achievement
Test have risen from the 76th to the 87th per-
centile, and eighth-grade scores are at the
73rd, up from the 49th.
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IN SINGLE FILE

Columbia Park is strict—and structured.
Children walk the halls between classrooms
in single file, holding fingers over lips in the
“shhh" position. In the classroom, they are
pushed hard. Discussing vocabulary in
“Where the Red Fern Grows,” a tale of child-
hood in the Ozark mountains, Rosemarie
MecConnaughey has little trouble getting re-
sponses from her well-prepared sixth-grad-
ers. Challenged, they reach, straining like
writers for just the right word.

Rough-hewn? “Crude,” says one child. The
side you best hear from in the wilderness?
“Leeward.” And when the body goes away
after death? “Decompose * * * deteriorate
* * * decay.”

*I think I've heard the word ‘hardworking’
a few times,” says Ms. McConnaughey.
“What is a good synonym for that? I am
thinking of a word that begins, I-N * * *»
The students look puzzled.

“Well, I'm just going to have to give it to
you."

“No, give us another letter,” insists 12-
year-old Sean Swilling. D, says the teacher.
Hands wave. ‘‘Industrial?” asks one student.
Before the teacher can correct him, a second
student does it for her: ““Oh * * * gh * * * ph
* * * industrious.”

Suitland High School, in nearby District
Heights, saw Mr. Murphy's tactics in action.
In April 1984, the Middle States' Association,
which accredits the school, put Suitland
High on probation—one step short of closing
it. “Thirty percent of Suitland faculty have
lost interest in the teaching act,” the asso-
ciation concluded in a report. In 1985, only
28% of Suitland ninth-graders passed the re-
quired Maryland citizenship test; the state-
wide average was 58.6%.

TRACKING TEACHERS

In 1986, Mr. Murphy replaced Suitland's
principal with Joseph Hairston, who imple-
mented a system of tracking teachers ac-
cording to their grading of students, attend-
ance, test scores and numbers of student sus-
pensions issued. In 1987, Mr. Hairston issued
transfer notices to 17 Suitland teachers, in-
cluding some he says had been caught sleep-
ing in class, The teachers union filed a griev-
ance that resulted in two reinstatements,
but the rest of the transfers stuck.
Suitland’s average score on the Scholastic
Aptitude Test has risen to 807 from 679 since
1986.

Students are also being pushed at Central
High School, in Capitol Heights. This year,
bright kids accustomed to success in school
encountered something new—an accelerated
humanities program, called the Inter-
national Baccalaureate. It can be pretty de-
manding.

Several of the 21 participants complain of
homework that takes up to seven hours a
night, and fret that their grade-point aver-
ages are suffering. Michele Kopenhaver, ac-
customed to getting A's, got a D on her first
English essay. “I died, I died,” says the 17-
year-old junior, covering her face. Many stu-
dents considered quitting the program, but
just one has. "I honestly tried to get kicked
out,” says 17-year-old Rodney Frank, “‘but
my mom said if I did, I could forget about
college. The thing about IB is that it makes
you strive to do better.”

Suitland, Central and most of the other
schools praised by Mr. Murphy either have
magnet programs or, like Columbia Park,
get extra federal funds because they're in all-
minority neighborhoods, under what is
known as the Milliken program. Magnet pro-
grams are popular with parents. Students
from throughout the county can apply, and
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are selected at random to participate. But
when ‘‘regular” schools lose students to
magnet schools, they often lose their most
motivated kids. And declining enrollment
can also mean a loss of teaching and staff po-
sitions. Thus, some schools fight back with
changes in curriculum, harder work—and
marketing.

“The strategy for the Milliken and magnet
schools is more than just desegregation,”
says Mr. Murphy. “It’s about overall school
improvement, innovating at just a few
schools to show that it can be done.” John
Hagan, the principal of Bowie High School,
says, “It's sharpened the knife. We want to
keep the kids from going to the magnet
schools, and it has made us more competi-
tive."

