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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Tuesday, July 30, 1991 
The House met at 12 noon and was 

called to order by the Speaker pro tem
pore [Mr. GRAY]. 

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO 
TEMPO RE 

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

WASHINGTON, DC, 
July 30, 1991. 

I hereby designate the Honorable WILLIAM 
H. GRAY III to act as Speaker pro tempore on 
this day. 

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

PRAYER 
The Chaplain, Rev. James David 

Ford, D.D., offered the following 
prayer: 

We are thankful, 0 God, that our Na
tion has been receptive to people of 
faith of many traditions and we are 
grateful for the opportunities to wor
ship and practice our beliefs in free
dom. Allow us, gracious God, to be 
aware of the traditions of those who 
are different from us and our back
grounds, and give us all a tolerance of 
other citizens whose experience differs 
from our own. 

Even as we give thanks for the bless
ings of our religious liberties, we re
member those individuals, some from 
our own land and whose names we re
member in our hearts, who do not 
share these gifts, and who are sepa
rated from those they love. May the 
freedoms and liberties that we cele
brate each day, soon be with them and 
may Your spirit encourage them and 
give them peace this day and every 
day. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Chair has examined the Journal of the 
last day's proceedings and announces 
to the House his approval thereof. 

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

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Chair will ask the gentleman from 
California [Mr. BROWN] if he would 
kindly come forward and lead the 
membership in the Pledge of Alle
giance. 

Mr. BROWN led the Pledge of Alle
giance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the Unit
ed States of America, and to the Republic for 
which it stands, one nation under God, indi
visible, with liberty and justice for all. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 

A message from the Senate by Mr. 
Hallen, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate had passed with 
amendments in which the concurrence 
of the House is requested, a bill of the 
House of the following title: 

H.R. 2508. An act to amend the Foreign As
sistance Act of 1961 to rewrite the authori
ties of that act in order to establish more ef
fective . assistance programs and eliminate 
obsolete and inconsistent provisiop.s, to 
amend the Arms Export Control Act and to 
redesignate that act as the Defense Trade 
and Export Control Act, to authorize appro
priations for foreign assistance programs for 
fiscal years 1992 and 1993, and for other pur
poses. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate insists upon its amendment to 
the bill (H.R. 2508) "An act to amend 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 to 
rewrite the authorities of that act in 
order to establish more effective assist
ance programs and eliminate obsolete 
and inconsistent provisions, to amend 
the Arms Export Control Act and to re
designate that act as the Defense Trade 
and Export Control Act, to authorize 
appropriations for foreign assistance 
programs for fiscal years 1992 and 1993, 
and for other purposes," requests a 
conference with the House on the dis
agreeing votes of the two Houses there
on, and appoints Mr. PELL, Mr. SAR
BANES, Mr. BIDEN, Mr. CRANSTON, Mr. 
DODD, Mr. WOFFORD, Mr. HELMS, Mr. 
LUGAR, Mrs. KASSEBAUM, Mr. MURKOW
SKI, and Mr. MCCONNELL, and Mr. RIE
GLE, Mr. SARBANES, and Mr. GARN, only 
with respect to chapter 7 of title VII
relating to authority for the President 
to sell, reduce, or cancel loans made 
pursuant to the Export-Import Bank 
Act of 194~and chapter 1 of title IX
relating to the IMF quota increase and 
authority for the U.S. Governor to ac
cept the proposed amendments to the 
Fund's Articles of Agreement-to be 
the conferees on the part of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed a bill of the follow
ing title, in which the concurrence of 
the House is requested: 

S. 1568. An act to amend the act incor
porating the American Legion so as to rede
fine eligibility for membership therein. 

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON 
SCIENCE, SPACE, AND TECH
NOLOGY TO SIT TODAY DURING 
5-MINUTE RULE 
Mr. BROWN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Science, Space, and Technology 
be permitted to sit today while the 
House is in session. 

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

There was no objection. 

ALBANY-ALL-AMERICAN CITY 
(Mr. MCNULTY asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. MCNULTY. Mr. Speaker, it is an 
honor and a privilege for me to say 
congratulations, Albany, NY, on being 
named an "All-American City" for 
1991. 

The National Civic League's recogni
tion of New York State's capital city 
spotlights the efforts of business, gov
ernment, and citizens working together 
for the betterment of the community. 
Through the Albany plan, they at
tacked drug abuse and focused on edu
cation, treatment, and enforcement. 
Affordable-housing initiatives, despite 
Federal funding reductions, culminated 
in 1,550 new housing units representing 
substantial new investment. 

Artistic and cultural opportunities 
abound for creators, performers, and 
audiences, and they have made Albany 
a major cultural center. 

Mayor Thomas Whalen, his adminis
tration, and, in particular, the people 
of the city of Albany, should be saluted 
for setting such a great example of 
community pride and cooperation. 

I look forward to joining Mayor 
Whalen at the White House next Tues
day as the people of Albany are prop
erly recognized for their very proud 
achievement. 

HANDS OFF THE GAS TAX 
(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, over 25,000 
upstate New Yorker's have spoken out 
against higher gas taxes by signing 
these petitions to Congress. 

These 25,000 signatures underscore 
that upstate New Yorkers are tired of 
more and more gas taxes. 
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We already pay the highest combined 

State and Federal gasoline taxes in the 
Nation. 

Like millions of Americans, my sub
urban and rural constituents need their 
cars to earn a living, to obtain an edu
cation, and care for their families. 

Increased State and Federal gas 
taxes will take hundreds of dollars 
each year from the pockets of working 
families in New York, and across the 
United States. 

Today there is $17 billion sitting in 
the Federal highway trust fund, but 
Congress will not let these funds be 
spent. 

Congress should get needed infra
structure projects underway now by 
using the highway trust fund for its in
tended purpose and drop the out
rageous plan to again sock it to motor
ists by pumping up gas taxes. 

These 25,000 signatures, and hundreds 
more every day, are sending a strong, 
clear message to Congress: Hands off 
the gas tax. 

WOMEN'S HEALTH MEASURES-A 
PRIORITY 

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

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to take a moment to share 
with my colleagues my thoughts as to 
how important I feel it is to make a 
commitment to provide the support 
necessary to adequately research the 
health problems which are of primary 
concern to the women of this country. 

Breast and ovarian cancers are what 
I am specifically talking about today. 
We have all heard the statistics-that 
some 44,000 American women die each 
year from breast cancer; that some 
12,000 American women die each year 
from ovarian cancer. 

These numbers are unacceptable be
cause to me one death is one too many. 
That is why I do not feel the question 
is whether or not we can afford to con
duct better research and to provide 
better health care. Research is an in
vestment in health and inaction is not 
an option. 

We must start today. We must ensure 
that women receive adequate health 
care. It is something to which we must 
be wholeheartedly and zealously com
mitted. I am, and I know that, by sup
porting research, we can save lives. 

IS HAVING A JOB A LUXURY? 
(Mr. SAXTON asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, the soak
the-rich mentality that prevailed in 
this House last year is destroying mid
dle-class families all over America. 

One of my constituents, Robert 
Healey, of Viking Yachts, testified be-

fore the luxury tax congressional hear
ing yesterday and asked Congress to 
repeal the luxury tax on boats. He said 
that his business, which at one time 
employed 1,400 people in plants in New 
Jersey and St. Petersburg, FL, has had 
to lay off more than 1,200 workers; that 
is right, 85 percent of his work force. 

Mr. Healey also stated that he had to 
completely close down the plant in St. 
Petersburg. This means that some 1,200 
highly specialized workers will not be 
able to pay income taxes and will not 
be able to pay Social Security or Medi
care taxes either. 

How much money must we lose be
fore we realize how many lives we have 
destroyed with this disastrous tax? 
This tax is a loser. It is a loser for 
workers, a loser for employees, and it 
is a loser for the Federal Treasury. 

Join with me and other colleagues 
who support repealing the luxury tax 
on boats, and remember just one thing; 
this is the people's House, and so for 
once let us do something for the peo
ple. Let us repeal this disastrous tax. 

BCCI: BANK OF CRIME AND 
CORRUPTION 

(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, BCCI, 
now known as the bank of crime and 
corruption, was subject to indictments 
for the biggest bank fraud in world his
tory. BCCI did business with drug deal
ers, terrorists, dictators, even the CIA. 

Bribes, grand larceny, and fraud; 5 
billion dollars' worth of fraud, Mr. 
Speaker, and guess what, they won a 
$200 million fine. Would you not like to 
run with $5 billion and pay a $200 mil
lion fine? They will not even collect it. 

Second of all, they are saying that, 
"None of you nine thieves are allowed 
to open another bank in America." 
What about a McDonald's or a 7-Elev
en, folks? 

With regulators like this, Mr. Speak
er, Congress should hire the neighbor
hood crime watch. They would do a 
better job. 

Congress had better take a look at 
the Federal Reserve Board. When some
one flies with $5 billion and no one 
catches it until an indictment, it seems 
awfully funny to me. 

BATTLE OVER THE 
BUREAUCRATIC BOWEL 

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

Mr. HENRY. Mr. Speaker, it is time 
to alert the American public to the 
danger of regulatory constipation ema
nating from the WIC Program guide
lines being considered at the Depart
ment of Agriculture. WIC's nutrition 

guidelines promote the eating of both 
cereals and fruits-as long as they are 
not packaged and eaten together. What 
kind of prunes do we have setting these 
guidelines? 

Today's Washington Post suggests 
that several Senators are concerned 
that there is great danger in com
promising nutritional standards by al
lowing WIC Program participants to 
eat fruit packaged with cereals. Well, I 
guess any group of 100 people will have 
its share of Frosted Flakes. 

Mr. Speaker, it is time for the WIC 
administrators to say "Cheerio" to 
these proposed guidelines, and let 
America's needy children sit down to a 
nutritious bowl of Raisin Bran. And, 
let me assure the good folks at the De
partment of Agriculture that eating 
fruit can loosen up bureaucratic 
blockages just as surely as eating bran. 
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WRONG DECISION BY DEFENSE 
BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGN
MENT COMMISSION 
(Mr. SYNAR asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. SYNAR. Mr. Speaker, I will vote 
against House Joint Resolution 308 to 
disapprove the base closing rec
ommendations, because the Commis
sion followed the mandate of Congress 
to provide a fair process that will re
sult in the reasonable and appropriate 
closure and realignment of our coun
try's military bases, and will save our 
country billions of dollars. 

However, the Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission was 
wrong to decide to include the Corps of 
Engineers reorganization proposal in 
its base closure recommendations. 

I do not believe that the Commission 
had authority to propose reorganiza
tion of the corps. Unlike the Commis
sion's expansive study of military base 
closures, the Commission virtually ig
nored the mission and purpose of the 
Corps of Engineers in its final plan. 

Congress now has 1 year to come up 
with its own corps reorganization pro
posal. The time to start this effort is 
now. As chairman of the Subcommittee 
on Environment, Energy and Natural 
Resources I have initiated an oversight 
review of the corps' realignment pro
posals. The subcommittee will use the 
information to thoroughly evaluate the 
soundness of the proposal and forward 
this information to the appropriate 
legislative committees. The sub
committee findings will be essential 
for any new plan the Congress will de
velop in the coming year. 

H.R. 917, THE SOCIAL SECURITY 
NOTCH ADJUSTMENT ACT OF 1991 
(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN asked and was 

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

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, in 
nearly every city and town in America, 
there are two retired older Americans, 
both of whom worked hard all their 
lives in the same occupation, both are 
good citizens, and both very much de
pend on their monthly Social Security 
checks. The only difference between 
them is that one retiree is a year older 
than the other, and, surprisingly, the 
elder of the two receives $124 more each 
month from Social Security. 

It is hard to believe that the Social 
Security system, a program which will 
impact nearly every American, would 
give substantially different benefits to 
people with similar work records but 
who differ slightly in age. This is the 
Social Security notch problem. It is 
that group of older Americans who 
have worked hard to support a family, 
yet receive significantly less retire
ment benefits than others, simply be
cause their birthdate fell between 1917 
and 1921. 

This problem has been debated for 13 
years now. I support Congressman ROY
BAL's bill, the Social Security Notch 
Adjustment Act of 1991, because it 
brings justice to the Social Security 
system. A system so many older Amer
icans depend on. 

CAMPAIGN REFORM BILL URGED 
(Mr. MAZZOLI asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, a year 
ago almost to this very day, to the ev
erlasting credit of the Speaker of the 
House, the gentleman from Washington 
[Mr. FOLEY], this House debated and 
produced a campaign reform plan on 
the very eve of our leaving for the Au
gust recess in 1990. 

Unfortunately, the House and the 
Senate versions were not reconciled, 
and so today, 1 year later, we still have 
no campaign reform bill. 

The elements, it seems to me, Mr. 
Speaker, of such a bill would be a vol
untary limit on campaign spending, 
which can be achieved only through ei
ther partial public financing or cheaper 
rates on television, some reduction in 
the influence and the role of political 
action committees, and an enhanced 
role for individual donors. 

It seems to me, Mr. Speaker, this is 
the kind of bill we should pass. We can
not do it this week, but we can do it 
before the end of this calendar year. 
Upon our return in September, I cer
tainly hope that this Chamber takes up 
and passes a good stiff campaign re
form bill. 

LUXURY TAX HEARING 
(Mr. DELAY asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 

minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, the luxury 
tax is hitting the middle class, and 
must be repealed before middle-class 
Americans are harmed any further. 

At a hearing yesterday we heard 
from several Americans who have been 
severely hurt by the luxury tax. In par
ticular, we heard from Charles and 
Alice Potts. Mr. Potts is a disabled Ko
rean war veteran from Missouri. He 
and his wife decided to buy a mini van 
equipped for Mr. Potts' disability. To 
their dismay, the cost of the minivan 
exceeded the $30,000 luxury tax thresh
old after the cost of the conversion. 
After much redtape, and the help of the 
Veterans' Administration, the Potts 
were told that the luxury tax did in
deed apply to their converted van. The 
bottom line-Mr. and Mrs. Potts are 
paying for the 1 uxury of simple trans
portation. 

Congress certainly did not intend to 
tax people like Mr. Potts when they al
lowed the luxury tax to be included in 
last year's budget agreement. As Mr. 
Potts concluded in his testimony yes
terday, the luxury tax was supposed to 
affect only the wealthy. Well, it cer
tainly does not. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
support repeal of the 1 uxury tax in its 
entirety. It was clearly a mistake and 
is detrimental to the American middle 
class. 

BUSH DOMESTIC POLICY 
FAILURES 

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

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, once 
again, President Bush is off in another 
part of the world. This week, in Mos
cow, he will sign a much-needed arms 
treaty. He will also conference with 
Gorbachev on how the United States 
can help to straighten out the failed 
Soviet economy. When President Bush 
returns, Mr. Speaker, I hope that he 
will give a little attention to the needs 
of America and our people for a change. 

During the past year President Bush 
has asked Congress to give emergency 
aid to the Kurds, the Israelis, the 
Turks, and many others whose prob
lems he believes merit even more defi
cit spending. At the same time, the 
President threatens to veto aid to the 
workers of America. President Bush 
has asked for most-favored-nation 
trading status for the Chinese and the 
Soviets to help boost their economies. 

What we really need is for President 
Bush to declare most-favored-nation 
status for America-its economy and 
people. The Soviet Union and China are 
President Bush's most favored. Unfor
tunately, working Americans with do
mestic needs are George Bush's least 
favored. 

SE'ITING THE RECORD STRAIGHT 
(Mr. STEARNS asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, let 
Members set the record straight on the 
Republicans' policies in the 1990's and 
1980's. 

Myth: Tax cuts in the 1980's starved 
the Federal Government; fact: 1990 
Federal revenues increased over 35 per
cent from 1980 to 1990. 

Myth: Federal spending on social pro
grams was reduced; fact: During the 
1980's the poverty level increased by 
less than 1 percent, while the total 
Federal spending on children increased 
by 18 percent. This is 3 times the rate 
of population growth. 

Myth: Middle-family income declined 
in the 1980's; fact: In 1989 the infl.ation
adjusted income of families increased 
for the seventh straight year and 
reached its alltime high. 

Myth: Taxes on the rich decreased 
while taxes on the poor increased; fact: 
Between 1980 and 1990 the rich had 
their taxes reduced 9 percent, the mid
dle income reduced 20 percent, and for 
the poorest Americans, taxes were re
duced 275 percent. 

Remember, Mr. Speaker, the 1986 tax 
reform b111 removed 6 mi111on families 
from the tax rolls. Let Members keep 
the facts straight. It is a myth to think 
the Reagan-Bush policies hurt this 
country. The fact is, they have created 
jobs and stimulated economic growth. 

COME HOME, MR. PRESIDENT 
(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re
marks.) 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today out of frustration and with a 
sense of urgency. In Connecticut, we 
are 2 years into a recession. The bank
ing system and the unemployment 
compensation system are not perform
ing; hardly anyone expects a recovery 
in the near future. Salaries and wages 
have declined 3.5 percent in the past 
year. People are calling out for relief 
from the rising costs of health care, 
taxes, and education. 

Today I urge the President to come 
home and convene a domestic eco
nomic summit to force immediate ac
tion on the unemployment system, the 
credit system, the cost of health care, 
middle-class tax relief, and the need to 
foster strong American industries. 

The President's attention span for 
these problems at home is painfully 
short. He is quick to subsidize the de
fense of Japan or provide loans to the 
Soviet Union, but says his hands are 
tied when it comes to a domestic prob
lem. No one doubts the importance of 
forging cooperation at the G-7 meet
ings in London, or shoring up relations 
with Greece or Turkey, or going to 
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Moscow to meet with President Gorba
chev. But somewhere in these foreign 
travels, the President should glance 
home and recognize that his talents are 
needed here. 

A summit of our political and eco
nomic leaders would send a message to 
working Americans that their needs 
are still a priority. 

If it takes a summit to get the Presi
dent to focus on problems here at 
hom~then let us have one. We have 
world class problems that require the 
best from our leaders. 

D 1220 

LUXURY TAX COSTS JOBS 
(Mr. DOOLITTLE asked and was . 

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

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Speaker, the 
luxury tax included in the so-called 
budget agreement of 1990 should be re
pealed. 

In his first inaugural address, Thom
as Jefferson asked rhetorically: 

What more is necessary to make us a 
happy and prosperous people? 

The answer he gave is instructive: 
A wise and frugal government which shall 

restrain men from injuring one another, 
which shall leave them otherwise free to reg
ulate their own pursuits of industry and im
provement and shall not take from the 
mouth of labor the bread it has earned.1 

Mr. Speaker, the luxury tax is de
stroying workers' jobs. We held hear
ings yesterday and heard story after 
story of people thrown out of work. Mr. 
Chet Markley, a skilled craftsman with 
27 years of experience with the Trojan 
Yacht Co., lost his job. He remains out 
of work because his industry has been 
crippled by the tax. 