To compete with Prince George's tech-
nology-intensive Eleanor Roosevelt High
School, Mr. Hagan and Bowie raised $100,000
with car washes and other fund-raisers for
new computer and TV labs, and hired teach-
ers who specialize in advanced-placement
classes. After 50% of Bowie ninth-graders
failed the Maryland writing test five years
ago, students were assigned more essays to
write, even in science and math classes. The
failure rate on the writing test is down to
4%.

Mr. Hagan is a big fan of Mr. Murphy's
strategy, but has reservations about its fi-
nancial disparities. Prince George's County
spends $5,267 per student at Milliken schools,
$5,093 at magnet schools, and only $4,578 at
regular schools. The difference has its ef-
fects, “You don't get the extra staff, the
extra material, the extra supplies,"” says Mr.
Hagan.

Teachers say the emphasis on test results
has entailed certain sacrifices: less reading
time in class, for instance, so that students
can work on writing skills.

At District Heights Elementary School,
just over the Washington, D.C,, line, prepar-
ing to take standardized multiple-choice
tests has been a big part of the curriculum.
Students work on “bubbling in," or filling in
mock answer sheets, and practice with
“Scoring High," a workbook that resembles
the California Achievement Test Maryland
students have been required to take. Helen
Thiers, a second-grade teacher, estimates
that in some grades, 25% of class time has
been spent taking and preparing to take
standardized tests. She says much is sac-
rificed: in-depth teaching and time spent on
subjects like social studies and science that
are stressed less on the tests.

“There's something people call the ‘teach-
able moment,” when the lightbulb goes on in
the student’'s mind,” says Mrs. Thiers. “We
have fewer teachable moments these days.
The flower is dying on the windowsill, but we
can't talk about science because the pressure
is on to do math.”

Under Mr. Murphy, Prince George's has
gone a long way toward satisfying a federal
court that education for blacks be as good as
it is for whites. But the issue hasn’t dis-
appeared. Of Prince George's 171 schools, Mr.
Murphy has convinced the court that 19
nearly all-black ones can't be integrated and
should instead be deemed Milliken schools
and given extra funds. The Milliken schools
can afford lower student-teacher ratios, and
more extras like computers that other
schools don’t have money to buy.

Fifty other schools get a smaller subsidy
to create magnet programs, in fine arts or
science for example, that are meant to at-
tract whites to black-neighborhood schools
and vice versa. The magnet schools are so
popular about 3,000 students are turned away
each year.
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Mr. Murphy says he has always meant to
bring regular school funding up to the spe-
cial school level, “‘but this blasted recession
has caught us short."”

A more personal money issue also cut him
short. Partly in search of a bigger pension,
Mr. Murphy started job talks with other
school districts last year. The Prince
George’s school board then offered him a big
raise and pension in a most unusual 10-year,
$2.5 million contract. A storm of protest
erupted, much of it from black state legisla-
tors who said they wanted a black school
chief before 10 more years went by.

As for Mr. Murphys salary, at one commu-
nity meeting some blacks shouted ‘‘here's
your raise” and threw guarters at his feet.
“That was low,"” he says. “‘I don't think they
were speaking for the black people in the
community."

Mr. Murphy says he is sad that he can't
“complete the job” in Prince George's, but
he says he was no longer in a position to ac-
complish much more. His critics also have
mixed feelings. *“I'll give him credit, some of
the credit,” says Ms. Spirer, the president of
the county education association. ‘‘He
brought us fresh energy, got money and
some good people in.”

Adds Mrs. Thiers, the second-grade teach-
er: “There's a lot to John Murphy. He has
angered me to the point of screaming, with
his tests, the stress and those little charts in
his office. But he has made me thrilled, and
very proud—proud to live and work in PG
County."”

I yield to the gentleman from Mary-
land [Mr. MCMILLEN].

Mr. McCMILLEN of Maryland. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for
yielding to me and, as someone who
represents the southern part of Prince
Georges County, I would like to cer-
tainly echo his comments.

John Murphy is a friend and an out-
standing superintendent. I think what
is extraordinary about his contribution
is that he certainly exhibited the kind
of vision that we needed across our
school systems in this country. I look
at the Secretary of Education, the
President, talking about school reform
as a national priority. John Murphy
was there before school reform was in
vogue.

I think that is probably the greatest
credit we can pay him. I commend the
gentleman.

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman
for his contribution and I am honored
to represent Prince Georges County
along with him. He and I have both
worked very closely with John Mur-
phy
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VERY UNFORTUNATE DECISION BY
BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Maryland [Mr. MCMILLEN]
is recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. McCMILLEN of Maryland. Mr.
Speaker, I regret that we have to have
this special order today. It is because
of a very, very unfortunate decision by
the Base Closure Commission that has
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made a decision 6 to 1 to not take our
defense laboratories off the base-clo-
sure list.

I know myself and the gentleman
from Pennsylvania and the gentleman
from New Jersey and many, many oth-
ers in this body and the other body feel
that that is a contravention of congres-
sional intent.

Mr. Speaker, last year in the 1991 de-
fense authorization bill, very clearly
an advisory commission on labora-
tories was set up to study these labs
and to report to the Congress no later
than September 30 of this year. My
concern is, and I am sure that these
gentlemen share these concerns, that
this has been a very heavyhanded proc-
ess by the Pentagon. I resent it, and
our constituents deserve better.

We have had particular concern
about some of the contradictory state-
ments that are being made by the act-
ing director of the advisory commis-
sion.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to my colleague,
the gentleman from Pennsylvania, who
will elaborate on this point.

Mr. KOSTMAYER. I appreciate my
friend from Maryland yielding.

This is a tricky and difficult matter
to understand, but what I would like to
do is that this morning the Base Clo-
sure Commission, which has been hear-
ing testimony all around the country
on this proposal to close military
bases, and as part of that proposal a
number of laboratories would be closed
as well. I happen to represent one of
those laboratories which is located in
Warminster in Bucks County, PA. The
gentleman from  Maryland [Mr.
MCMILLEN] has one in his district. The
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
PALLONE] has one in his district. My
laboratory is called the Naval Air De-
velopment Center, and it employs
about 2,900 people.

This morning the Base Closure Com-
mission heard testimony from a fellow
called Pete Adolph. Mr. Adolph is the
acting director of a separate commis-
sion which has the responsibility for
deciding not whether those bases close
but whether those laboratories close.

Mr. Adolph told the commission this
morning that the Lab Consolidation
Commission had really no objections to
the base-closing commission going
ahead and closing, if you follow me,
Mr. Speaker, going ahead and closing
the lab.

In fact, I am sorry to say, Mr. Speak-
er, that is simply not true, because on
May 22, and May 23, the Lab Consolida-
tion Commission, of which Mr. Adolph
is the acting executive director, held a
meeting, and I happen to have their
minutes from that meeting. I would
like to read very briefly from those
minutes.

Returning to the question of commenting
on the DoD recommendations to the 1991
Base Closure and Realignment Commission,
there seemed to be a question of propriety
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and format. There was a consensus of the
members that the Commission had an obliga-
tion to cornment on the DoD recommenda-
tions. The Commission—

And this is the Lab Consolidation
Commission—
felt an obligation to provide some prelimi-
nary thoughts to the Base Closure and Re-
alignment Commission on the DoD rec-
ommendations, and the commission’s pre-
liminary thoughts may consist of rec-
ommendations to, in fact, alter the Depart-
ment of Defense recommendations. It was
initially agreed that the Commission had
two options: (1) recommend no change to the
DoD plan; (2) recommend all actions involv-
ing laboratories be removed from consider-
ation now and be revisited during the 1993
deliberations. Subsequent discussion sur-
faced an additional, or third, option, remove
a select number of actions involving labora-
tories until the Commission has had a
chance—

That is, the Laboratory Consolida-
tion Commission—
has had a chance to study these specific ac-
tions in more detail. It was decided that in
order to accommodate this obligation, the
June meeting would have to be rescheduled
to June 12, and that it would be a long 1-day
meeting.