Indeed, we are killing our own indus
try and undermining our own economic 
productivity, plain and simple. 

We must take Thomas Jefferson's ad
vice to heart and start the ball rolling 
toward increasing people's happiness 
and prosperity once again by repealing 
the antiworker luxury tax. 

THE SUMMIT AND SOVIET MFN 
(Mr. SCHUMER asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, George 
Bush is off gallivanting again, playing 
super diplomat. This time he has gone 
to help the Soviet Union out of their 
economic mess, but he has no plan to 
help America out of its economic mal
aise. It seems all the President is doing 
these days is traveling abroad as our 
neglected problems here at home get 
worse. 

lThomas Jefferson, First Inaugural Address, 
quoted in Bartletts Familiar Quotations. 

Yes, Soviet citizens need jobs, but so 
do Americans. Yes, the Mideast needs 
peace, but we need peace on our crime
ridden urban streets. 

The President's formula for Soviet 
economic recovery is most-favored-na
tion status. He is bestowing this prize 
when the Soviets have not fulfilled the 
prerequisite set by Congress--free flow 
of emigration. 

The Soviet emigration law is a sham 
and George Bush fell for it. It will not 
be law until at least 1993. Emigration 
can still be blocked by vague financial 
claims. This move is premature and I 
will fight against ratification when 
MFN comes to the Hill. 

We are wondering, Mr. Speaker, we 
are wondering just what is President 
Bush's most favored nation. Is it Amer
ica? You would not know with all the 
time he travels abroad. 

George Bush, park Air Force One, un
pack your suitcase and stay with us 
awhile. America needs you, too. 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 
MAZZOLI). The Chair would remind 
Members of the House that remarks 
from the well should be addressed to 
the Speaker. 

INTRODUCTION OF LEGISLATION 
TO BENEFIT WATER USERS IN 
YAKIMA RIVER BASIN 
(Mr. MORRISON asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Speaker, today 
Senator GORTON and I are introducing 
legislation which will bring benefits to 
all water users in the Yakima River 
basin, be they irrigators, the Yakima 
Indian Reservation, or anadromous 
fish. Our legislation will authorize the 
second phase of the Yakima River en
hancement project through water con
servation measures designed to reduce 
the amount of water diverted from the 
river and its tributaries for irrigation 
purposes, and devote that saved water 
to raising instream flows for the ba
sin's fishery resources. 

Through negotiations with members 
from all interests in the Yakima River 
basin, we bring to Congress legislation 
backed by the local irrigators, the 
Yakima Indians, the State of Washing
ton, and the Bureau of Reclamation. 
Now, we're not asking Congress to fund 
huge new dams and expensive water 
storage proposals. This is not a big, 
new water project bill. Instead, we 
bring to you an environmentally meas
ured approach, which holds the promise 
for improving salmon runs in a river 
almost certain to have petitions for 
threatened and endangered species 
filed in the near future. 

In my view, this legislation can serve 
as a shining example for other dry 
areas in the Western United States, on 
how to better use current water for ir-

rigation and municipal purposes while 
at the same time improving river con
ditions for anadromous fisheries. 
Through the implementation of inno
vative water conservation measures, I 
believe the Yakima River basin will be 
better able to weather future droughts 
and avoid the water shortfall miseries 
which plague farmers and fish alike. 

TIME FOR PRESIDENT BUSH TO 
START DOMESTIC PROGRAM AT 
HOME 
(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, it is good news when Presi
dent Bush and Mikhail Gorbachev sign 
a START agreement to reduce nuclear 
weapons, and I congratulate them for 
that. We need to reduce the nuclear ar
senals of both superpowers. 

However, when the week is over the 
President is going to have to come 
home. It is long past the time for the 
President to park Air Force One and 
begin some "START" talks in this 
country. 

Maybe the President should begin 
some talks here to start putting Amer
icans back to work, to start reducing 
our crippling budget deficits, to start 
fixing our health-care system, to start 
saving family farmers, to start dealing 
with crime in America, with education, 
and with trade. 

Yes, it is time, long past the time, 
for the President to start focusing on 
problems here at home, to start help
ing to put America back on track. 

IRS THREATENING SMALL BUSI
NESSES WITH INDEPENDENT 
CONTRACTOR RULES 
(Mr. IRELAND asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. IRELAND. Mr. Speaker, Ameri
ca's 20 million small business owners 
are essential to our Nation's economic 
well-being. Their creativity, innova
tion, and entrepreneurial spirit gen
erate 60 percent of all new jobs in the 
United States. 

The Internal Revenue Service is 
threatening the viability of many of 
these smaller firms with its independ
ent contractor rules. 

Overzealous IRS agents are aggres
sively seeking to reclassify many inde
pendent contractors as employees, and 
slapping ruinous back tax and penalty 
liabilities on well-meaning small busi
ness owners. 

This morning, the Small Business 
Committee's Subcommittee on Ex
ports, Tax Policy and Special Problems 
held a hearing on the impact of this 
IRS practice on our Nation's smaller 
firms. The hearing was requested by 



20312 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE July 30, 1991 
the ranking member of that sub
committee, the distinguished gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. COMBEST]. 

My colleagues, the horror stories re
lated during this hearing were truly 
outrageous. But witnesses were not 
there simply to complain about what's 
wrong with the system. They also of
fered possible solutions to clarify 
workers' employment status. 

My colleagues, we must do something 
to stop this needless harassment of our 
Nation's small businesses by the IRS. 
Remember, it is easy to say that you 
are for small business. But it is how 
you vote that really counts. 

PRESIDENT BUSH IS SETTING 
RECORDS 

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

Mr. SMITH of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
during one of his recent visits to the 
White House, President Bush paid trib
ute to Joe DiMaggio and Ted Williams, 
two Hall of Famers who set records in 
baseball 50 years ago; but with his typi
cal modesty, the President neglected to 
mention records being set by his own 
administration, and President Bush is 
setting records. 

He has set a record for the most 
countries visited by a President, most 
miles racked up on Air Force One, 
most frequent flyer coupons earned in 
the shortest time, fewest mentions of 
the unemployed by a President during 
a prolonged recession, biggest deficits 
run by a President in American his
tory, and the largest bailout of a single 
industry, the S&L's, in the history of 
capitalism. 

Mr. Speaker, if the President's travel 
plans do include Washington, have him 
tell us that the people of the Research 
Triangle Park matter as much as his 
friends in Gorky Park; assure us that 
the unemployed people of St. Peters
burg, FL, matter as much as the job
less people of St. Petersburg in the So
viet Union. Have him convince us that 
he believes America's problems are his 
problems, too. 

THE GAS TAX 
(Mr. HEFLEY asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, Ameri
cans need to grab their wallets again, 
because the Democrats in this House 
are out to raise their taxes once more. 

No matter that they just did it less 
than 6 months ago. Now, they want to 
do it again, and they are not even 
being the least bit creative about it. In 
fact they want to tax you the same 
way they did last fall-at the gas 
pump. 

I suppose they concluded that be
cause the American people did not 

complain too much when gasoline 
prices skyrocketed during the Persian 
Gulf war, they will not fuss when the 
temporary increase becomes a perma
nent one. 

I guess last year's 5-cent gas tax in
crease was not quite enough, so they 
have proposed another 5-cent increase, 
this time to pay for all the little extras 
included in the highway transportation 
bill. If that is not enough, someone else 
is calling for a 50-cent-a-gallon in
crease in the Federal gas tax-10 cents 
a year for the next 5 years. 

When is Congress going to realize 
that tax increases are not the answer 
to balancing the budget? Tax increases 
are not justification for Congress's lust 
for spending. 

America's taxpayers are getting a 
raw deal. We need to cut the pork from 
the bill, put the Federal dollars where 
they are most needed, and save hard
working Americans from yet another 
burdensome tax hike. 

This time they do not even pretend 
this is a tax the rich sham, this is a 
straight forward get middle America 
assault. 

D 1230 

PORK BARREL POLITICS AND 
BASE CLOSINGS 

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

Mr. ANDREWS of Maine. Mr. Speak
er, there are military bases all across 
this country that are open not because 
of military necessity, but because of 
pork barrel politics. 

The independent base closure com
mission was created to break the stran
glehold of pork barrel politics and 
make recommendations on military in
stallations based on the national inter
est. 

The fact that Loring Air Force Base 
in Maine is on the list of bases to be 
closed, and the fact that the decision is 
going to inflict hardship on my State 
makes today's vote on their rec
ommendations a very difficult and 
painful one. 

But 30 years ago, Senator Margaret 
Chase Smith of Maine faced this same 
painful decision when the Air Force de
cided to close a military base in 
Presque Isle, ME. 

This is what she said: 
The far easier course for me to pursue po

litically would be to vigorously protest this 
action, to demand that the Presque Isle Air 
Force Base be kept operating to aid the 
economy of the area and to avoid the impact 
and dislocation this closing is bound to have. 

But in all good conscience, I cannot do 
this, for this would simply be playing poli
tics with our national security, our national 
defense and our taxpayers dollar. 

Senator Smith spoke these words on 
March 30, 1961. 

They should be remembered by all of 
us today. 

RAISING TAXES DOES NOT NEC
ESSARILY INCREASE REVENUES 
(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, pity the 
poor college sophomore. He pays his 
college tuition, he goes to class, and 
his professor tells him, and his text
book tells him, that when the Nation 
faces a recession the Government 
should lower taxes. He thinks he under
stands, and he looks to Washington. He 
finds that when this Nation faced the 
recession, this Government raised 
taxes. 

He goes back to the classroom. His 
professor says, When you raise taxes, 
especially luxury taxes on real items 
purchased by real people, people will 
buy less of this. When they buy less of 
it, people will produce less of it. When 
they produce less of it, people will lose 
jobs, and when they lose jobs they will 
pay less in income taxes and Social Se
curity taxes and excise taxes and sales 
taxes. The result will be that the Gov
ernment that tried to raise the reve
nues by levying the taxes will actually 
lose revenues while they destroy peo
ple's jobs. 

He looks back to Washington and 
says, "They made a mistake. What are 
they going to do about it?" He finds 
the Democrat leaders in Washington 
saying, "We didn't do enough." 

Mr. Speaker, crazy is doing more of 
the same thing and expecting a dif
ferent result. Tax raising Democrats 
are doing that. The poor student is 
being driven crazy, trying to make 
sense out of it. 

THE SENATE AND THE PRESIDENT 
SHOULD NOT FIDDLE WHILE OUR 
FIELDS BURN 
(Mr. ROEMER asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, we are 
all familiar with the story of how Nero 
fiddled while Rome burned. Today, 
nearly 2,000 years later, I fear that his
tory is repeating itself. 

Right now, in the fields of the Mid
west, crops are withering in the 
drought gripping much of the country. 
On Sunday, I walked through the fields 
of the Third District of Indiana with a 
group of farmers I represent. I saw the 
dry, cracked earth, the dried-out soy
beans, and the scorched corn. 

As Congress prepares to recess for 
the August district work period, I urge 
the Senate and the President to act 
quickly to address the plight of our 
farmers. I am proud to say that the 
House of Representatives took a step in 
that direction by passing the Agricul
tural Disaster Assistance Act last 
week. 
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Mr. Speaker, I do not understand why 

President Bush is opposed to assisting 
farmers with this measure. Without 
this legislation, the men and women 
working on America's farms-the very 
people who produce food for popu
lations across the globe-will no longer 
be able to afford to put food on their 
own tables or the tables of the Amer
ican people. 

Just try to tell Tom Bradford of 
Walkerton, IN, or Kenny Singleton, 
Dwight Annis, and John Dooms of 
North Liberty, IN, that there is no 
emergency. Some people would even 
have the American people believe that 
Soviet farmers need help more than 
our American farm families. 

Mr. Speaker, there is an emergency 
and it demands action now. I urge the 
Senate and the President to prohibit 
history from repeating itself. I urge the 
Senate and the President to pass the 
Agriculture Disaster Assistance Act. 
We cannot afford to fiddle while our 
fields burn. 

SUPPORT URGED FOR ADEQUATE 
EMERGENCY DISASTER RELIEF 
(Mr. EWING asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. EWING. Mr. Speaker, there has 
been a great deal of debate recently 
concerning agriculture disaster relief. 
Most Americans, and many in Wash
ington, DC, are unaware of the serious 
drought crisis now taking place 
throughout the country. 

This drought has already begun to 
take a devastating toll on small farm
ers from Texas to Pennsylvania. In the 
Midwest many farmers have had little 
to no rain since early June. There has 
already been a tremendous amount of 
damage to corn and soybean crops, and 
with a serious weather change unlikely 
in the near future, America's farmers 
could be facing another major crisis, 
which comes on the heels of devastat
ing droughts in 1983 and 1988 which 
scores of farmers are still recovering 
from. 

This weekend I met with farmers who 
are being devastated by this criteria 
and found corn stalks which would be 8 
feet tall only waist high. Some farmers 
report they will be lucky to harvest a 
tenth of their regular yield and many 
fields are not worth harvesting. Many 
farmers will be relying on their savings 
to keep them afloat financially. 

This crisis will not only affect small 
farmers, it will affect consumers at the 
supermarket checkstand and may have 
a drastic impact on our national econ
omy. 

Mr. Speaker, there may not be a lot 
of hoopla or media attention to this 
rava8'ing drought, but I assure you that 
we are indeed facing a major crisis. I 
urge my colleagues and the administra
tion to support adequate emergency 
disaster relief. 

THE SOUTH CAROLINA 
ONE OF NATURE'S 
FOODS 

PEACH- the many Members who have cospon
PERFECT sored the bill. 

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

Mrs. PATTERSON. Mr. Speaker, 
today, along with slicing the budget 
pie, I recommend we consider slicing 
something sweeter. Only 38 calories, 
filled with vitamin C, calcium, iron, 
and fiber-the South Carolina peach is 
one of nature's perfect foods-sweeter 
than a budget victory and juicier than 
Washington gossip. 

Today, the South Carolina congres
sional delegation, upstate peach grow
ers and the South Carolina Farm Bu
reau are proud to present each Member 
of Congress with a basket of South 
Carolina peaches. 

In recent years, drought, freezes, and 
Hurricane Hugo have put a great 
amount of stress on the industry. 
These disasters were felt in many parts 
of the South Carolina economy. Farm
ers, packers, truckers, as well as many 
small farm related businesses depend 
on our annua'l peach crop for a large 
part of their yearly income: 1991 has 
been a banner year. The 31,000 acres of 
peach orchard-more than 3 million 
trees-in our State have produced near
ly 350 million pounds of fruit. And we 
want to share with you some of South 
Carolina's finest. 

I am proud to be able to help these 
South Carolina farmers celebrate a 
great harvest and say thanks for your 
past support. 

A COMMEMORATIVE MEDAL FOR 
AMERICAN DESERT SHIELD AND 
DESERT STORM TROOPS 
(Mr. LAROCCO asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. LAROCCO. Mr. Speaker, this 
afternoon the House will act on H.R. 
1107, legislation to provide for a Silver 
Congressional Commemorative Medal 
for American Desert Shield and Desert 
Storm troops. 

This medal will be paid for entirely 
from the proceeds of a bronze replica 
medallion to be sold by the U.S. Mint 
to members of the public who want an 
official, U.S. Government commemora
tive, rather than one of the mementos 
being advertised here by foreign gov
ernments. 

Mr. Speaker, this medal is our 
chance to say thanks-in silver-to the 
rank-and-file men and women who 
served in the field, just as we said 
thanks to the generals on April 11 when 
we passed legislation providing for the 
Schwarzkopf and Powell gold medals. 

I want to take this opportunity to 
thank the many Members of the House 
who have advised me on H.R. 1107 and 

I look forward to its passage today. 

NEW PROPOSALS HIGHLIGHT 
CRIME PREVENTION PACKAGE 

(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, 
while preventing crime ranks high on 
everyone's agenda, we have lacked sup
port for some important tools to do so. 
Today I am introducing a crime pre
vention package including two propos
als that will enhance our ability to en
sure public safety, prevent crime, and 
support the health and well-being of 
families. 

We usually hear about police when a 
crime is committed on the street. Yet, 
in order to ensure a heal thy and eff ec
ti ve police force, the everyday needs of 
police officers and their families need 
attention. Officers, administrators, and 
support personnel agree that existing 
stress reduction and family support 
programs while effective, remain 
scarce. The first proposal, the Law En
forcement Family Support Act, ad
dresses the serious stress placed on of
ficers and their families by police 
work. This legislation will provide 
grants to State and local police depart
ments to fund family support services, 
and will establish an Office of Family 
Support within the Department of Jus
tice to oversee development of family
friendly policies for law enforcement 
personnel. 

The second proposal will provide sup
port to a proven youth development 
and crime prevention effort-The Mid
night Basketball League. It provides 
opportunities that respond to the needs 
of unemployed male youth who have 
left school. It also helps to reduce 
crime in high-crime areas. Supported 
by a creative public/private partner
ship, the program offers, first, positive 
recreation during the hours from 10 
p.m. to 2 a.m. when most youth crimes 
are committed, second, special job and 
other skills training, and third, criti
cally important adult male role models 
and mentors. Many of the players have 
found permanent employment through 
the league, several have completed 
GED requirements, and not one of the 
athletes has been in trouble with the 
law in the 3 years during which the 
league has been in operation. 

Please join me in support of these 
two proposals which will improve our 
capability to prevent crime and en
hance family and community develop
ment. 

INTRODUCTION OF ECONOMIC 
GROWTH ACT OF 1991 

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

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, tomor
row Senator PHIL GRAMM and I will in
troduce the Economic Growth Act of 
1991. We are concerned about the reces
sion, and we want to encourage new 
jobs, new home buying, new opportuni
ties for senior citizens to work without 
a Social Security penalty and new op
portunities to save for health, edu
cation, and home buying, as well as re
tirement. 

Mr. Speaker, this week the Demo
cratic Party leadership plans to bring 
up a tax increase on jobs, a tax in
crease on driving to work, and then, 
having killed jobs in the middle of a re
cession, they intend to extend unem
ployment to take care of the people 
they have made unemployed. 

I have two challenges. First, I urge 
every Member, Republican and Demo
crat, who cares about creating jobs to 
help cosponsor the Economic Growth 
Act of 1991; and, second, I would urge 
the Committee on Rules to make in 
order our Economic Growth Act so 
that, if extended unemployment comes 
to the floor with a tax increase that 
will kill jobs, we have a chance to vote 
for a substitute which will clearly cre
ate jobs. 

Mr. Speaker, the Economic Growth 
Act will create at least a half a million 
to a million new jobs. It will increase 
government revenue. It will help young 
people buy homes. It will help senior 
citizens work, and it will establish 
ffiA's for everyone. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I hope every Mem
ber will look at the Economic Growth 
Act and see that as a clear alternative 
to the Democratic Party strategy of 
raising taxes and killing jobs in the 
middle of a recession. 

CALLING ON PRESIDENT BUSH TO 
NOT FORGET THE PEOPLE WHO 
ELECTED HIM 
(Mr. APPLEGATE asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. APPLEGATE. Mr. Speaker, 
President Bush just got back from Eu
rope, played a couple of rounds of golf, 
and now he is gone again, to the Soviet 
Union, and hopefully he will bring back 
some peace accord. But for some reason 
or another he does not want to stay 
home, and the Americans are saying: 
"Mr. President, you can run, but you 
can't hide." 

Now my colleagues might ask, "What 
Americans are saying this?" Mr. 
Speaker, they are the unemployed, and 
there are 1,600,000 unemployed people 
who have run out of benefits already, 
and they are the underemployed who 
do not have enough money to by all the 
niceties of life, and those who do not 
have any health insurance at all, and 
how about the farmers and small busi
ness people who are losing their farms 
and their small businesses? 

Mr. Speaker, there are a million oth
ers who need the President and need 
his leadership back home. The Ameri
cans are saying: 

"Mr. President, you ought to stay 
home, and don't forget about the peo
ple who elected you in the first place, 
and it sure wasn't the Europeans, the 
Soviets, or the Chinese, or the Japa
nese." 

HOW ABOUT MOST-FAVORED-NA
TION STATUS FOR OUR FARM
ERS? 
(Mr. BRUCE asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. BRUCE. Mr. Speaker, on Friday 
of last week I had a chance to visit 
with 40 farmers in my district, in Fair
mont, and Rankin, and Armstrong, 
towns that do not mean a lot to a lot 
of people, but they are certainly impor
tant to the people I met with. We had 
a chance to go out into some of their 
fields and talk abut the problems they 
are having with rain in Illinois, and 
this is what we picked out of cornfields 
in that State: corn that was stunted. 

Mr. Speaker, I have 35 counties in Il
linois that have had less than an inch 
and a half of rain since June 1, 35 coun
ties that have asked for relief. Five of 
those are in my district. The farm bill 
gave relief to farmers in both drought 
and in flood situations, but the 1990 
farm bill does not apply to the 1991 
crop, and, as I met with those farmers, 
they said, "What are you doing about 
the drought of this year," and I said, 
"Well, we have legislation to appro
priate $1, 750 million to farmers who are 
suffering from drought but, the Presi
dent sent a letter that he may veto 
that legislation." 

Mr. Speaker, this morning, when 
they turned on the radio, they heard 
that the President was in the Soviet 
Union, and it said that the Soviet 
Union wants to have most-favored-na
tion status for that country. I am hop
ing, Mr. Speaker, you will tell the 
President when he comes back that we 
would like to have in our part of the 
country for farmers the most-favored
nation status for our farmers also. 

QUIT COMPLAINING ABOUT THE 
PRESIDENT AND GO TO WORK 

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

Mr. McEWEN. Mr. Speaker, I remem
ber the election in 1984 very well, and 
it seems that the Soviet Union had its 
fourth President in 3 years, and the 
Democrat leadership was bemoaning, 
going around throwing its hands in the 
air, wailing, because President Reagan 
had not met with the leadership of the 
Soviet Union, and how absurd, and how 

irresponsible for President Reagan to 
be only concerned with domestic issues 
when the international arena was 
where our real peace and safety lie. 
They were asking, why wasn't Ronald 
Reagan meeting with the new leader of 
the Soviet Union? Why wasn't he at
tending these summits? Why was he al
ways concerned with tax reform, and 
creating jobs at home, and lowering 
the burden on the working people and 
all those things in middle America? 

They were saying he needed to get 
his eyes up and get his sights abroad. 

I remember George McGovern said 
the greatest travesty in America in 
1984 was that Ronald Reagan was the 
first President to have not met with a 
Soviet leader. 

Mr. Speaker, by standing firm with 
our principles, internationally, we were 
able to bring an era of peace, which 
now for the first time the President of 
the United States is signing an agree
ment where these long-range missiles 
are being reduced, not increased, as 
under Carter, but reduced, and inter
national peace, and now what do we 
hear from the folks hour after hour, 
day after day, moment after moment? 
They are bemoaning the fact that the 
President is bringing international 
peace and international respect. 

Mr. Speaker, the only person that 
can pass a highway bill, a crime bill, a 
tax reform bill, an education reform 
bill, is the Congress of the United 
States. The President proposed it in 
January. It is now August recess for 
the Congress. They have not passed a 
single thing. They ought to quit com
plaining about the President and go to 
work. 

HUMAN RIGHTS ABUSE IN PERU 
(Mr. WEISS asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Speaker, sometime 
this week, the Bush administration 
will provide Congress with a report 
card on human rights in Peru. The 
President must submit this certifi
cation before U.S. aid may be provided. 

But the President's report on Peru 
won't look like the assessment of the 
United Nations-which documents 
more disappearances in Peru than any 
other country in the world. 

The President's certification won't 
look like that of the Organization of 
American State&--which includes more 
unresolved human rights violations in 
Peru than any country in Latin Amer
ica. 

And the President's report won't 
look like the assessment of Americas 
Watch or Amnesty International
which have charged Peruvian security 
forces with egregious and systematic 
human rights abuses. 

On the contrary, President Bush in
tends to certify that Peru's military 
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and police forces are not engaged in a 
consistent pattern of human rights 
abuses, and that the Peruvian security 
forces are effectively under the control 
of civilian authority. 

This shameful and fraudulent human 
rights report will clear the way for an 
administration request to provide more 
than $34 million in military aid to 
Peru. 

Mr. Speaker, this human rights de
termination will violate United States 
law and be an affront to Congress-es
pecially the majority who voted for 
human rights conditions on United 
States aid to Peru. Until real progress 
is made in Peru, not one dime of aid 
should be released. 

CAPT. FRANK ZABROCKY RE
CEIVES NAVY'S PUBLIC SERVICE 
AWARD 
(Mrs. BENTLEY asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re
marks.) 

Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, today I 
would like to recognize a very special 
gentleman, Capt. Frank Zabrocky. 

Captain Zabrocky was the master of 
the U.S. Merchant Marine vessel MV 
Mallory Lykes during Operation Desert 
Shield/Storm. During the Persian Gulf 
crisis Captain Zabrocky safely and suc
cessfully transited oil covered and 
mine filled waters to the port of Al 
Mishab which was 87 miles closer to 
the front than any previously used 
port. From Al Mishab he directed the 
safe offloading of highly explosive and 
vital cargo while the port was under 
missile attack. 

These efforts reflect great credit 
upon Captain Zabrocky himself, the 
Military Sealift Command, the Depart
ment of the Navy, and the Department 
of Defense. 

For this extraordinary service, the 
Department of the Navy has awarded 
to Mr. Zabrocky the Public Service 
Award. 

This award is the third highest form 
of public service recognition granted 
by the Navy, and is given for a signifi
cant contribution with substantial im
pact upon a given activity at a specific 
geographical location. 

"'(] 1250 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION 
313, REGARDING OVERSEAS BASE 
CLOSURES 
Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, by di

rection of the Committee on Rules, I 
call up House Resolution 206 and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

H. RES. 206 
Resolved, That at any time after the adop

tion of this resolution, it shall be in order to 

consider in the House the joint resolution 
(H.J. Res. 313) to provide that the Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
shall make recommendations in 1993 and 1995 
for the closure and realignment of military 
installations outside the United States. The 
joint resolution shall be debatable for not to 
exceed one hour, equally divided and con
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor
ity member of the Committee on Armed 
Services. The previous question shall be con
sidered as ordered on the joint resolution to 
final passage without intervening motion ex
cept one motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MAZZOLI). The gentleman from Massa
chusetts [Mr. MOAKLEY] is recognized 
for 1 hour. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, for the 
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. SOLOMON], pending 
which I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. During consideration of 
this resolution, all time yielded is for 
the purpose of debate only. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 206 
provides for consideration in the House 
of the overseas base closure measure. 
The rule provides 1 hour of general de
bate, equally divided and controlled by 
the chairman and ranking minority 
member of the Armed Services Com
mittee. 

In addition, Mr. Speaker, the rule 
provides one motion to recommit. 
Later today, Mr. Speaker, we will be 
voting on a joint resolution to dis
approve the Commission's rec
ommended closure of 25 major domes
tic bases. 

If we approve the closing of these 
bases, we all know communities will be 
disrupted and jobs lost. 

On the other hand, these are the dif
ficult adjustments we must make as 
the cold war ends and as we scale back 
our military spending. 

But not one foreign base is on the list 
to be closed. That is disturbing. 

The collapse of the Warsaw Pact 
makes us wonder whether we need all 
of the more than 200 military installa
tions in Germany; it does not put into 
question the usefulness of domestic 
bases. 

The joint resolution before us simply 
mandates what is the sense of Congress 
embodied in current law. 

I remind my colleagues that the De
fense Base Closure and Realignment 
Act of 1990 expresses the sense of Con
gress that: 

The termination of military operations by 
the United States should be accomplished at 
the discretion of the Secretary of Defense at 
the earliest opportunity 

The joint resolution would simply re
quire the next two base closure com
missions, in 1993 and 1995, to include 
overseas bases. 

The joint resolution in no way dimin
ishes the Secretary's existing discre
tionary authority to close foreign 
bases and this was made clear in testi
mony before the Rules Com.mi ttee yes
terday. 

This is a straightforward proposition. 
There is nothing complex about it. 
Today, we must vote on whether to 
close domestic bases. There is no good 
reason to postpone discussion of adding 
overseas bases to the next two lists. 

Mr. Speaker, closing bases is a pain
ful process. We can not continue to 
protect overseas bases while we disrupt 
American communities, threaten our 
already fragile economy, lay off Amer
ican workers; We can no longer shoul
der the burden of the world's defense 
alone. 

This is a timely proposition. It is ap
propriate to consider the matter in the 
House today. The rule provides for a 
vote on the proposition and assures the 
minority its motion to recommit with 
instructions. 

It is a fair rule and I urge its adop
tion. 

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

Mr. Speaker, House Joint Resolution 
313, which we are considering here 
today, epitomizes that old saying that 
"rules are made to be broken." It ig
nores every rule this House has ever 
devised for an orderly legislative proc
ess, rules providing for committee 
hearings, committee amendments, 
committee reports, minority views, 
and a reasonable lay-over period before 
House floor consideration. It is really 
an ironic shame that the Committee on 
Rules should be party to such a gross 
violation of the rules, for such olderly 
procedure. 

On Thursday of last week, we were 
advised by the very distinguished ma
jority whip-elect, the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. BONIOR] that today we 
would be considering an unnumbered 
resolution regarding overseas base clo
sures. And in response to a specific 
question · as to whether it would be a 
sense of Congress resolution or whether 
it would change the charter of the 
Commission, Mr. BONIOR said to this 
body, and I quote, "The sense of Con
gress resolution, that is correct." 

Mr. Speaker, something happened to 
that sense of Congress resolution on its 
way to the Committee on Rules last 
Friday afternoon. It was miraculously 
transformed into a direct amendment 
to the Base Closure Commission's 
charter. 

Mr. Speaker, at close to 5 p.m. last 
Friday this joint resolution arrived on 
the Committee on Rules' doorstep, la
beled as a "discussion draft" and bear
ing no sponsor's name, no apparent 
parent to it. I guess we should just be 
thankful it did not say that it was au
thored by Mr. Triple X, our old friend 
from a previous armed service bill. 

We were informed, though, that the 
resolution was being written by the 
distinguished chairman of the Commit
tee on Armed Services, the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. ASPIN], and one 
would think that if that were the case, 
the chairman would want to have the 
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full blessing and the full support of his 
committee and would convene a meet
ing to mark up and report that meas
ure, which is the normal procedure of 
this House as laid out in the rules of 
our House. 

But even though the disapproval res
olution to be considered under expe
dited procedures later today was re
ported by the Committee on Armed 
Services, no such consideration or re
port was accorded this overseas base 
closure resolution, even though its pro
visions do not take effect until 1993-2 
years from now. 

Mr. Speaker, is it any wonder that 
we are protesting a process that treats 
this 1993 bill like it is some kind of dire 
emergency? What national emergency 
are we supposed to be dealing with 
here? I have not received a satisfactory 
answer to that question and can only 
conclude that this is either for politi
cal face-saving or to cover some other 
part of the political anatomy of this . 
body. 

One might excuse this measure as an 
afterthought, but that implies that 
some thought was given to this matter. 

Mr. Speaker, we will be told by the 
majority that it was not necessary to 
follow all the procedural niceties re
quired by the normal legislative proc
ess, what we refer to as regular order 
around here, since this is a straight
forward proposition that requires no 
hearings, no deliberations, and most of 
all no thought. 

In other words, either we favor in
cluding foreign base closures in the 
recommendations of the Commission 
or we do not. 

Mr. Speaker, the issue really is not 
as simple as all that, even though it 
would appear to be the soul of simplic
ity and appeal. 

For instance, has the Committee on 
Armed Services or the author of this 
resolution; whoever he may be, consid
ered the potential ramifications that 
this resolution might have on this 
country's overseas treaty obligations? 
I do not see any evidence that such a 
matter was even taken into consider
ation. There is no committee report to 
even look at to find out. How can we 
define our clear legislative intent when 
we do not even have that report 
before us. 

We are being asked to fly blind, legis
late in the dark, and trust that we will 
not look too bad when this bill is ex
posed to the dawn's early light. Mr. 
Speaker, I do not want to belabor my 
procedural objections to this rule, suf
fice it to say that this process demeans 
the entire House of Representatives. 
We deserve better of our committee 
system on such an important issue as 
American overseas commitments. 

0 1300 
This bill and this process do not give 

us that better that we deserve. They 
give us instead the worst possible way 

to proceed. We should defeat this rule 
and let this legislation follow the regu
lar order that was devised for such im
portant issues. 

A vote against this rule is a vote to 
uphold the regular legislative process 
through the standing rules of this 
House that we all cherish so much. 

Mr. Speaker, let me in closing just 
read the administration's position on 
this bill, just some of its last few sen
tences, because I think they say it all. 
The joint resolution could also inter
fere with the President's conduct of 
foreign affairs. 

Then it goes on to say, I think for 
those of us who have worked hard for 
better sharing of the distress burden by 
our allies, such as the gentlewoman 
from Colorado [Mrs. SCHROEDER], my
self, and others, "As the Commission 
meets only once every 2 years, heavy 
reliance on the commission process for 
overseas closures could keep DOD from 
bringing overseas-based forces home in 
a timely fashion." Now, I know we all 
recall the threatened delays that stood 
in the way of the idea of closing domes
tic bases, the claims of partisanship 
and idea of prohibiting appropriations 
to carry out such closures. But, has it 
really sunk in that by bring this. ill
considered bill to the floor in such a 
rush we may be unnecessarily delaying 
the closure of some overseas bases 
until 1993 or 1995? As it stands now, the 
Secretary has the authority to close 
overseas bases at his discretion, and he 
has announced his intention to close 
facilities on a quarterly basis, not just 
an annual basis. Why fix that ain't 
broke? 

Mr. Speaker, that kind of unneces
sary delay is wrong. We ought to leave 
it up to Secretary Cheney, to Chairman 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Colin Pow
ell, and to the President, to make this 
determination. 

Mr. Speaker, I would therefore urge 
defeat of the rule. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker. I yield 
7 minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Colorado [Mrs. SCHROEDER], the chair
man of the Subcommittee on Military 
Installations and Facilities. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the distinguished gentleman 
from Massachusetts for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to take the 
floor at this time to answer some of 
the allegations made by the distin
guished gentleman from New York [Mr. 
SOLOMON]. 

First of all, let me point out that 
none of the rules of the House have 
been broken, nor the committee, nor 
anything else. This is long overdue. I 
think the issue is nobody wants to 
come out and be for foreign bases, so 
you are trying to figure out some way 
to be for the President, but not be for 
foreign bases. So you decide to attack 
it this way. , 

How can I say none of the rules of the 
House have really been infringed upon? 

We have had hearings, we have ap
proached this over and over again. The 
first round of base closings, the House 
Committee on Armed Services put in 
both foreign and domestic bases. The 
entire committee voted for that. It 
came out. When we got it to the House 
floor, foreign bases were taken out. 
Therefore, the committee has been 
looking at this for a long time. 

Then on the second round, they did 
exactly the same thing. The House 
Com.mi ttee on Armed Services again 
felt that it was important to consider 
both foreign and domestic bases at the 
Commission level. Once again, this 
time we got it through the House, but 
the Senate decided that they would 
take it out. 

This is the third time around. The 
world has changed even more. So I do 
not think that the House Committee 
on Armed Services needs to go another 
round of looking at this. 

The whole reason for having bases 
overseas was to forward deploy our 
troops against the Communist line. 
The problem is, that has now all 
changed. 

Here we are with all these installa
tions in West Germany, protecting 
West Germany from East Germany; ex
cept it is now all one Germany, and all 
the East Germans are in West Germany 
shopping at the mall. Tell me what 
kind of sense that makes. 

So you do not really need to have a 
hearing to look at all of this again, be
cause we thought we needed to look at 
the whole thing before all this world 
change had really happened. So this 
has been the House Com.mi ttee on 
Armed Services' position over and over 
and over again. 

We felt as we looked retrospectively 
at the Base Closing Commission's re
port, it is very hard for them to look at 
all of our forces when they are not al
lowed to look at all of our forces, they 
can only look at the forces in the Unit
ed States. Then they are told, cut back 
the number of bases that would allow 
us to cut the number of forces 25 per
cent. That is going to overaffect bases 
at home, if you cannot look at all the 
bases where we have people. 

So we really thought this absolutely 
has to be made part of the RECORD, 
that we do not think this should ever 
happen again, and from henceforth, 
ever more, we must look at the whole 
thing in order to be able to figure out 
how we downscale. 

The next issue has been the adminis
tration has been scrambling around 
trying to tell us how many bases they 
have closed overseas. 

Mr. Speaker, let me tell Members, 
most of it we have not been able to get 
numbers on, to find out details about. 
We find out usually that they are very, 
very minor installations. 

Mr. Speaker, I recommend to all 
Members the DSG report, which is in 
the back, on foreign bases. It shows all 
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of the major installations. They are 
still all there. 

I will tell Members as the chair
woman of the House Committee on 
Armed Services' Subcommittee on 
Military Installations and Facilities, 
overseas bases are bloody expensive to 
maintain. You have got to send fami
lies back and forth, furniture back and 
forth, reconstruct hospitals, put in 
schools, put in shopping malls, put in 
gasoline stations, and on and on and 
on. 

Back home, you do not have to do 
that. So we save an incredible amount 
of money if we could look at these 
bases. All the major bases are basically 
there. 

One major base that they have taken 
credit for closing down was Torrejon. 
They did not close it down, the Spanish 
kicked us out. What they do not tell us 
is they also want $1 billion to build an
other base to replace it in Italy, rather 
than bringing them home. 