Mr. Speaker, the Laboratory Consoli-
dation Commission made the decision
to meet on 12 June to come up with
recommendations on the lab which
they will then give to the Base Closure
Commission. Today is June 7, and yet
the executive director of the lab com-
mission this morning testified before
the Base Closure Commission that that
decision had already been made. That
decision will not be made until June 12.

Well, I do not like to call the man a
liar, but that is what he is. What is at
stake, in my congressional district, are
2,900 jobs, and there are jobs at stake
in the district of the gentleman from
Maryland [Mr. MCMILLEN], jobs at
stake in the district of the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. PALLONE], jobs
at stake all across the country.

We are prepared to have these labora-
tories and bases closed if that is the
right thing to do. What we are not pre-
pared to be subjected to is this kind of
dishonesty and this kind of trickery,
and we have called Mr. Adolph, and he
will be in my office Monday afternoon,
we hope, to explain to us his conduct.

The fact of the matter is that Mr.
Adolph works for Secretary Cheney.
Secretary Cheney wants the bases
closed and the labs closed.

This is a lousy process. It is not
working the way it was intended to
work.

I hope that the Congress will see that
this process goes ahead in an appro-
priate and fair fashion, because if these
facilities are closed within the context
of this process, there are going to be
not only a lot of angry people, which is
OK, but there are going to be very seri-
ous mistakes made.

What if the Laboratory Consolidation
Commission, which is not to issue its
report until September 30 of this year,
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issues a report which is contrary to the
Base Consolidation Closing Commis-
sion? This process is crazy. It does not
make any sense. It ought to be brought
to a screeching halt until we can de-
sign a process which is fair to the peo-
ple who work in Warminster, fair to
the people who work in Maryland and
New Jersey, and, most of all, fair to
the taxpayers of the United States.

I appreciate the gentleman yielding
to me,

Mr. MCMILLEN of Maryland. I want
to commend the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania for his leadership on this
issue.

Mr, Speaker, for the record, I am in-
cluding in the RECORD the legislation
last year, the 1991 Defense Authoriza-
tion Act, which clearly established an
advisory commission on laboratories.
It is very clear this lab commission
was supposed to make recommenda-
tions to the Congress in a thoughtful,
evaluative fashion regarding these lab-
oratories.

I would like to echo what the gen-
tleman said. We are going forward re-
structuring 90 percent of the Navy labs
in this country based on Secretary
Cheney’s recommendations without a
single congressional hearing, without
any oversight at all, and in contraven-
tion to what we intended in last year's
Defense authorization.
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This is no way to run this in my
view, and I know the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. PALLONE] feels this
way, because he mentioned to me ear-
lier, this is in some respects being done
in the dark of the night without the
kind of full scrutiny that this issue so
deserves.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. McCMILLEN of Maryland. I am
happy to yield to the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. PALLONE] who has also
been a leader on this issue in trying to
bring some sense and rationality to
this process.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding, and I want
to join with him and my colleague
from Pennsylvania to stress the signifi-
cance of this issue. It is not just a
question of jobs. Obviously, all dis-
tricts have jobs that are affected, and
all people are concerned about their fu-
ture.

I point out that these labs are at the
cutting edge of technology for the De-
fense Department and for the future of
our whole defense establishment and
our ability to respond throughout the
world. We are talking here about high
technology laboratories, people mostly
with Ph.D.’s, the type of work that is
being done that is not only important
to the Defense Department but also im-
portant to the future of America’s
economy in a lot of private fields.
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I actually represent, or in my par-
ticular district we have the Electronic
Technology Devices Lab at Fort Mon-
mouth which employs about 200 people,
but I stress again this lab is very im-
portant to the communications at Fort
Monmouth, and crucial as all the lab
facilities in our operations in the Per-
sian Gulf involved in Operation Desert
Storm. A lot of the research, a lot of
the development, for equipment, for ar-
maments, took place at these labora-
tory facilities.