Mr. Speaker, we heard from the other 
side that if we pass this, we will be tak
ing away from the President the right 
to close bases overseas for 2 years. 

That is absolutely wrong. Counsel 
and everyone else has looked at this 
language, and all this language says is 
that in the next Base Closing Commis
sion, they must be empowered to look 
at every base, on matter where it is lo
cated. 

It does not take one teeny, tiny bit of 
power away from the President and the 
Secretary of Defense to close any base 
anywhere outside the United States be
fore those 2 years. In fact, they would 
be real smart to do it, because I think 
the American people are getting real 
tired of being the 911 number for the 
world and providing all these services 
free of charge. 

Mr. Speaker, I think the President is 
trying to finally catch on. That is why 
they are sending us lists of things they 
said they would close, except it does 
not mean anything. We are going to 
have a debate about that today. 

Mr. Speaker. I salute this, and hope 
we get right down to it and pass this, 
sending a real message that the time 
has come to treat bases equally, no 
matter where they are. 

So there has been an incredible 
amount of footdragging. There has 
been a gung-ho thing to strangle local 
communities and close bases at home, 
but, heaven forbid that we should put 
any of our allies through stress by lay
ing off some of their people or the eco
nomic strain of closing those bases, 
even though the world has changed and ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

they may be very obsolete. The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
The other side of the coin is if you MAZZOLI). The Chair would tell our 

look at every one of our military allies, guests in the gallery that we welcome 
they felt very free to cut back to meet them here and hope they have a good 
the current threat. They have not said, time, but they are not supposed to join 
"Well, because we had a certain num- in the proceedings on the floor. 
ber, we must always have that num- Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
ber." They realize the number and the 6% minutes to the gentlemen from New 
basing mode should be tied to what the York [Mr. MARTIN] , a member of the 
threat is, not to what the people think Committee on Armed Services and the 
it should be in history. So they have ranking Republican on the Subcommit
been doing this. tee on Military Installations and Fa-

Mr. Speaker, I must say that this cilities. 
process has been very orderly and that Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
the Committee on Armed Services has opposition to the rule and the proce
been very consistent. The frustration dure which brings us here today. I 
has been incredible, trying to find out found out about this resolution on 
what the real facts are. Thursday afternoon. While it has 

Mr. Speaker, all sorts of lists are changed any number of times, it comes 
going to be waved around here today of down to its simplest form as to just 
military installations. I have gone adding a paragraph relative to overseas 
through the list that we have seen. I bases to the Base Closure and Realign
found one page from the Army in · ment Commission's charter that we 
which, on the entire page, where they passed over a year ago. Incidentally, 
listed all the things that they had later this afternoon we are going to be 
closed overseas, do you want to know dealing with the first round of base clo
how many military people that cut sures under that provision. 
back? Out of this whole list, there it is, 
that is great, you can get it in your of
fice, you think it is terrific, one per
son. One person that is going to be cut. 

So a lot of this is real hokey. They 
say at the top they are closing 9 sites. 
I went through them site by site and 
found out that 66 of the 99 sites did not 
have one single person that was going 
to be recalled to the United States. So 
what they were were obsolete radio 
stations or filling stations or some
thing that was not there. So there is a 
lot of scrambling, trying to make this 
look better. 
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The rush to get this to the floor 

today has denied this body any consid
eration, oversight or hearings by the 
subcommittee or the full committee, 
notwithstanding the fact that changing 
the alignment and force structure over
seas is a far different process from 
doing that here in the continental 
United States. Let us keep in mind 
why we have a Base Closure Commis
sion at all. It is because this Congress 
over the course of the past 15 years, be
cause of legislation passed by this Con-

gress, made it virtually impossible for 
any Secretary of Defense or any Presi
dent to close any base in America, no 
matter how unneeded it was. 

There are political overtones to this 
procedure today. We will be discussing 
that more down the line. 

But I want to point out the real 
world ahead of us as far as this subject 
is concerned. The good news is, this is 
not the end of it for this year. In our 
subcommittee and full committee 
hearings relative to the resolution on 
base closure, we have spoken of the 
need to change and refine the proce
dure prior to the next round. We have 
discussed with Mr. Courter, the chair
man of the Commission and we have 
discussed with other Members changes 
that are needed in base closure legisla
tion, whether or not we include over
seas bases. I quite frankly think, when 
this process ends it is going to be a 
good thing to allow the Commission to 
consider overseas bases as a substitute 
for what might be recommended for 
closing in 1993. That is all well and 
good. But I think we ought to at least 
go through the procedures of the House 
to come up with a piece of legislation. 

All of those safeguards we put in, 
some of them work better than others. 
For those Members whose districts 
were affected by the Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission, do Members 
really think that all of the bases on 
both sides of the Pacific and the Atlan
tic should be treated the same? For in
stance, I really do not think those cri
teria we set out concerning economic 
impact around the area to be closed re
late to a base to be closed in Asia or 
Europe. I really do not think so. But I 
think that we ought to have some kind 
of a procedure that we go through that 
makes some sense and understand 
there is a difference. 

To the gentlewoman from Colorado 
who suffered the same frustrations 
that I have as far as the numbers were 
concerned, and she could not find out 
how many personnel were affected, one 
of the reasons is that it changes day 
after day. She said t he figure of one 
person here. Perhaps the Democratic 
Study Group made a mistake and did 
not add the zeroes. The fact of the mat
ter is, through the announcement, and 
there is another announcement today I 
want to point out, it affects 97,000 U.S. 
military and civilian personnel over
seas and an additional 15,000 foreign 
nationals. That is pretty good. I think 
what we are trying to do here is say 
well, Mr. Cheney, you have announced 
you are closing 235 facilities overseas 
since January of 1990. Now, you are 
doing a good job, but we want you to do 
a good job a whole lot faster. Maybe 
that is what he is doing, because in ad
dition to that 235 there is an announce
ment today of another 79 facilities. I 
have not been to those facilities, and a 
bit of good news for those politically 
motivated, I guess, Bitburg is on the 
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list as well. These relate to the Air 
Force worldwide, a lot of bases in the 
United Kingdom, for instance. 

Our objection on this side of the aisle 
is to the hysteria over the weekend 
that my God, this place is going to be 
criticized if we pass the base closure 
resolution this afternoon and do not 
have an opportunity to rail on a couple 
of hours against President Bush and 
Dick Cheney for not closing bases fast 
enough. I hope after this afternoon 
that the sponsors live up to what they 
said they would do yesterday in the 
Rules Committee; that they would 
have a colloquy on the floor explaining 
that it is not the intent of this body to 
say this is the sole means of closing 
bases overseas. Otherwise, we would be 
restricting Dick Cheney from even 
making the announcement that he 
wants to close another 79 bases in Eu
rope under his most recent plan. That 
is who hell bent for leather they were 
on getting this legislation to the floor 
today, that they would even risk an in
terpretation that would say that the 
Secretary cannot close bases overseas 
without going through the Base Clo
sure Commission. 

Someone pointed out in the Rules 
Committee yesterday, has anybody 
overseas ever had any objection to 
closing a base. Yes, they do, and Amer
icans over there too. And I thought it 
was very important that we make sure 
that they do have that colloquy so we 
do not face a lawsuit from some of 
these thousands of foreign nationals or 
from one of the 97,000 U.S. personnel 
that have already been affected by base 
closure legislation overseas and not 
have the Secretary of Defense in any 
way restricted from closing those over
seas bases. 

In closing, allow me to say that for 
this Member, and I think for most 
Members of Congress, there are none of 
us who want to have one uniformed 
person stationed outside the continen
tal United States if it is not in the in
terest of the United States of America. 
But to suggest that the only reason we 
have people in Europe, the only reason 
we have people in the Pacific is for the 
interests of defending Japan or some
one else is absolute nonsense. We 
should have people overseas when it is 
in our national interest, and not a sin
gle person more. 

The good news is that quite possibly 
after the committee work and con
ference with the Senate we will have a 
piece of legislation that makes sense. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, for pur
poses of debate only, I yield 2 minutes 
to the gentleman from Rhode Island 
[Mr. REED]. 

Mr. REED. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding the time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support 
of today's rule. I would like to com
mend the Committee on Rules for 
bringing this resolution to the floor to 
provide a forum to discuss and create a 

more comprehensive process during fu
ture base closures. I would also like to 
thank Chairman ASPIN and all of those 
involved in drafting this resolution. 

Chairman ASPIN's resolution pro
poses that during the next round of 
base closures we focus upon both for
eign and domestic installations for re
alignment. The question of which in
stallations to close or realign will re
main a difficult issue. However, eco
nomic, strategic, and political consid
erations suggest that overseas installa
tions, especially in Germany, Japan, 
and Korea, are prime locations for a re
duced American presence. 

Improvements in East-West relations 
have made force reductions in Europe, 
especially in Germany, a viable and 
prudent course of action. The removal 
of American forces from Germany 
would not only reduce the direct cost 
of maintaining personnel and physical 
property, but would also reduce the 
number of German civilians employed 
by the United States. Releasing foreign 
nationals from service would help trim 
the budget without a loss in American 
jobs. 

Poli ti cal changes in Eastern Europe 
have also lessened America's strategic 
burden. The disintegration of the War
saw Pact has made the presence of 
American troops unnecessary for the 
protection of Western Europe. No 
longer must the 11th Armored Cavalry 
Regiment stand watch over the Fulda 
Gap, looking eastward toward the pos
sibility of war. Today, the gap is only 
a geographic feature within a united 
Germany. 

Additionally, NATO's plans for fu
ture force structure foresee the cre
ation of at least one multinational di
vision capable of deterring aggression 
anywhere in Europe, Southwest Asia, 
or North Africa. Consequently, con
tinuing to station forces in Europe to 
act as a reserve would be redundant. In 
fact, we already maintain a strategic 
reserve, XVIII Airborne Corps, which, 
as was demonstrated by Operation 
Desert Storm, serves as an excellent 
rapid deployment force capable of oper
ating anywhere in the world. 

Similar strategic and economic argu
ments apply to the maintenance of 
American forces in Korea and Japan. 
For instance, the strategic rationale 
for maintaining large numbers of 
American forces in Korea is outdated. 
North Korea still poses a threat to 
South Korea, but, with the weakened 
condition of the Soviet Union and im
proved East-West relations, this threat 
has greatly diminished. Maintaining 
large numbers of forces so far forward, 
combined with the loss of military as
sets in the Philippines, will severely 
strain our ability to project power in 
the region. A more prudent approach 
would be to maintain our strategic 
flexibility by sustaining the 6th Infan
try Division in Alaska, while continu
ing the Department of the Army's 

plans to scale back our forces in Korea. 
Additionally, reducing American troop 
strength in Korea according to current 
defense plans will save over $3 billion 
during the next 5 years. 

We must curtail defense spending in 
order to reinvest in America. Our eco
nomic welfare constitutes a crucial 
factor in determining the strength of 
the United States. We must maximize 
the resource we have, not only main
taining our security but also investing 
for the prosperity of our Nation. 

I urge you to support the rule, and 
more importantly, I urge you all to 
join me in helping America by rec
ommending the inclusion of all mili
tary installations, foreign and domes
tic, in the next round of closures. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. ARMEY], who 
was the original sponsor of base closure 
legislation and is an outstanding Mem
ber. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, let me first address the 
procedural question. I think I would 
have to support the recommendation of 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
SOLOMON] on the procedural basis 
alone. A rule, a closed rule on an unre
ported joint resolution is probably not 
something that we Republicans are 
ever going to want to vote for, and I 
certainly would recommend to my col
leagues we do not do so. 

But let me talk about this resolu
tion. Back in 1977 we passed legislation 
that made it impossible for any domes
tic base to be closed. The legislation 
was to prevent the closure of domestic 
bases. 
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For years nothing happened on the 

domestic side, and that is the reason 
why the concept of the Base Closing 
Commission was developed, to break 
the Gordian knot tied around the clo
sure of domestic bases. 

During the time we developed that 
legislation, we thought about including 
foreign bases as well, and the answer 
was really quite simple. The problems 
surrounding the closure of domestic 
bases and foreign bases are two dif
ferent sets of problems. 

Mr. Speaker, you might recall that 
when in fact we finally passed the 1988 
legislation that enabled the closure of 
domestic bases, that legislation had 
been considered jointly by three com
mittees of Congress. Had we included, 
at that time, foreign bases, we would 
have had to jointly refer the legislation 
to another committee, in particular 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

When you get about the business of 
closing foreign bases, you get involved 
with treaties. You get involved with 
longstanding agreements, alliances, 
and you must have the input of the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs into this 
process. 
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Here we are asking for legislation 

that has not been looked at by the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs; that has 
not been reported by the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs; that has not been re
ported by the Committee on Armed 
Services; that has been brought up, as 
it were, over the weekend under a 
closed rule; that addresses an enor
mous set of problems that would result 
in the domestic Base Closing Commis
sion having its time, its effort, and its 
talent; that which will be criticized se
verely today, on the more narrow prob
l em, and its application of that time 
and effort and expertise on the more 
narrow problem it will be criticized; 
and we will be saying take on these 
problems and take on this whole set of 
different problems as well. 

It seems to me it should be enough, 
given that no base closing commission 
is necessary to the task of closing for
eign bases, that they take into consid
eration those actions undertaken in 
the normal orderly fashion by the ad
ministration. 

I urge a no vote on the rule. 
Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

1 minute to the gentlewoman from Col
orado [Mrs. SCHROEDER], the chairman 
of the Subcommittee on Military In
stallations and Facilities. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I just wanted to quickly 
answer-since the gentleman would not 
yield. 

The gentleman is correct. He did not 
want to put foreign bases in, and we 
did. First, however, the point about 
having it jointly referred to the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs is not cor
rect. We had two choices on the floor. 
They had gone through all the commit
tees, and at that time this Congress 
had that choice, and they selected the 
provision of the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. ARMEY], which did not have for
eign bases in it. We say this is a dif
ferent day. 

Second, I think his points are correct 
about how difficult it is to close bases 
politically at home, and, yes, the Base 
Commission was to deal with that. 

But it should be very easy politically 
for the administration to close bases 
overseas, and they have not had the 
courage to close nearly as many bases 
as the Congress had through the base
closing procedure, so I am getting a lit
tle tired of hearing this. 

I have got the news release from 
today where they are talking about, 
"Goody, goody, you do not need this, 
because by the end of fiscal year 1995, 
which is a while from now, we are 
going to take 10,000 military personnel 
out of Europe." Well, that is not as 
many as one base that we have closed 
in some areas. So I am getting a little 
tired of that excuse. 

I want some political courage on the 
administration's side. If they do not 
have it, let us put it into base closing. 
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Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. WALKER]. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, the majority party-the 
party of fairness, equity, and inclu
sion-is at it again. 

What we have before us is another 
one of those examples that all good dic
tatorships care more about making the 
trains run on time than they do about 
democracy, because the fact is that 
this particular bill before us is brought 
to us not out of any committee. It was 
introduced by someone, somewhere, 
yesterday. It was brought to the House 
Committee on Rules yesterday and 
brought on the floor today under a 
closed rule, which means absolutely no 
amendments. 

I find it very difficult to believe that 
this is the appropriate way to be legis
lating. We have no idea who wrote this 
bill. We have some names on the bill. 

Did the gentleman from Wisconsin 
[Mr. ASPIN] write this bill? The gen
tleman from Massachusetts, the chair
man of the committee, says that the 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. ASPIN], 
is the author of the bill. The gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. ASPIN], is the 
chairman of the committee that should 
have considered this bill. 

So the gentleman from Wisconsin 
[Mr. ASPIN], in what has to be consid
ered ultimate arrogance, decided to 
write a bill ignoring his committee and 
bring it directly to the floor. I mean, 
what kind of process is that? 

It is certainly not a process that fits 
within the Rules of the House of Rep
resentati ves. 

The bill evidently was changed be
tween the time that we saw an original 
of it last Friday and it came to the 
floor today. The gentleman from New 
York said a few minutes ago that the 
bill has been changed several times. 
When it was announced in the schedule 
last week, we were told it was going to 
be a bill of a totally different char
acter, so I know it was changed be
tween the time of the schedule an
nouncement last week and we came to 
the floor today. 

I just wondered, did the Democratic 
leadership approve bringing the bill to 
the floor in this way? Can someone tell 
me? Did the Speaker and the Demo
cratic leadership agree to bring the bill 
to the floor in this manner? Well, I am 
getting no answer. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, the 
gentleman knows that all bills that 
come to the floor are there because the 
Speaker wants them on the floor. 

Mr. WALKER. So, in other words, the 
Democratic leadership agreed to a 
process where a bill is introduced at 

noon yesterday, and is brought to the 
floor at noon on the next day, and was 
done so under a process that allows no 
amendments, and was done so under a 
process that allowed no committee 
hearings, or no subcommittee hear
ings? 

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

Mr. WALKER. I am happy to yield to 
the gentlewoman from Colorado. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I ex
plained before that the Committee on 
Armed Services-and it has been the 
House position before-we should in
clude foreign bases, and so the Demo
cratic leadership decided they should 
bring this out and say it. Now, the gen
tleman is telling me we have to have a 
Base Closing Commission, because the 
Congress does not have guts to close 
bases. The Democratic leadership feels 
the administration does not have the 
guts to close them. 

Mr. WALKER. Reclaiming my time, I 
heard the gentlewoman's explanation 
before, and then she stood up here as 
the chairman of a subcommittee and 
suggested to the House that what we 
ought to read in order to defend the 
bill was from the Democratic study 
group's report. Some of us are not 
members of the study group. We do not 
have access to those reports. 

The gentlewoman, rather than hav
ing something out of her own commit
tee that can be brought to the floor on 
a bipartisan committee, suggested to 
this House we ought to use the Demo
cratic study group as a principal analy
sis of the bill. 

My point is very simply that this is a 
bill that did not go through the proc
esses of the House as the rules would 
specify, and the gentlewoman's only 
point is, well we have had hearings on 
this, we do not have to look at the par
ticulars of the bill; the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs that has some jurisdic
tion in this area should not have a 
chance to look at this bill; let us rush 
it to the floor, because, by golly, it will 
make a good political vote-at the 
time we have a domestic closure bill 
out here, and we ought to have some 
good bill out there to allow us to kick 
the administration a little bit, and if 
we can get a good kick at the adminis
tration on the floor during the day, 
then that will help protect us a little 
bit from the vote that we have to cast 
on getting rid of some obsolete and 
wasteful bases. 

I just do not think that we ought to 
allow a dictatorship to prevail in the 
House rather than democracy. The rea
son for the rules of the House is so that 
we operate under the rule of law. The 
rule of law in the House of Representa
tives is our rules, and the bottom line 
is that we have decided to ignore the 
rules here, and simply go to the Com
mittee on Rules with a bill that no one 
had ever seen before, and bring it to 
the floor the very next day. 
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This is a lousy way to operate. It is 
not in the · keeping of the deliberations 
of this deliberative body, and it is high 
time we understand that those kinds of 
processes should be abandoned. In
stead, we have more and more of this 
type of thing taking place. This is not 
the first time this year it happened, 
not the second time. There have been a 
series of this kind of actions that 
makes me believe the activists on the 
other side of the aisle have made a con
scious decision that they will ignore 
democracy in this House of Representa
tives, and instead move more and more 
toward a legislative dictatorship. 

I think it is a terrible kind of bill. I 
think we ought to join the gentleman 
from New York in doing what he has 
suggested we do. Vote no on this bill. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, for the 
purposes of debate only, I yield 3 min
utes to the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. WEISS]. 

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the rule, and of House Joint 
Resolution 313 and to express my oppo
sition to House Joint Resolution 308, 
which would disapprove the list of 
military base closings and realignment 
recommended by the Defense Base Clo
sure and Realignment Commission. Un
doubtedly, we must scale down our 
oversized military, and closing and re
aligning the bases on the Commission's 
list will be an important step in this 
direction. 

I regret, however, that many deci
sions made by the Base Closure Com
mission were not based just on merit. 
It is clear that the incomplete 
Stapleton homeport at Staten Island, 
NY, would not have survived a process 
based on merit and integrity alone. 
This becomes obvious upon examina
tion of the Commission's own final 
analysis of Stapleton. 

The Commission's documents state 
that closing the Staten Island home
port would · result in significant sav
ings, $100 million outright and $500 mil
lion annually. Those estimates appear 
to be grossly understated. The savings 
would not come at the expense of na
tional security, for according to the 
Commission, Stapleton is not essential. 
First, the analysis notes that Staten 
Island is not needed for its berthing ca
pacity. The Navy already has a large 
excess berthing capacity for its Atlan
tic Fleet and existing ports-Norfolk, 
Mayport, and Charleston-can easily 
berth the 1997 fleet. 

Second, the Commission's final anal
ysis obviates the Staten Island 
homeport's lack of clear purpose. 
Stapleton was originally conceived as a 
homeport for the battleship Iowa and 
its support fleet. The Iowa has since 
been decommissioned and supporters of 
the Stapleton homeport have been 
searching for a new justification for 
completing the base. The Commission's 
analysis notes the port's altered mis-

sion and that the number of ships in 
surface action group recently des
ignated for Staten Island has been di
minished from five to three. The report 
also notes that deployment of this sur
face action group as an independent 
group is uncertain. 

In terms of using the Staten Island 
homeport as a naval reserve training 
center, the Commission states that it 
merely would be "helpful." Helpful is a 
far cr-;r from necessary, and for the $100 
million required up front to finish the 
port and the additional $50 million re
quired annually thereafter, a base had 
better be more than just helpful, it had 
better be indispensable. 

While homeport's supporters have 
stated that a completed and operating 
homeport will produce 4,000 jobs in New 
York and bring the city $375 million a 
year, the Commission concluded that 
only 800 military and 800 civilian jobs 
would result, and that will be a sub
stantial annual fiscal loss based on the 
Navy's COBRA. 

Mr. Speaker, while I oppose scrap
ping the whole base closure and re
alignment list, I do question the irra
tional decision to exclude an unfin
ished, exorbitant, unnecessary base. 
The Commission's decision in this case 
clearly was not based on merit, and 
thus must have been based on some 
other considerations. I'm afraid this 
independent Commission was not above 
politics as we intended it to be. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. ANDREWS]. 

Mr. ANDREWS of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the distinguished 
chairman for yielding me this time. I 
rise in strong support of the rule. I 
have been listening to the debate about 
the complexities of the rule, and I 
think perhaps a better way for all 
Members to understand why we need a 
vote on foreign base closings, and why 
we need this rule, was best expressed to 
me by a shipyard worker at the Phila
delphia Naval Shipyard, a worker who 
now has layoff looming over his head 
as a result of the Base Closure Commis
sion recommendation. 

Shortly before the recommendation 
of the Base Closing Commission, there 
was the volcano eruption around the 
Subic Bay Naval Facility in the Phil
ippines. This worker came up to me 
and said: 

Congressman, I don't understand why this 
Friday, when the Federal Government takes 
money out of my paycheck for my Federal 
income taxes, that some of that money, a 
couple hundred million dollars, is going to go 
to the Subic Bay in the Philippines to re
build a naval base; at the same time, in the 
guise and the false promise of saving money, 
the Federal Government will take my job 
away from me in Philadelphia. Why is that? 

I did not have any answer for the 
worker, and I think that this resolu
tion and this rule today helps Members 
to provide that answer. The adminis
tration says that this resolution would 

interfere with its ability to make for
eign policy. I say that it should. This is 
not an imperial autocracy. This is a de
mocracy, and the legislative branch 
has the right to help make foreign pol
icy, as well. 

The administration says that our al
lies would be discomfited by this reso
lution. I say this: If this country bore 
the burden of leadership in the recent 
crisis in the Persian Gulf as it has over 
the years, then we also bear the au
thority of leadership and the right to 
make decisions, sometimes whether 
our allies like it or not. 

Finally, the administration says that 
this base closing process will not work 
very well when we regard international 
and foreign basis. Well, I do not think 
it worked very well in the domestic 
case either. It could be proved, and I 
hope it will be proved. If the adminis
tration thinks the base closing process 
is good enough for Philadelphia, then 
the base closing process is good enough 
for the Philippines. 

Support the rule. Give Members an 
opportunity to confront this question 
today. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. FOGLIETTA]. 

Mr. FOGLIETTA. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in support of the rule. I have listened 
attentively and with interest to my re
spected colleague, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania, talking about the proce
dures involved in this rule and obtain
ing this vote today. I would rather talk 
about some of the substance involved. 

This afternoon this House will vote 
on a package which will put almost 
60,000 American workers out on the 
street-men and women who made 
their contribution to America's de
fense. 

In Philadelphia, 35,000 hard working 
Americans will soon find themselves in 
the unemployment line. 

This would be easier to swallow if 
military bases, both domestic and for
eign were considered on an equal 
footing. 

Around the globe, the Pentagon 
maintains dozens of military bases. 
They are aging relics of a cold war that 
no longer exists. In Germany, in Japan, 
in Great Britain, and in Korea sit bases 
supported by thousands of United 
States-paid foreign workers. 

The irony is that many of these na
tions are beating the pants off of us in 
the marketplace. 

For me, the issue is equity. If we shut 
down domestic bases and put American 
workers out on the street, let us at 
least put workers abroad on an level 
playing field. Vote yes on this resolu
tion. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself 4 minutes but 
first, Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to 
my friend, the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. MARTIN]. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Speaker, I just 
wanted to clear the record. As far as 
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foreign bases are concerned, since Jan
uary 1 of last year the Secretary of De
fense has announced the closure reduc
tion of 314 bases. The gentlewoman said 
some of these are very insignificant 
and some of them are. 

Unfortunately, our base selection 
status, particularly in Europe, had a 
lot to do with what we commandeered 
from the Nazis. Some 314 have already 
been designated affecting over 100,000 
military, civilian, and foreign nation
als. 

D 1340 
One thing I want to clear up that 

really makes a big difference here, the 
bill the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
talks about, and we will get to debate 
that later this afternoon, the bill that 
he talks about ends the domestic base 
closure process until 1993. That is the 
only process for closing domestic bases 
in the United States. 

The fact of the matter is that this 
process does not relate to overseas 
bases at the present time. There is a 
big difference, and the Secretary has 
every intention of closing more over
seas bases over the next 18 months, so 
that 314 figure and the 112,000 is just a 
start. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank my friend for his con
tribution. 

Mr. Speaker, I suspect that I will 
probably support this legislation when 
it comes down the line, because I was 
proud to have been an original cospon
sor with the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. ARMEY] in his effort to try to close 
some of the wasteful domestic and 
military bases here in the United 
States; but it seems to me that we are 
faced with a very important procedural 
question here. We have to ask our
selves, are we especially in the minor
ity going to support a closed rule on an 
unreported resolution? I come down de
ciding that there is no way in the 
world that I could support that, not 
just because of procedure, but because 
of some other matters which have been 
discussed here today. 

As we look at the question of treaties 
that exist with other countries, it is a 
much different situation looking at 
these overseas military bases than it is 
the domestic ones. 

We spent literally years, the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. ARMEY] and 
others, trying to bring about the Com
mission here in the United States to 
look at our domestic bases. Now in one 
fell swoop we want this decision to be 
made instantaneously here in the 
House. I think there are some things 
that should be done more rapidly than 
they are, but when we have important 
alliances throughout the world, it 
seems to me that we should be a little 
more careful as we proceed with this. 

As we do that, Mr. Speaker, I think 
that it is important that every Member 
of this House have the right to offer 
amendments, look at the process itself. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge at this point op
position to the rule, and I hope very 
much that we will be able to proceed 
with a balanced approach to this. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, for pur
poses of debate only, I yield 2 minutes 
to the gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. ATKINS]. 

Mr. ATKINS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. I rise in strong support of the 
rule. 

Mr. Speaker, it is curious to see the 
great wailing and knashing of teeth on 
the part of the minority party about 
this rule, which is a very simple rule 
on a very simple resolution. The reso
lution simply says that as we look and 
as we close back on our domestic bases, 
we ought to do the same thing with the 
foreign bases. 

The President presently has that au
thority on foreign bases. The President 
has made a determination not to shut 
down very many of those facilities. 

We have shut down under the Base 
Closure Commission 8 percent of our 
domestic bases. The President has rec
ommended shutting down 4 percent of 
foreign bases. 

We are simply saying that we ought 
to look at some sense that says we 
ought to consider America first. We 
ought to consider job impacts in Amer
ica with greater concern and greater 
care than job impacts in Germany, 
that we ought not to be in the business 
of keeping bases open overseas simply 
as a reward to foreign allies, while we 
destroy the economies of our own com
munities, and that we ought to do this 
based on a broad sense with a great 
concern for national security; where 
are the best places for us to have our 
facilities located, and clearly increas
ingly there will be a need to have them 
located in the United States. 

But the administration will not 
confront this. Members of the minority 
party are afraid to deal with this issue, 
and we say let us deal with it, foreign 
and domestic. Let us deal with all the 
facilities. Let us deal with them hon
estly, tell the American people what 
we are shutting down. 

The President says he is shutting 
down hundreds of facilities overseas, 
but it turns out that many of them 
have one and two personnel in them. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, for pur
poses of debate only, I yield 2 minutes 
to the gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. FRANK]. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, Members will note that today 
is an even day, July 30, because on even 
days the Republicans are for open 
rules. On odd days, they are for closed 
rules. 

When we took up the fast track legis
lation, a somewhat more complex piece 
of legislation than this, and our friend, 
the gentleman from Michigan, had an 
amendment that he wanted offered, the 
Republicans voted overwhelmingly not 

to let it be offered; but that is because 
it was on an odd day, so people who 
might think it is odd ought to under
stand that the Republicans are for an 
open rule sometimes, but they are not 
for an open rule other times. As long as 
we have that principle straight, they 
will better be able to figure it, because 
one of the most important pieces of 
legislation we voted on this year, the 
fast track, was put on a very fast track 
by the Republicans who did not want 
any amendments. 

Now what they tell us is this is much 
too complicated to deal with today. It 
is five lines. 

Mr. Speaker, not only did I read it 
quickly, but the gentleman from Mis
sissippi, the chairman of the Appro
priations Committee, could read it 
quickly and everyone would under
stand it. 

It says that with respect to the pro
cedure already set up will include for
eign bases. It builds on everything. 

This bill says we should look at for
eign bases. And do you know what? 
They do not want to vote on that, be
cause they do not want to have to close 
foreign bases. They do not mind per
sonally, but the President does not 
want to do that. The President is a 
man whose eagerness is for foreign pol
icy. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield 
to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Speaker, the gen
tleman points out accurately how sim
ple that legislation is. The problem is 
that it relates to something totally dif
ferent, bases that we own and that are 
in the continental United States where 
we want them to take into consider
ation things such as the economic im
pact and those kinds of things. 

I do not know about the gentleman, 
but I am not as excited about going 
through the entire process and worry
ing about the economic impact on 
some small bases. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Well, 
Mr. Speaker, I will take my time back. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MAZZOLI). The time of the gentleman 
from Massachusetts has expired. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
30 additional seconds to the gentleman. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. The 
gentleman ts for building a new base in 
Croatonne, Italy. I think that an easy 
way to save the economy is not to do 
that. 

It will not be exactly the same, but 
we will look at those bases. 

The point is that up until now follow
ing the point I made, this and the pre
vious administration have bases get 
closed here and they do not get closed 
there. 

I am voting for the base closure bill. 
I voted for the amendment of the gen
tleman from Texas, but I want to see 
some equity, and it is clear that our 
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friends on the other side do not want to 
discuss the merits. They come up with 
this phony issue about closed rules, 
which they are ultimately for and 
against. They do not want to talk 
about fairness for Americans. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, before 
yielding to the gentleman from South 
Carolina, let me just say that the pre
vious speaker, the gentleman from 
Massachusetts, talked about even days 
and odd days. You know, any day we 
get an open rule around here is an odd 
day. 

A further observation is that the 
truth of the matter is that most of the 
people who are railing about closing 
bases here today made these same 
similar speeches back in 1981 and 1982, 
and if we had listened to them then we 
would not have democracy breaking 
out all over the world. The Soviet 
Union would still be a superpower. So 
let us tread lightly, gentlemen. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from South Carolina [Mr. 
RAVENEL]. 

Mr. RAVENEL. Mr. Speaker, as an 
aside, I will say to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania that if we tangle with 
the gentlewoman from Colorado later 
on today, please kind of mute your 
rhetoric, because my spies tell me that 
today is her birthday. 

Mr. Speaker, the process I think of 
the Base Closing Commission has been 
relatively fair, and given the con
straints of time, I think that it went 
on very well. Most of us that come 
from States that had affected bases, we 
listened to hours and hours of rhetoric, 
both pro and con; but since the final 
list has come out, some interesting and 
disturbing fallout has taken place. One 
concerns a base in my district which 
was on the list, but which survived the 
list. It is best described in a lead edi
torial in our local paper, the News and 
Courier, and I will read from it: 

NA VELEX THREATS 

Bureaucracy, said Honore de Balzac, is a 
giant mechanism operated by pygmies. He 
might have added that one crosses the pyg
mies at the risk of being showered with 
verbal darts. Take, for example, the reported 
tongue-lashing administered to officials of 
the Charleston NAVELEX facility recently 
by a uniformed bureaucrat. 

From all reports, U.S. Navy Capt. John J. 
Donegan, who helps oversee the service's re
duction operations, blew into town July 10 
breathing fire. In effect, he told managers of 
the Naval Electronic Systems Engineering 
Center in North Charleston that the facili
ty's days are numbered. According to notes 
taken by NA VELEX leaders, he warned that 
"when I get in place ... you won't be al
lowed to take on new work." And, he left no 
doubt that NA VELEX would be on the hit 
list when the Pentagon weighs further base 
closings in 1993. 

Capt. Donegan's warning that the 
NAVELEX work orders will evaporate when 
he's "in place" is an apparent reference to 
the fact that he's soon to receive his rear ad
miral's star. 

Capt. Donegan's outrageous outburst 
against NA VELEX officials because they 

succeeded in persuading the federal Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
to keep the facility in the Lowcountry in
vited the wrath of South Carolina's senior 
U.S. senator. Sen. Thurmond wrote to Navy 
Secretary H. Lawrence Garrett ill asking 
that the secretary review Capt. Donegan's 
comments and suggested that perhaps "the 
Navy is 'out to get' the Charleston center." 
It certainly would appear that way. The 

Navy, which prepared the case for closing 
the NA VELEX facility, did a lousy job of it. 
So bad, in fact, that former Secretary of the 
Navy William Ball III, a member of the base
closing commission, said after an inspection 
of the facility May 31 that the service was 
flat out wrong to recommend its closing. 

There never was any doubt that NA VELEX 
will face scrutiny when the commission re
convenes in 1993 to consider further closings. 
The facility should continue to stand or fall 
on its own merits-not the vengeance of 
Navy bureaucrats. 

D 1350 
Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, for pur

poses of debate only, I yield 4 minutes 
to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
TRAFICANT]. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I sup
port the rule. I commend the Congress 
for attempting to make cuts in our 
huge defense budget that I have sup
ported for almost 7 years. It is prudent, 
it is appropriate that we do so. In addi
tion, Mr. Speaker, times have changed 
in the world that makes it much easier 
for Congress to take such action. 

Some of those changes are that the 
Berlin Wall is now a speed bump. I 
liken it to a caution sign on the Shir
ley Highway. The Iron Curtain is like a 
screen door. 

As we speak and debate, the Soviet 
Union is asking for foreign aid from 
Uncle Sam. So it is appropriate that we 
should make some cuts in defense, and 
military bases are expensive. 

So Congress now is saying that 
maybe we should be looking at some 
foreign bases. Now, I sort of agree with 
that. Here is something I would like to 
remind the Congress of: We this year 
have a $350 billion budget deficit. In 
there-and I asked the Congressional 
Budget Office to give me an assessment 
for a piece of legislation-Congress 
spends $170 billion per year to protect 
Japan, Germany, and foreign nations; 
$170 billion. 

Now let me tell you how it works, 
folks: We borrow $250 billion from 
Japan and Germany, then we give them 
back $170 billion in military services. 
And if you really want to bomb your 
bunker, we then pay them interest. 
Now, this Madam Chairwoman here, 
who is exhibiting probably more anat
omy than all of these other chairmen 
combined, is saying, "Why don't we 
close some of those pork-barrel bases 
overseas?'' 

Ladies and gentlemen, Germany lists 
our Star Wars Program under the eco
nomic development plan. I would just 
like to say to the Congress I have a lit
tle military installation in my area. It 
has helped now with Hussein, we helped 

with Hitler, and I am telling you what 
right now: You leave these pork-barrel 
shops overseas and you talk about my 
base, and you got a big problem. You 
do not have to worry about a foreign 
entity. 

Mr. Speaker, I close out by saying if 
we were businessmen, we may be in
dicted for aiding and abetting a mili
tary takeover, a hostile takeover over 
our own military, closing our own 
bases. 

Mr. Speaker, we had men and women 
put their lives on the line. Now they 
are going to come back and they are 
going to have closed bases and unem
ployment lines. I am hearing more and 
more people saying, "Let's take care of 
America first.'' 

Let me say this: We do not weaken 
America by closing bases overseas, but 
we begin to weaken America by con
tinuing to close bases in America. 

I am tired of it. I am tired of seeing 
Congress paying our neighbors' rent 
bill while the sheriff is conducting auc
tions with our own homes, American 
taxpayers' homes. 