When we talk about lab consolida-
tion, Mr. Speaker, we are talking about
a large and dramatic undertaking
which requires careful study by an
independent commission, by a commis-
sion of experts who know what labs are
all about. That is what this Advisory
Commission on Labs was designed to
do. That is why we set up the Depart-
ment of Defense Authorization Bill last
fall, because the feeling was, this was
not something for the BRAC Commis-
sion, the Commission on Base Closings
to deal with, but rather something that
an independent advisory commission
that had the expertise on labs, had the
expertise on this particular subject,
would be able to deal with.

I think it is very dangerous not only
from our particular areas and the peo-
ple we represent, but for the future of
the whole U.S. defense to have the
BRAC Commission, which has a very
short time period, which does not have
the expertise, and in my opinion has
not been provided with the documenta-
tion to even make any kind of deci-
sions with regard to the future of these
labs, to have that Commission make
the determination of about whether
these labs will be consolidated, as op-
posed to the Advisory Commission
which was specifically set up for that
purpose, to make the recommenda-
tions, and have them considered by
BRAC or the full Congress.

I think that we need to spend some
time, and I think it will be very pos-
sible for the United States in the long
run, perhaps, to convince the BRAC
Commission that we made a mistake
today, because we do not have the
background, and they should allow the
independent advisory commission to go
on its own and to review the various
lab consolidations.

I am hopeful, I am very hopeful we
will be able to get the Commission to
turn around, and to not make these de-
cisions on its own without waiting for
the Independent Lab Commission to
issue its report.

I want to thank both of my col-
leagues for taking the leadership on
this. I think it is very important to the
future of our defense.

Mr. McMILLEN of Maryland. Mr.
Speaker, I would like to add a note,
speaking to my colleagues, and cer-
tainly I feel that I am not against the
base closure process. I supported the
legislation initially. We had a major
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base in my district, and the gentleman
from Pennsylvania participated in that
effort.

The point I think that is necessary to
make here today is we want these
bases and labs closed. It will inevitably
happen, given our level of defense
spending, in a thoughtful, thorough,
and rational fashion. I think our con-
stituents deserve that, and I know that
I feel very strongly that the Base Clo-
sure Commission made a terrible mis-
take today. I know the geatleman from
Pennsylvania has some additional
thoughts on that.

Mr. KOSTMAYER. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate the gentleman yielding, and
let me conclude by saying, Mr. Speak-
er, what happened this morning is that
the Base Closure Commission took up
the laboratory issue. That is why we
are so exercised this afternoon, and
why we brought this to the floor of the
House. This morning they voted 6 to 1
not to delete the labs from the list.
They said that one of the reasons they
did that is because they heard testi-
mony from the Acting Director of the
Laboratory Consolidation Commission
who misrepresented the facts and was
acting not on behalf of the members of
the Laboratory Commission who feel
quite differently as their minutes of
May 24 and 25 indicate, but acting on
behalf of the Secretary of Defense for
whom he works, Mr. Cheney. That is
not fair. That is not right.

The Congress set up two commis-
sions, a Base Closing Commission, and
a Lab Consolidation Commission. Dif-
ferent membership, different obliga-
tion, different dates at which they were
to report back to the Congress. We are
mixing bases and labs; apples and or-
anges. We are making bad public pol-
icy. We will live to regret it. I only
hope that before it is too late, we can
reverse this process and get it back on
the proper track.

I commend the gentleman for his
work. ,

Mr. McMILLEN of Maryland. Mr.
Speaker, legislation has been intro-
duced to take labs off the base closure
list, and we will continue to pursue
that.

What I am concerned about, and I
think the gentleman from Pennsylva-
nia articulated, is that the acting di-
rector, Peter Adolph, is certainly act-
ing like a mouthpiece for the Depart-
ment of Defense, not offering the kind
of objective analysis that this issue de-
serves.