With that, I would just like to say I 
support the rule. I am glad to see the 
Congress is now taking a look at those 
bases overseas because when our mili
tary personnel get that check over 
there, they go buy products in Ger
many, they spend that check in Ger
many. Let us bring some of them home 
and protect our borders, stop people 
from jumping the fence, and make cuts 
overseas. Leave our military installa
tions at home alone until we address 
those issues overseas. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
the remaining 2 minutes of our time, in 
order to close debate, to the distin
guished gentleman from California 
[Mr. CUNNINGHAM]. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, our freshman class met, 
and we were asked what was the one 
thing we would do to improve Con
gress. And that is to change the Rules 
Committee. This is a classic example, I 
think. Since I have been here 6 months, 
it is like playing a poker game where 
normally a full house wins but the op
position only has two pair and they 
say, "Oh, in this case two pair wins." 

The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFI
CANT] was a quarterback at one time. 
He would not play in a game where the 
odds were stacked against him on the 
other side, and neither would I. I think 
this is one of the things we need to 
look at. 

The gentlewoman from California 
voted against domestic base closures 
because it was in her own district. And 
now that we are looking out at foreign 
bases-and I want to talk to the rule 
and the substance-I met with Dick 
Cheney this morning. Dick Cheney and 
the President are attempting to make 
those cuts. I support making foreign 
base cuts. I support saving taxpayer 
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dollars and jobs back home. But we 
need to do it in an orderly manner. 

I spent most of my life in the Phil
ippine Islands. My esteemed colleague, 
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
ANDREWS], talked about, "Why should 
we save the Philippines?" Well, I flew 
over North Korea and South Korea dur
ing some conflicts, I flew over the head 
of Idi Amin, and I also looked at the 
Aquino government and the problems 
they are having with Communists 
today. We did that and operated out of 
Subic Bay. We are closing Clark Air 
Force Base. And that is on an orderly 
basis. 

As far as Philadelphia, the Navy is 
being forced to live with the cuts that 
you voted for. And Philadelphia did not 
prove liable in that. The Navy has to 
take the bones that you give it and op
erate in the future, and they know ex
actly what they need. Philadelphia was 
not one of those, unfortunately. 

Let us get rid of this poker game 
rule. I urge defeat of this rule. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, for pur
poses of debate only I yield all the re
maining time, Ph minutes, to the gen
tleman from California [Mr. MILLER]. 

Mr. MILLER of California. I thank 
the chairman of the Committee on 
Rules for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I commend the Com
mittee on Rules for bringing forth this 
rule, which allows us to address this 
problem because what this rule does is 
allow us later today simply to address 
the issues of equity and fairness. We 
will later today vote, as many have al
ready said, some who agree and some 
who disagree, on the base closure rec
ommendations. This is going to cost 
many Americans their jobs. It is going 
to change the makeup of many commu
nities, and it will cause many people to 
reconsider their future plans. 

I think we owe, out of basic equity 
and fairness, to make sure that the 
Base Closure Commission in the next 
rounds applies the same procedures to 
those foreign bases, that we understand 
at the same time they are weighing the 
equities around America about opening 
and closing bases, that they are doing 
the same overseas. 

D 1400 
As many speakers have already said 

today, we are spending billions and bil
lions of dollars to maintain these 
bases, many of which are obsolete, 
many of which have no further mis
sion, and yet we continue to maintain 
them. I think we have an obligation to 
say to the taxpayers of this country 
that we are applying the same process 
to those bases as we are here. It may 
not come up with the same number of 
bases, or the same savings, or the same 
value, but I think people have a right 
to know that Congress is insisting that 
that same process in fact works. The 
President has found this process to be 
credible. The Secretary of Defense has 

found this process to be credible. We 
ought to apply it to foreign bases, and 
I would hope that people would vote for 
the resolution. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I move 
the previous question on the resolu
tion. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. (Mr. 

MAZZOLI). The question is on the reso-
1 ution. 

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

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

The Speaker pro tempore. Evidently 
a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-yeas 262, nays 
161. 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Asp in 
Atkins 
Au Coin 
Bacchus 
Barnard 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Byron 
Campbell (CO) 
Cardin 
Carper 
Carr 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clement 
Coleman (TX) 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cox (IL) 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Darden 
de la Garza 
DeFazio 
DeLauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dooley 

[Roll No. 230) 
YEAS-262 

Dorgan (ND) 
Downey 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Early 
Eckart 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Engel 
English 
Erdreich 
Espy 
Evans 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (MI) 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Gray 
Guarini 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hamilton 
Harris 
Hatcher 
Hayes (IL) 
Hayes (LA) 
Hertel 
Hoa.gland 
Hochbrueckner 
Horn 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Hutto 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnston 
Jones (GA) 
Jones (NC) 
Jantz 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 

Kil dee 
Kleczka 
Kolter 
Kopetski 
Kostmayer 
LaFalce 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lehman (CA) 
Lehman (FL) 
Levin (MI) 
Levine (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowey (NY) 
Luken 
Manton 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzo Ii 
McCloskey 
McCurdy 
McDermott 
McHugh 
McMillen (MD) 
McNulty 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Mineta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moody 
Moran 
Mrazek 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nagle 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Nowak 
Oakar 
Obey 
Olin 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens (NY) 
Owens (UT) 
Pallone 

Panetta 
Parker 
Patterson 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Perkins 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Po shard 
Price 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Ray 
Reed 
Richardson 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Rowland 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Sanders 

Allard 
Archer 
Armey 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barrett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Broomfield 
Bunning 
Burton 
Callahan 
Camp 
Chandler 
Clinger 
Coble 
Coleman (MO) 
Combest 
Coughlin 
Cox (CA) 
Crane 
Cunningham 
Dann em eyer 
Davis 
De Lay 
Dickinson 
Doolittle 
Dornan (CA) 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards (OK) 
Emerson 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fields 
Fish 
Franks(CT) 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Goodling 
Goss 
Gradison 
Grandy 

Bustamante 
Campbell (CA) 
Ford (TN) 
Hefner 

Sangmeister 
Sa.rpalius 
Savage 
Sawyer 
Scheuer 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter (NY) 
Smith(FL) 
Smith (IA) 
Sn owe 
Solarz 
Spratt 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 

NAYS-161 
Green 
Gunderson 
Hammerschmidt 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hefley 
Henry 
Harger 
Hobson 
Holloway 
Horton 
Houghton 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inhofe 
Ireland 
Jacobs 
James 
Johnson (TX) 
Kasi ch 
Klug 
Kolbe 
Kyl 
Lagomarsino 
Leach 
Lent 
Lewis(CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
Livingston 
Lowery (CA) 
Machtley 
Marlenee 
Martin 
McCandless 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McDade 
McEwen 
McGrath 
McMillan (NC) 
Meyers 
Michel 
Miller (OH) 
Miller(WA) 
Molinari 
Moorhead 
Morella 
Morrison 
Nichols 
Nussle 
Oxley 
Packard 

Tallon 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Thomas (GA) 
Thornton 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Traxler 
Unsoeld 
Valentine 
Vento 
Visclosli:y 
Volkmer 
Washington 
Waxman 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Yates 

Paxon 
Petri 
Porter 
Pursell 
Quillen 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Regula 
Rhodes 
Ridge 
Riggs 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen . 
Roth 
Roukema 
Santorum 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Schulze 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Skeen 
Slaughter (VA) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith(OR) 
Smith(TX) 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Upton 
Vander Jagt 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Weber 
Weldon 
Wolf 
Wylie 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

NOT VOTING-10 
Hopkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Oberstar 
Roberts 

D 1421 

Waters 
Yatron 

The Clerk announced the following 
pair: 
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On this vote: 
Mr. Bustamante for, with Mr. Roberts 

against. 

Mr. GILMAN and Mr. PETRI changed 
their vote from "yea" to "nay." 

Mr. CARR changed his vote from 
"nay" to "yea." 

So the resolution was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

PERMISSION TO FILE CON-
FERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 2699, 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA SUPPLE
MENT AL APPROPRIATIONS AND 
RESCISSIONS ACT, 1991 

Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the managers 
may have until midnight, Tuesday, 
July 30, 1991, to file a conference report 
on the bill (H.R. 2699) making appro
priations for the government of the 
District of Columbia and other activi
ties chargeable in whole or in part 
against the revenues of said District 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1992, and for other purposes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MAZZOLI). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Alabama? 

There was no objection. 

PERMISSION TO FILE CON-
FERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 2427, 
ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOP
MENT APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 
1992 

Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the managers 
may have until midnight, Tuesday, 
July 30, 1991, to file a conference report 
on the bill (H.R. 2427) making appro
priations for energy and water develop
ment for the fiscal year ending Sep
tember 30, 1992, and for other purposes. 

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

There was no objection. 

PERMISSION TO FILE CON-
FERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 2506, 
LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPRO
PRIATIONS ACT, 1992 

Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the managers 
may have until midnight, Tuesday, 
July 30, 1991, to file a conference report 
on the bill (H.R. 2506) making appro
priations for the legislative branch for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1992, and for other purposes. 

'rhe SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Alabama? 

There was no objection. 

MAKING IN ORDER ON WEDNES
DAY, JULY 31, 1991, OR ANY DAY 
THEREAFTER, CONSIDERATION 
OF CONFERENCE REPORT TO AC
COMPANY, AND AMENDMENTS 
REPORTED IN DISAGREEMENT 
ON, H.R. 2699, DISTRICT OF CO
LUMBIA SUPPLEMENTAL APPRO
PRIATIONS AND RESCISSIONS 
ACT, 1991 
Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that it be in order 
on Wednesday, July 31, 1991, or any day 
thereafter, to consider conference re
ports to accompany, and amendments 
reported in disagreement on the bill 
(H.R. 2699) making appropriations for 
the government of the District of Co
lumbia and other activities chargeable 
in whole or in part against the rev
enues of said District for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1992, and for 
other purposes, and that the conference 
report and amendments in disagree
ment be considered as read when called 
up. 

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

There was no objection. 

MAKING IN ORDER ON WEDNES
DAY, JULY 31, 1991, OR ANY DAY 
THEREAFTER, CONSIDERATION 
OF CONFERENCE REPORT TO AC
COMPANY, AND AMENDMENTS 
REPORTED IN DISAGREEMENT 
ON, H.R. 2427, ENERGY AND 
WATER DEVELOPMENT APPRO
PRIATIONS ACT, 1992 
Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that it be in order 
on Wednesday, July 31, 1991, or any day 
thereafter, to consider conference re
ports to accompany, and amendments 
reported in disagreement on the bill 
(H.R. 2427) making appropriations for 
energy and water development for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 1992, 
and for other purposes, and that the 
conference report and amendments in 
disagreement be considered as read 
when called up. 

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

There was no objection. 

MAKING IN ORDER ON OR AFTER 
WEDNESDAY, JULY 31, 1991, CON
SIDERATION OF CONFERENCE 
REPORT ON H.R. 1455, INTEL
LIGENCE AUTHORIZATION ACT, 
FISCAL YEAR 1991 
Mr. MCCURDY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that it be in order 
on Wednesday, July 31, 1991, or any day 
thereafter to consider the conference 
report to accompany the bill (H.R. 1455) 
to authorize appropriations for fiscal 
year 1991 for intelligence activities of 
the U.S. Government, the Intelligence 

community staff, and the Central In
telligence Agency Retirement and Dis
ability System, and for other purposes, 
and that all points of order against the 
conference report and its consideration 
be waived. 

This request has been discussed with 
the minority and I understand that 
there is no objection to it. 

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

There was no objection. 

TRIBUTE TO JO OBERSTAR 
(Ms. OAKAR asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re
marks.) 

Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Speaker, I am going 
to ask Members to join me in a mo
ment of silent prayer. Jo Oberstar, the 
wife of one of our distinguished col
leagues, the gentleman from Min
nesota, JIM OBERSTAR, was buried this 
morning, having died of breast cancer. 
I hope all Members will join me in a 
moment of silence in her wonderful 
memory. 

A moment of silence was observed. 

REGARDING OVERSEAS BASE 
CLOSURES 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Speaker, pursuant to 
House Resolution 206, I call up the 
joint resolution (H.J. Res. 313) to pro
vide that the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission shall make 
recommendations in 1993 and 1995 for 
the closure and realignment of mili
tary installations outside the United 
States, and ask for its consideration in 
the House. 

The Clerk read the joint resolution, 
as follows: 

H.J. RES. 313 
Whereas it is necessary to reduce military 

operations by the United States at military 
installations located outside the United 
States because of the changing threat to the 
national security and budgetary constraints; 

Whereas the number of United States mili
tary personnel stationed overseas is sched
uled to be reduced over the next five years; 

Whereas Congress has accepted one set of 
recommendations from commissions regard
ing the closure and realignment of military 
installations inside the United States and is 
considering a second set; 

Whereas closures and realignments of mili
tary installations inside the United States 
have profound economic impact on the com
munities involved; and 

Whereas it is essential, therefore, that fu
ture recommendations by the Secretary of 
Defense and by the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission concerning the 
closure and realignment of military installa
tions include recommendations with respect 
to the termination and reduction of military 
operations carried out by the United States 
military installations located outside the 
United States: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
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SECTION 1. CWSURE AND REALIGNMENT OF 

MILITARY INSTAU.ATIONS OUTSIDE 
THE UNITED STATES. 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Act of 1990 (10 U.S.C. 2687 note; 104 Stat. 1808) 
is amended by adding at the end the follow
ing new section: 
"SEC. 2912. MILITARY INSTAU.ATIONS OUTSIDE 

THE UNITED STATES. 
"The Secretary and the Commission shall, 

with respect to recommendations made for 
closure and realignment of military installa
tions in 1993 and 1995, include recommenda
tions for the termination and reduction of 
military operations carried out by the Unit
ed States at installations outside the United 
States.". 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to House Resolution 206, the gen
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. ASPIN] will 
be recognized for 30 minutes, and the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. MAR
TIN] will be recognized for 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. ASPIN]. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield my
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, the House has before it 
today two resolutions on the subject of 
base closures. I introduced the first 
bill-House Joint Resolution 313-with 
PAT SCHROEDER and 24 other original 
cosponsors. This bill deals with the 
issue of closing foreign bases and re
states a position long held in the House 
of Representatives. The second bill
House Joint Resolution 308-introduced 
by TOM FOGLIETTA and OLYMPIA 
SNOWE-deals with the subject of do
mestic base closures. We'll debate the 
pros and cons of this resolution of dis
approval later on this afternoon. 

I'd like to briefly explain the bill be
fore us now. As you know, current law 
provides for a bipartisan Base Closure 
Commission to review base closure rec
ommendations made by the Secretary 
of Defense against a force structure 
plan and objective criteria like cost 
savings. This Commission has been de
liberating since April and has, in fact, 
submitted its final recommendations 
on closures and realignments to both 
the President and Congress. 

The Commission did a good job-and 
I support their work. But the problem 
was that they were precluded from 
looking at well over half of the pie. Al
though the Armed Services Committee 
and the House have repeatedly urged 
that U.S. military bases overseas be 
closed as a high priority, the Commis
sion was unable to look at overseas 
bases for possible closure. House Joint 
Resolution 313 would change this by al
lowing future commissions-in 1993 aJ;ld 
beyond-to review recommendations on 
foreign base closures. 

Let me make a couple of points on 
this proposal. First, our committee has 
held many hearings and has reported 
various pieces of legislation urging 
that the 1988 commission as well as the 
current commission look at overseas 
closures. The overseas part of the pro
posal has never survived conference, 
principally because we never worried 

about partisan politics getting in the 
way of closing installations overseas. 
Moreover, DOD always argued that 
overseas base closures would get into 
the State Department's business and 
somehow mess up the foreign policy of 
the United States. 

Those arguments may have carried 
the conference in the past, but today 
we have a fundamentally changed situ
ation. The Berlin Wall has fallen, the 
Warsaw Pact has crumbled, and we 
need to take a fresh look at what mili
tary forces we need-and don't need
to protect our interests in this new 
world environment. 

This means that we need to review 
our entire basing structure in view of 
changed world circumstances-not just 
our basing structure here at home. To 
look at bases in the United States but 
not at bases abroad is to leave un
touched 60 percent of our military 
forces. And that's not strategically 
smart when we're building down the 
force by 25 percent to fair to the com
munities here at home that we've 
asked to tighten their belts, and accept 
job and revenue losses associated with 
a base closure. 

Second, and specifically on the fair
ness point, there is a growing concern 
that DOD is not in the same hurry to 
close overseas bases as it is to close fa
cilities here at home. Although DOD 
has announced 235 base closures and re
ductions overseas, we haven't been able 
to get any information about what this 
list means. 

For example, despite repeated re
quests for civilian and military person
nel numbers stationed at these 
facili tied, DOD has been unable to tell 
us how big these installations are. In 
many cases, we don't know whether 
we're closing a major installation with 
thousands of civilians employed or a 
gas station outpost on the German 
autobahn. And the biggest irony of all, 
I'm told, is that DOD only put on its 
list of 235 last week when they sensed 
that the House might consider includ
ing foreign bases under the jurisdiction 
of the Base Closure Commission. 

So, it seems to me that there are 
compelling policy reasons and fairness 
reasons why this bill makes sense. Let 
me now tell you what our opponents 
say. 

As I alluded to earlier, our opponents 
say that overseas basing issues directly 
relate to the foreign policy of the Unit
ed States and fall under the purview of 
the State Department and the Presi
dent. There are memoranda of under
standing with foreign countries, trea
ties, status of forces agreements, and 
the like. A commission of outsiders 
might create havoc and recommend a 
closure that is contrary to the foreign 
policy interests of the United States. 

My answer to this is that the process 
would essentially be the same for over
seas bases as it is for domestic bases. 
The Secretary of Defense would pro-

pose, the commission would review and 
recommend to the President, if the 
President agreed the package would 
come to Congress and so on. There is 
an elaborate mechanism built into the 
current structure to permit the Presi
dent and the Secretary of Defense 
ample input into the process. And that 
input would be identical for foreign 
basing questions. 

Second, our opponents say, is that 
the Secretary of Defense is already 
doing a good job of closing overseas 
bases. After all, 235 is a large number, 
so we don't need to change current law. 

Here again, we don't know what the 
Secretary is closing. Evidently no one 
in the Pentagon knows either how 
many people are stationed at these 235 

· bases. When you ask how this can be, 
they tell you that the overseas com
mander&-and not the Pentagon-own 
such information. And they go on to 
say that releasing additional personnel 
information might stir up the local 
communities in Germnay and the Unit
ed Kingdom. 

I hardly need to point out the absurd
ity of these arguments. After all, how 
in the world can DOD announce over
seas closures based on a 25-percent re
duction in force structure when no one 
at the Pentagon knows how many peo
ple are involved? And as for not want
ing to excite the local populations, why 
doesn't DOD afford local communities 
here at home the same level of concern 
they afford foreign communities facing 
a possible closure? 

Finally, some have questioned 
whether this bill might actually slow 
down the Secretary's ability to close 
overseas bases by forcing him to work 
within the commission process rather 
than simply closing an overseas base 
whenever he sees fit. This is not the 
case and I'd like to engage the gentle
woman from Colorado in a colloquy for 
the purposes of clarifying this very 
point. 

0 1430 
I yield to the gentlewoman from Col

orado. 
Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I 

thank the gentleman for yielding. I 
want to make sure that it is correct 
that House Joint Resolution 313 as 
drafted would not preclude the Sec
retary of Defense from closing bases 
outside the United States before 1993? 

Mr. ASPIN. That is correct. This res
olution does not prohibit earlier clo
sure&-it simply requires that the Sec
retary of Defense and the Base Closure 
Commission include recommendations 
for closures outside the United States 
with any recommendations for domes
tic closures in 1993 and 1995. It does not 
apply the other provisions of the Base 
Closure Act of 1990 to overseas bases. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I thank the gen
tleman. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. FAS
CELL]. 
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Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, I thank 

the chairman for yielding to me. As he 
has stated himself, and as has been al
leged in debate here on the rule, and 
probably on the bill itself, that this 
legislation is in direct conflict with or 
overrides existing international trea
ties and agreements and enabling legis
lation. So I ask the chairman to clarify 
this matter on the record today to af
firm and assure this body that House 
Joint Resolution 313, if enacted in its 
current form, does not supersede exist
ing international treaties and agree
ments providing for the establishment 
and access of the United States to 
bases overseas and for the termination 
process, whatever that may be that is 
contained in those treaties or agree
ments. 

Mr. ASPIN. The gentleman from 
Florida is absolutely correct. It does 
not oversee anything like treaties or 
memorandums of understanding or sta
tus of forces agreements. 

Mr. FASCELL. I thank the chairman. 
Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Speaker, I reserve 

the balance of my time. 
Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, during the debate on 

the rule I think most everyone who 
paid attention fully understands the 
real reason we are here today, and why 
some thought it was necessary to draft 
this piece of legislation over the course 
of the weekend. 

That having been said, I want to 
thank the chairman of the full com
mittee for setting forth a number of 
problems with this piece of legislation. 
But the good news is, Mr. Speaker, I 
think that over the course of the proc
ess and prior to 1993, the Base Realign
ment and Closure Commission round of 
1993, we will have had the proper oppor
tunity to draft a piece of legislation 
that makes some sense, and I believe it 
is necessary that the commission have 
the opportunity to look at bases over
se~ as well as here. But the fact of the 
matter is that the legislation that gave 
us the work product we are going to 
deal with in an hour or so, namely, the 
recommendations of the Commission 
to close some domestic bases, was 
drafted for that purpose, to ensure that 
the political problems that we have 
had in the United States to close any 
domestic bases over the course of the 
past 15 years has been because this 
body has put roadblocks in front of the 
Department of Defense and the Sec
retaries of Defense from both political 
parties in their attempts to close cer
tain bases. 

The pro bl em I have with this piece of 
legislation, and I think it can be re
paired, is that we are taking just one 
simple paragraph and superimposing it 
on a process that was meant to deal 
with domestic bases and have it deal 
with foreign bases. I am glad that the 
chairman took care of the colloquy so 
that there can be no confusion as to 

whether or not Secretary Cheney can 
continue, as to his credit he has done. 
I just wanted to bring the chairman up 
to date. I was looking for the same in
formation he was, and it took a while 
to get it, but I wanted to point out, Mr. 
Chairman, that it is not 235, it is now 
up to 314 bases. I am happy to provide 
the chairman of the committee with 
the numbers we have received as far as 
affecting some 112,000 personnel, that is 
to date. 

Furthermore, as we know, under the 
procedure the Secretary of Defense has 
18 months prior to the BRAC rec
ommendations of 1993 to close more 
than the 314 overseas facilities he has 
already recommended abandoning. 
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this is the last recommendation for 
closing domestic bases until 1993. The 
Secretary, because of the law, cannot 
make any further recommendations 
with references to domestic bases until 
that time. 

We had hearings on this particular 
legislation, the Snowe legislation 
which is coming up later. We had Mr. 
Courter, the chairman of the Closing 
Commission, before us. We had dis
cussed, tangential to the business be
fore us, the possibility of having to 
change the legislation we passed a year 
ago to make it better and fairer. 
Changes will be made to indeed make 
the process fairer and better. 

I want to thank the gentlewoman 
and the chairman for entering into 
that colloquy, because I think that 
clears up an anomalous situation 
where some aggrieved party in a for
eign country could bring the Secretary 
of Defense to court for trying to close 
maybe a 315th base prior to the time 
that this will take effect in 1993. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. MARTIN. Wishing the gentle
woman, and the chairman of my sub
committee, a happy birthday, I am 
happy to yield to the gentlewoman 
from Colorado, and point out that part 
of the present for her birthday might 
be me supporting this in the high hopes 
we can make sense out of it down the 
road. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I 
was going to make a parliamentary in
quiry about whether or not I had to 
call the gentleman a gentleman if he 
pointed out that it was my 51st birth
day, but I will not. 

Nevertheless, let me thank the dis
tinguished gentleman from New York. 
I must say he worked very hard on 
this. 

Obviously what we plan to do today, 
and the gentleman laid it out very 
well, we have two bills here on the do
mestic base closures. We are going to 
hear a lot from Members as to how 
they think we can make the process 
better, and we know that later on we 

will have the distinguished chairman of 
the Closure Commission, Mr. Courter, 
up with his recommendations. 

If this legislation passes right now, 
which will put foreign bases in that, 
the gentleman from New York is abso
lutely right. We will have to exempt 
some clauses applying to it, because as 
the gentleman from New York says, we 
are really not nearly as concerned 
about the economic impact on Bitburg 
as we would be on Denver or other 
places. And so we will do that, and we 
will come out with a much better pro
cedural thing. 

Today I think we are gathering dif
ferent pieces so the subcommittee can 
work its will. 

I thank the gentleman from New 
York for sitting through so many of 
those long hearings. I am sure we are 
going to have more. But we will be get
ting it out, and we will be getting it 
out in that form, and I think it will be 
something we can all be very proud of. 

Mr. MARTIN. I thank the gentle
woman for clearing that up. 

I had the funny feeling during the de
bate on the rule that some people who 
have not been as involved in the proc
ess as the gentlewoman and I have did 
not exactly understand what we were 
talking about. This, in fact, does not 
mesh. The basis of the legislation was 
domestic, for whatever reason, and it 
requires a little bit more thought, and 
it is just one reason that I brought up 
to the gentlewoman that I do not see 
the Commission holding a hearing at 
every base around the world that we 
are going to close to look into the eco
nomic problem that it is going to cause 
the community. 

I am not unsympathetic to them, but 
I do not think that was our intent. We 
will try to make this legislation work, 
and I know that we are going to be hav
ing some meetings with the other body 
as well. 

The gravamen of the problem is the 
understanding that for the next 18 
months, although he has done a tre
mendous job in recommending the clo
sure of 314 bases, already affecting over 
100,000 people, Secretary Cheney will 
have the opportunity to do more of 
that in the next 18 months, while he 
will not have any opportunity to talk 
about domestic base closures until 1993. 

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

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield my
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, let me just make one 
comment in response to the gentleman 
from New York, which is to say that I 
think that if this provision has half the 
effect that it has when it is made part 
of the law, that it has had as it is po
tentially part of the law, we will do 
amazingly well under this. Since this 
whole idea came to the surface, the 
Pentagon has been a regular flurry of 
activity about closing overseas bases. 

We had an announcement about 235 
bases being closed overseas, and that 



July 30, 1991 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 20327 
just occurred on July 22 was when we 
got that announcement. They were 
dribbled out beforehand, but we never 
had a consolidated look at the whole 
list, and they are scrambling to tell us 
how many people that affects. 

Then, lo and behold, this morning at 
10:21 a.m. this very morning, comes 
over another press release with now 79 
more installations, underline more in
stallations, in Europe being closed. 

You know, we ought to just postpone 
this and keep bringing it up once a 
week. We will pretty quickly be caught 
up overseas where we are domestically. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ASPIN. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Speaker, on that 
point that the gentleman brings up, it 
was long before, I believe, we had been 
talking about adding this on top of the 
base closure legislation that the Sec
retary announced those 245 closures, 
but I wanted the gentleman to know 
this, that yesterday afternoon I talked 
with Dick on the telephone, and I said, 
"We need the numbers. People have a 
right to know. How many people does 
this affect?" So far it was that 245. 
Part of the problem is it changes daily 
as more and more are announced. He 
said, "We have another list that is 
going out." I said, "Why save it? Send 
it out." 

Whether it came out today or wheth
er it came out tomorrow is a process of 
314 bases in this period of time, so if 
the gentleman wants to take credit for 
it and feels that that is the driving 
force, this piece of legislation, so be it. 

Mr. ASPIN. It is strangely coinciden
tal that since this topic came up we 
have had two major announcements, 
one on July 22 and the other on July 30. 
We have had more announcements and 
more details than we have had the 
whole year up until now. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentlewoman from Colorado [Mrs. 
SCHROEDER]. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of 
House Joint Resolution 313, which ex
pands the charter of the Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission to in
clude U.S. bases located outside of the 
United States. 

Historically, the Armed Services 
Committee has included overseas bases 
in all reported legislation involving 
base closures. Unfortunately, the pro
vision has been deleted either by floor 
amendment or in conference and, of 
course, never became law. House Joint 
Resolution 313 would change this by al
lowing future commissions to review 
recommendations on foreign base clo-
sures. 

Forces. Communities in the United 
States are suffering economically with 
job and revenue losses associated with 
closures while thousands of foreign na
tionals go untouched at overseas bases. 

The Department of Defense has an
nounced, through press releases, the re
turn of 235 sites to host countries. We 
have tried for weeks without success to 
get information on which we can deter
mine whether these sites involve major 
personnel reductions or whether thay 
are simply radar sites on a hilltop with 
no personnel attached. 

This begs the question: How can DOD 
announce overseas base closures based 
on a force structure plan and a 25-per
cent reduction in force if no one in the 
Pentagon knows how many people are 
involved. 

Mr. Speaker, I am convinced that 
DOD only released its list of 235 bases 
last week because they watched our 
base closure hearings on CNN and real
ized we meant business on overseas 
bases. 

It is clear that the administration is 
in no rush to close overseas bases. 
They argue that foreign bases are di
rectly linked to foreign policy con
cerns-and those are matters for the 
President to consider. But are concerns 
about job losses in foreign countries 
more important than concerns about 
local communities here at home? 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
support House Joint Resolution 313 be
cause it will put foreign bases on the 
same footing as domestic bases. The 
1993 Base Closure Commission would 
review foreign bases for closure and re
alignment just as it will continue to 
review domestic bases. This does not 
mean, however, that the Secretary of 
Defense must wait until 1993 to close 
overseas bases. I want to make it very 
clear that nothing in this resolution 
precludes earlier closures. 

At a time when we are drawing down 
the military by 25 percent and asking 
many communities here at home, in
cluding my own, to tighten their belts 
and sacrifice, we cannot hold harmless 
major overseas installations. 

Vote "aye" for House Joint Resolu
tion 313. It is a vote for fairness. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. ARMEY], who has been involved in 
this base closing since 1988. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, the busi
ness of closing military bases is a very 
difficult, technically complex decision
making process requiring a consider
able amount of expertise in analyzing 
complex data bases in light of very 
comprehensive national defense plans, 
and quite often, as we see lately, 
redefinitions of military deployment 
plans. 
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close domestic bases and leave un- context of changing world cir
touched over 50 percent of our Armed cumstances and changing defense tech-

nology. That makes it a very tough 
business wherever we might close a 
base and requires a tremendous 
amount of objective expertise. 

Now, that is further complicated 
when we contemplate closing bases do
mestically, because then we have not 
only the complex technological and 
military logistic considerations, but we 
have some politics as well. It was poli
tics that "done in" base closing domes
tically in 1977, and it was impossible 
for 20 years to close a base in this 
country. It became necessary-not de
sirable, but necessary-to resort to the 
concept of a base closing commission 
to get around political obstructions 
that existed for domestic base closings, 
and to provide, I think, a sense of safe
ty, security, fair play to those who 
might be affected in a domestic base 
closing, and I think quite necessarily 
so. 

That is why we established this Com
mission. It has worked, and it has 
worked well. Now, the reason we did 
not include foreign bases in the Com
mission was twofold: First, it is not 
necessary. The frank fact of the matter 
is that there is no U.S. member or no 
Member of the U.S. House of Rep
resentatives or the U.S. Senate that is 
trying to stop the United States from 
closing a foreign base. Therefore, we 
need no commission to get around 
them, or to alleviate them of their pa
rochial anxiety. Second, we complicate 
the data analysis and the problems im
mensely when we add the foreign bases. 
The Commission then, of course, has to 
look at the whole concept of foreign de
ployment, all the technological data 
related to bases, all the information of 
our alliances and treaties as well, to do 
what it is not necessary that they do, 
what can be done without them. 

Now, later on today we will have a 
great debate on the motion of dis
approval for those recommendations 
niade by this year's Commission. Dur
ing that debate we will see any number 
of affected Members of Congress com
ing to the floor and saying that this 
Commission was not technically com
petent to make the decisions, they 
could not and did not handle the data 
correctly. They are going to express 
their reservations about the ability of 
the Commission to do this job on a do
mestic set of decisions. 

If, in fact, there is reason, legitimate 
reason, for Members to be concerned 
about the technological competence 
and ability of this Commission, I think 
not, but if there is reason to be con
cerned about this Commission's ability 
to handle the data base for the domes
tic bases, why would they then say, add 
on unnecessarily the tremendous in
crease in data for them, to analyze for 
foreign bases, as well? 

People have said I ought not to op
pose this resolution, this resolution 
will do. And I think, quite appro
priately so, give quite a bit of comfort 
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to those people who are affected by 
these domestic closure decisions. 

I do not begrudge them that little bit 
of comfort, and I know they will take 
the opportunity to avail themselves of 
a yes vote on this resolution. 

The fact is, by common consensus, 
should this resolution be passed, en
acted into law, it is generally regarded, 
will not make any difference in the 
kind of decisions made on foreign 
bases. Why complicate the task of a 
group of very dedicated and hard
working people, on these commissions, 
when there will be no change in the 
outcomes, domestically or internation
ally? We might, in fact, so 
overcomplicate their data base that we 
put them in jeopardy of making real 
errors. 

It is a tough enough problem the way 
it is. Do not saddle these people with 
trying to do what is not necessary for 
them to do, and thereby giving them 
such an overload of information that 
they could be making mistakes, and 
what it is that they apparently cannot 
get done with anything other than 
these commissions. I must recommend 
a no vote. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MAZZOLI). The gentleman from New 
York [Mr. MARTIN] has 18 minutes re
maining, and the gentleman from Wis
consin [Mr. ASPIN] has 16112 minutes re
maining. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Rhode 
Island [Mr. MACHTLEY]. 

Mr. MACHTLEY. Mr. Speaker, I 
think it is very appropriate that we 
raise the issue of both foreign and do
mestic base closures at once, because it 
points out the reality that we are 
going to face as a Congress over the 
next 5 years; that is, a decreasing de
fense budget. 

There is no secret, the 5-year plan 
that has been submitted to our Com
mittee on Armed Services anticipates a 
real decline of 34 percent. There is no 
way we can reach that number without 
cutting both foreign and domestic 
bases. 

The question which was, I think, so 
well articulated by my distinguished 
colleague from Texas, and by the rank
ing minority member, is how do we 
reach the conclusion of closing down 
our foreign bases with the same or 
greater speed as we are closing down 
domestic bases? The problem and the 
question, I suppose, which some Mem
bers have, without having had the ben
efit of having hearings on this is: Are 
we going to use the rules of a baseball 
game for the rules of a basketball game 
in trying to reach what I think will be 
a clear consensus of agreement that 
foreign bases should be closed? 

I, like my distinguished Republican 
minority leader on the subcommittee, 
will probably support this because I 
think we need to have the reduction in 
foreign bases. That points out the next 

problem, which we are going to hear as 
we get into domestic closures. 

Many people are going to say that 
process was flawed. It was unfair. They 
did not consider their particular States 
and the economic impacts. They did 
not consider the facts in making their 
decisions. There is no perfect decision 
in this base closure process. This was 
perhaps the most open, the most fair, 
and the most impartial and impolitic 
process that we have seen. 

Certainly it hurts in these States 
which have had domestic closures. 
However, we must move onward. We 
must make the decisions. 

We as a congressional body must sup
port the base closure bill. When this 
base closure bill comes to the floor
and it will come to the floor shortly
we cannot say, but for my backyard I 
would vote for it, but I cannot, because 
in fact it has a negative impact. We 
must look to the future of foreign 
bases, but we must, shortly, as we ap
proach the domestic bases, support the 
base closure bill. We must cut our 
bases. We must do it appropriately, and 
we must do it today. There is no time 
to delay. 

Therefore, I thank the gentlewoman, 
and I thank the distinguished chair
man for raising this issue. I hope this 
philosophy of following up the rec
ommendations of the Base Closure 
Commission will, in fact, persuade 
many Members subsequent to this vote 
to support the base closure bill . 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Hawaii 
[Mr. ABERCROMBIE]. 

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker, 
first, I commend Chairman ASPIN and 
Chairwoman SCHROEDER for bringing 
this measure to the floor. 

The painful base closure process that 
we've just been through has pitted 
community against community in a 
battle for economic survival. 

We've had to close these bases be
cause the cold war is over. Now, after 
biting the economic bullet at home; 
it's time to consider whether some of 
the economic consequences that attend 
base closure shouldn't be shared by 
those allies overseas whom we've sac
rificed so much to def end. 

Mr. Speaker, I say yes. Senior offi
cials of the Philippine Government 
have said they want us out. It will cost 
hundreds of millions of dollars to re
build Clark and Subic. The Okinawans 
want us out. We occupy 20 percent of 
the island of Okinawa, and on that is
land, rather than being a boost to the 
local economy as are military expendi
tures at home, our military presence is 
a drag on the Okinawan economy. In 
Europe there is no one to def end 
against. The evil empire has collapsed. 

There are those who, for reasons 
unconnected with the security of the 
United States, feel we need bases 
across the globe. Well, if it is our pol
icy to use U.S. tax dollars to subsidize 

foreign economies at the expense of our 
own, I wish they would be honest 
enough to say so, to say that we should 
prop up foreign economies with the 
U.S. military budget. Because that's 
what we're doing. 

And that's what this bill redresses. It 
subjects U.S. overseas bases to the 
same process that cut hundreds of 
thousands of jobs across America. It 
make them candidates for closure in 
the same way as bases at home. How 
can we in good conscience put Amer
ican workers, on the chopping block 
while exempting foreign workers at 
U.S. bases overseas? 