These labs are unique national as-
sets. They are part of our science and
technological infrastructure in this
country. The gentleman from New Jer-
sey understands that. We should not go
forward and close these labs with the
kind of half-hearted evaluative process
that seems to be taking place. That is
not the gentleman from Maryland [Mr.
MCMILLEN] or the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. PALLONE] saying this. It is
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the General Accounting Office, who
raised many questions regarding the
Department of the Navy's data that
they used in complying with this rec-
ommendation.

In fact, the GAO said they could not
really come up with a conclusion.
Their analysis was inconclusive be-
cause the Navy would not cooperate.
The Navy would not give the GAO the
necessary information to make these
determinations. The GAO does not
have it. How is the Base Closure Com-
mission making this broad statement
this morning that says labs should be
part of this process? We will go forward
pell-mell without giving it the thor-
ough analysis that a more independent
commission would give this issue.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MCMILLEN of Maryland. I yield
to the gentleman from New Jersey.

Mr. PALLONE. I think that is a very
important point. One of the points I
have repeatedly made before the Base
Closure Commission is that the data
are not there.

In my case, we are talking about an
Army lab. I have not seen a single doc-
ument yet, nor in my opinion, based on
my conversations with the Base Clo-
sure Commission, has any document
been provided to the Commission that
specifies the reason, the rationale for
this consolidation, nor how it could
possibly save money, nor what is going
to happen in the future research that is
done at the lab. It is evident that the
BRAC Commission does not have that
information, and that is why it makes
s0 much sense to make for the Advi-
sory Commission on Labs that has the
expertise to look at whatever data are
available, and come to their own rec-
ommendations, which the BRAC Com-
mission can then review at that time.
So far, there is a complete paucity of
data. That is an important point.

Mr. MCMILLEN of Maryland. This
process has been very, very wrong, I be-
lieve, from the beginning. The whole
thing stinks, quite honestly.

Originally, the acting director of the
Lab Commission quit, which raises
questions as to what kind of process is
our Defense Department going for? Did
they ever intend to adhere to congres-
sional intent, which said there was sup-
posed to be an advisory commission
formed?

Let me repeat what the gentleman
from Pennsylvania said. I think it
strikes at the heart of the duplicity
and the lack of forthrightness by Mr.
Adolph and others with regard to this
issue. On May 22 and 23, the Lab Com-
mission met. They discussed this issue,
and the Lab Commission is supposed to
be a well-rounded Commission. As I
said, I included this in the RECORD, but
they have a number of people from
within the research and development
infrastructure, people from the Govern-
ment, private sector, to give this kind
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of independent look at this. Basically,
and the minutes reflect this, it was the
consensus of the Advisory Commission
on Labs had obligation to comment on
the DOD recommendations, and they
were going to do so on June 12 next
week. That is what they said.

Clearly, given the intent that they
wanted to take a look at this issue, and
look at it and report back to Congress.
However, here we have, just hours ago,
Peter Adolph, the acting director of
the Lab Commission, coming in front
of the Base Closure Commission, say-
ing, ‘‘No, no, no, we have no overlap in
our jurisdictions. As a matter of fact,
it would be a big help if the Base Clo-
sure Commission went ahead and in-
cluded these labs in the process, indi-
cating just the opposite of what his
Commission, his own Commission, said
in their minutes.

0 1350

Now, the gentleman called that a lie.
I may not go as far in saying that, but
it is certainly duplicitous and a lack of
forthrightness by a public official to
deal with our constituents in this kind
of fashion.

I think we are going to have to hold
him to task for that kind of behavior.

I just want to again reiterate those
points, because it shows the heavy-
handedness by the Department of De-
fense in trying to grease this issue,
without concern to Congress, without
concern to public scrutiny, just let us
get it done. I think it is wrong.

Mr. Speaker, I yield again to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr.
PALLONE].

Mr. PALLONE. All I can say, Mr.
Speaker, and I suppose it is somewhat
repetitive, it is patently obvious that if
the BRAC Commission were to take up
the consolidations, that essentially the
Advisory Commission on Labs would
have practically nothing to do.

I mean, the legislation that the gen-
tleman from Maryland has pointed to
specifically says that one of the pur-
poses 18 to review possible