The answer is that we can't. That's 
the message of this bill, and I ask each 
Member to join me in embedding that 
principle in the base closure process. 
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Mr. Speaker, for those who may not 

understand, and I understand they in 
turn wanted to inform Chairman ASPIN 
as to what these bases are, let me tell 
you what they are, and this comes 
right from the Office of the Assistant 
Secretary of Defense. 

I say to the gentleman from Wiscon
sin [Mr. ASPIN], guess what, we are 
going to be closing a bakery in case 
you get a little apple strudel, you have 
a little yen for that in the morning, 
and if it drips on your shirt, we are 
going to close the quartermaster laun
dry. That is after you have left the 
guest house on your way down to the 
gas station. That is the so-called bases 
that we are closing, the gas station, 
the laundry, the bakery, and the guest 
house. That is what we are worried 
about. 

This constitutes the confidential na
ture of international negotiations
about what? Whether or not the apple 
strudel is up to par today? That is what 
we are dealing with, ·so much for the 
international negotiations. 

We are not slowing down anything. 
What we are accelerating is the process 
of seeing that the American taxpayer 
for once gets a break instead of the 
shaft. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. PANETTA]. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of this resolution, and point 
out that I believe there is no dispute 
among most Members in understanding 
the need for reductions in the military. 
We are facing about a 25 percent reduc
tion in the defense area over the next 5 
years, and reduce 22 percent of our ac
tive-duty military personnel. Every
body understands that. 

There is no dispute about the need to 
review our infrastructure in a changing 
world. That, too, needs to take place, 
and there is no dispute about the tough 
choices that need to be made. Nobody 
needs to tell anybody, particularly 
those involved in this base closure list, 
what tough choices are all about. 
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The issue here is fun dam en tal fair

ness. If in fact we are going to close 
major installations in the continental 
United States, then there is clearly no 
reason, considering the world situa
tion, why we cannot close major instal
lations abroad. You cannot close entire 
posts, you cannot close entire housing 
areas and then somehow say that it is 
enough to close the laundry or the bak
ery or the housing annex, as pointed 
out here. 

So those communities that have been 
loyal, most loyal to the military mis
sion have every right to expect com
parable treatment. When it comes to 
the consideration of closures abroad, 
they have every right to expect that 
fundamental fairness. This resolution 
provides that. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. CUNNINGHAM]. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I 
commend the chairman, the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. ASPIN] for his 
work on the committee, and the gen
tlewoman from California. 

I plan to support the resolution, but 
I would also hope, we have just seen 
Dick Cheney, Secretary of Defense, and 
his leadership in Desert Storm without 
the direct involvement of Congress 
have a victory for us. I would think 
that if we allow him with that leader
ship to do the same thing with our base 
closures, because all of us do admit 
that we need to close down bases and 
we need to close down more than my 
colleague pointed out than bakeries 
and laundromats; but I think we need 
to do that responsibly and take a look, 
for example, in the Philippine Islands 
where I spent a great part of my time, 
we had Filipinos die for this country 
since long before World War II and we 
have a large population in this coun
try. Our presence in the Philippines 
stopped a major Communist coup 
against the Aquino government in the 
Philippines. I have no doubt if we pull 
out of there, that country will go to 
the Communists, probably more so 
than any country we look at. 

I do not know if we will be able to do 
that with a volcano that is active near 
the Clark Base, but I know that Japan 
is right there close to Subic Bay and it 
is critical. 

I think if you take a look at the 
value, for example, and I am only using 
one example that we need to look at, in 
Vietnam today we have Badger Back
fire and Bear bombers in Cameron Bay; 
although the Soviet Union is not sup
posed to be a threat today, well, let the 
Soviet Union move our supplies in to 
Vietnam and maybe I will change my 
mind. 

I operated in the Indian Ocean and 
south when Entebbe was captured by 
the Israeli Air Force and flew overhead 
of Idi Amin in protection. We operated 
out of the Philippine Islands. 

I flew up in the Sea of Japan in de
fense of Korea during the games. The 

nearest place that we would have to go 
is Guam. I cannot tell you the time 
delays and the expense that it would 
cost our American taxpayers to do that 
very thing. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Ala
bama [Mr. BROWDER]. 

Mr. BROWDER. Mr. Speaker, we are 
hearing all kinds of discussion from 
both sides today, but one argument is 
substantial and serious. That is the ar
gument that this legislation interferes 
with the prerogatives of the President 
and the Secretary of Defense; but in ac
tuality, it only sets a 1993 and 1995 
guideline for their current processes. 

The process still belongs to the Presi
dent as Commander in Chief, to the 
President's Secretary of Defense and to 
the President's Base Closure Commis
sion. 

What this legislation does is simple. 
It tells the Defense Department to get 
on with the business of streamlining 
the foreign infrastructure, while co
ordinating this action with closures 
and realignments here at home, and 
that is a very important point. 

These foreign base closure decisions 
should be considered in making deci
sions on domestic closures and 
realignments. This process coordinat
ing foreign and domestic bases makes 
sense not only to American defense em
ployees and comm uni ties who are being 
asked now to make this sacrifice, but 
it makes sense to the American tax
payer. 

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

Mr. Speaker, the previous speaker 
made mention of the purpose of getting 
the Base Alignment and Closure Com
mission involved. While it probably 
was not important this time, as I say, 
the Secretary is in the process of clos
ing these bases, whatever you want to 
call them, they affect 100,000 people 
and over 90,000 uniformed personnel, 
and he has also done that during a pe
riod of time, and I am sure you read 
about it in the newspapers, when we 
had a war going on and some 535,000 
personnel going to the Persian Gulf 
and returning. So there have been 
other things going on while they have 
been closing these bases. 

But I see a time down the line when 
the President would make a rec
ommendation and that the Commission 
would make a determination that 
maybe we could perform some type of 
function in the United States that is 
now being performed overseas, and 
again the President would have an op
portunity to raise his objections, so I 
do not have any problem with that. 

As I said, somewhere down the line 
we will have a chance to look at this 
language and have it make some kind 
of sense in the context of closing over
seas bases, rather than trying to mesh 
an ill-fitting procedure that was de
signed for closing domestic bases. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Indiana 
[Mr. MCCLOSKEY]. 
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Mr. MCCLOSKEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise 

in strong support of House Joint Reso
lution 313. It is appalling that the ad
ministration would strongly oppose 
this measure. 

Right now, ongoing massive eco
nomic stress continues in southern In
diana and nationally. As we speak 
today, two major industrial plants 
have announced closings in my district 
in the last 48 hours. 

Could the demise of International 
Steel in Evansville and Keller Alu
minum in Linton have anything to do 
with administration policies being 
skewed against American workers here 
at home? 

Could the massive commitments 
we've made for 50 years to the defense 
of Western Europe, Japan, and else
where have anything to do with our 
problems in competing? 

Could it have anything to do with our 
trade and fiscal deficits? 

The administration is arbitrarily 
closing the Fort Benjamin Harrison Fi
nance Center at Indianapolis with simi
lar scenarios elsewhere. 

And as thousands of hoosiers face un
employment at Fort Ben, at Inter
national Steel, and Keller Aluminum, 
we are told the administration is 
strongly opposed to including overseas 
bases in the closing and realignment 
process. 

Well-let me 'tell you-the American 
people are not opposed to this resolu
tion. At an Evansville town meeting 
Saturday, numerous constituents told 
me in no uncertain terms that they are 
fed up. They are feeling blistered at 
losing jobs and getting taxed to open 
up new bases overseas such as Crotone, 
in Italy. 

They know the Soviet Union poses a 
much-weakened threat. They know the 
greater threat is letting our own econ
omy deteriorate. 

With domestic bases closing at twice 
the rate of overseas facilities, let's 
bring it back home with a strong "yes" 
vote on House Joint Resolution 313. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. WELDON]. 

Mr. WELDON. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in strong support of House Joint 
Resolution 313. 

As someone who has just gone 
through the base closing process in ex
tensive detail, as we will outline it in 
the debate on the base closing bill it
self in the next 2 hours, I want to add 
my support to the need to consider 
overseas facilities. 

One of the reasons why I voted for 
the original Base Closing Commission 
legislation was to remov~ the politics 
from the process. When I say remove 
the politics, I am talking about twofold 



20330 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE July 30, 1991 
politics. First of all, politics, Repub
lican versus Democrat. I am one who is 
satisifed that we have accomplished 
that task. 

What I am not satisfied with, how
ever, in the process we just went 
through, was to remove the internal 
Service politics. I would hope that as 
we consider the passage and implemen
tation of House Joint Resolution 313 
and as we consider the debate on the 
domestic base closing bill, we must 
consider changes that are necessary in 
the process that will remove the inter
nal Service politics from base closing 
considerations. 

Three specific points came to mind in 
our consideration of several of the sites 
that were eventually recommended for 
closing. 

First of all, the staff that was used 
by the various Base Closing Commis
sion subgroups working with the Army, 
the Navy, and the Air Force, were 
largely made up of Pentagon personnel. 
In future base closing commissions, 
whether it be for foreign or domestic 
bases, we need to make sure that we 
have balanced staff representing not 
just the military's perspectives but 
also those citizens who can assist us in 
a fair and impartial process, once again 
to remove the Service politics. 

The second thing that is needed is 
subpoena power. We will unveil during 
the next 2 hours of debate an instance 
where an admiral who was forced out of 
the Navy on May 1, was told not to tes
tify before the Base Closing Commis
sion by an Under Secretary of the Navy 
in regard to one specific installation. 

If you or I were to do that in a civil
ian matter or a criminal case, we could 
be hauled to court and indicted for ob
struction of justice. 

The Base Closing Commission, when 
asked why that person did not appear, 
we were told that the person refused to 
come in. The Base Closing Commission 
needs to have subpoena power. 

The third thing is any Base Closing 
Commission needs more time. As we 
heard from Chairman Courter before 
the Committee on Armed Services, this 
Commission had a very difficult time 
in reviewing all of these bases in the 
short period of time that they had to 
consider them. 

These three changes need to be made 
desparately in any process. Certainly 
while the process itself, I think was 
flawed, especially from the standpoint 
of the Navy in our domestic base clos
ing legislation, we need to consider 
these changes for any base closing ef
fort that is going to occur in the fu
ture. 

I would ask my colleagues to con
sider these facts and, as we on the 
Committee on Armed Services work to 
change the base closing process, that 
we would consider these three i terns as 
important recommendations. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Indiana 
[Mr. BURTON]. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I thank the 
gentleman from New York for yielding 
this time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, it seems to me that we 
should have considered bases all over 
the world at the same time when we 
appointed this Commission, not just 
domestic bases. I think if bases need to 
be closed, they ought to be prioritized 
and the priority should be directed 
first at those bases overseas that are 
not necessary. 

I want to tell you a little bit about 
the base closure in Indianapolis, IN, at 
Fort Benjamin Harrison Army Finance 
Center. 

The Army Finance Center building in 
Fort Benjamin Harrison is the second
largest building in the U.S. Army in
ventory, excluding only the Pentagon. 
It is built like the Rock of Gibraltar. 

Now, the Base Closure Commission, 
when they reviewed Fort Benjamin 
Harrison and the Army Finance Cen
ter, did a very cursory check of the fi
nance center. I think they are being 
penny-wise and pound-foolish, and I 
want to tell my colleagues why I say 
that. 

To relocate the 2, 700 employees who 
work at the Army Finance Center in 
Indianapolis, it is going to cost $120 
million. Now, the estimates are that 
only about 30 percent of those people, 
or 810, will want to be relocated, be
cause their families work in Indianap
olis and live there. That means that 
about $36 million will be allocated to 
transfer these people to a new location. 
That means 1,890 new employees will 
have to be hired and trained some place 
else. The cost of that varies, but most 
people say it is going to cost between 
$50 million and $100 million. 

But let us take the lower figure of $50 
million. Then you add to that the new 
facility cost, which is going to be at 
least $90 million for a facility not near
ly as substantial as the one at Fort 
Benjamin Harrison. 

Then you add to that something that 
was never factored in, and that is the 
communications system. The Army Fi
nance Center at Fort Benjamin Har
rison is connected with every facility 
and base around the world. And if you 
have to create a new communications 
system like that, it is going to cost 
tens of millions of dollars. A conserv
ative estimate is it will cost at least 
$30 million. 

So let us add these up, the conserv
ative figures: $36 million to relocate 
people, at least $50 million minimum 
to train new employees, $90 million for 
a new facility, and at least $30 million 
for a new communications system. 

You add that all together and it is a 
minimum, an absolute minimum, of 
$206 million. To refurbish and upgrade 
the Army Finance Center at Fort Ben
jamin Harrison in Indianapolis, IN, 
would cost a maximum of $125 million. 
That means if you subtract $125 million 
from $206 million minimum, you are 

going to waste $81 million of U.S. tax
payers' money. 

Now, I submit to you that I do not 
believe the Commission did their job, 
they did not do their homework. In ad
dition to that, they are being penny
wise and pound-foolish, and the Amer
ican taxpayer is going to pay for it. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Mis
sissippi [Mr. MONTGOMERY]. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. I thank the 
chairman for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I have had the privilege 
of serving on the Subcommittee on 
Military Installations and Facilities of 
the Committee on Armed Services for a 
number of years. We have wondered, on 
that subcommittee, why the adminis
tration or the Defense Department has 
never really asked that foreign bases 
be closed. 

When we passed the Dick Armey res
olution that set up this Commission, 
this Base Closure Commission, it was 
struck out. We put in there at one time 
that foreign bases should be considered 
to be closed along with domestic bases, 
and it was taken out of the resolution 
on this floor, which I think was a mis
take. We should have been considering 
for several years now foreign base clo
sures. 

I think the Base Closure Commission 
has done an excellent job of handling 
domestic bases. It is a tough assign
ment. We have had seven distinguished 
Americans serving on that Base Clo
sure Commission, and they have done 
an outstanding job. 

And I know if you add for 1993 and 
1995, when they will have to consider 
also foreign bases, they will handle 
themselves well, as they have done on 
the domestic bases. 

So I rise in support of House Joint 
Resolution 313 and hope my colleagues 
will support this resolution. 

D 1520 
Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself 1 minute. 
Mr. Speaker, I just want to make a 

point to follow up on what the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WELDON] and the gentleman from Indi
ana [Mr. BURTON] had to say because it 
is the crux of the matter facing us 
today. 

As I said, the subcommittee and, 
hopefully, the full committee will be 
involved after we get through this ex
ercise in fixing the legislation we now 
debate and do something to accommo
date having foreign bases taken into 
consideration. The gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. WELDON] had talked 
about subpoena power. We are going to 
consider that. We are going to consider 
changing the percentage of staff. We 
are going to consider the nature of the 
full-time staff. We are going to con
sider the nature of the time that the 
Commission has to respond to the 
President's original list when it comes 
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out. The gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. KOLTER] pointed out that perhaps 
we ought to give them more time to re
spond to ensure that more Commis
sioners can visit more bases. I do not 
know as we want to have the Commis
sioners visiting every overseas base 
that is recommended by the Depart
ment of Defense, or certainly we will 
get nothing done. 

But I just wanted to point out that 
those are some of the processes that 
are going to be changed, and, if we can 
just get this exercise over with and 
have some hearings on it, I am satis
fied we will have a bill that makes 
more sense. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. LOWERY]. 

Mr. LOWERY of California. Mr. 
Speaker, there has somehow been a 
misimpression created today that the 
Department of Defense has been reluc
tant or slow to close facilities overseas, 
and that clearly, clearly has not been 
the case. Including the announcements 
today of some 79 additional facilities, 
the Department of Defense has slated 
314 installations abroad. That is rough
ly 19 percent of all overseas base struc
tures that are expected to close in the 
coming months. That is pretty dra
matic. 

In fact, Mr. Speaker, it is even more 
ambitious than what we have been able 
to do thus far with base closure one 
and base closure two. The 88 rec
ommendations here domestically and 
the current recommendations of the 
Commission, which we are about to 
adopt a resolution on, called for reduc
tions of only about 9 percent of our do
mestic base structure. That is better 
than 50 percent smaller, less of a clo
sure than what we have been able to do 
abroad. 

The Department of Defense has been 
moving along at a pretty rapid clip. On 
January 29, 1990, some 48 foreign facili
ties were announced for closure. On 
September 18, 1990, another 150. Feb
ruary 5, 1991, an additional facility. 
April 12, an additional 33. On May 2, 
1991, an additional facility, and on May 
17-, two additional, for a grand total, 
prior to today's announcement, of an 
additional 79, for 235, bringing the 
grand total now up to some 314. 

If my colleagues look at what the 
Base Closure Commission did, they did 
not extend beyond the Department of 
Defense recommendations here domes
tically. In fact they overturned them 
on four facilities, at Fort McClellan in 
Alabama, the Naval Training Center in 
Flor.ida, the Naval Air Station at 
Whibby Island in Washington, and 
Moody Air Force Base in Georgia. They 
impeded, they impeded the attempts to 
close facilities. 

Mr. Speaker, it makes no sense to 
add this additional level of bureauc
racy and review for a process that is 
moving along quite well. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. LOWERY of California. I yield to 
the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Speaker, I appre
ciate the gentleman from California 
[Mr. LOWERY] bringing up those fig
ures, but I just wanted to update them 
even more, that through today the De
partment has recommended the closing 
of 19 percent of all the overseas bases, 
and they project by September of next 
year, 13 months from now, that they 
will have recommended closure of fully 
30 percent of all foreign bases, just to 
bring the gentleman from California up 
to date. 

Mr. LOWERY of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I know that with our reduc
tion in force structure by 1995 that we 
are looking at cutting the size of our 
European manpower between now and 
1995 by some 50 percent. Rather dra
matic. If we impose this every-2-year 
base-closure process, it means we will 
look at it in 1993, and we will look at it 
in 1995, but the Department of Defense 
would like to move at a more rapid 
pace. 

What are we going to do in 1992? 
What are we going to do in 1994 when 
we would have the opportunity to close 
facilities, but we would have to wait 
for the Base Closure Commission's pro
cedure, for their permission? 

Mr. Speaker, the problem we have 
with domestic bases is the political 
will to close them. Thus, the reason we 
established the current procedure, and 
back on July 12, 1988, when this House 
voted some 223 to 184 specifically to 
implement applying this cumbersome 
process to foreign facilities because 
quite frankly we do not need this level 
of review of foreign facilities. 

There is another aspect that we need 
to keep in mind. We are in various 
places around the globe through treaty 
agreements and arrangements, agree
ments that have been worked out with 
host nations. Those can be very sen
sitive matters. Those need a great deal 
of attention and delicate negotiation. 
We, I do not think, want to disrupt 
some of our bilateral international ar
rangements with allies by bringing this 
into the open before the matters can be 
indeed negotiated. 

Let me just conclude by saying that 
we need to shatter the myth and vote 
against this proposal that somehow we 
are closing only here at home, nothing 
abroad. It is not the case. Some 314 
international facilities are already 
slated for closure, and more are on the 
way. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield my
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, let me just respond 
briefly to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. MARTIN]. I mean basically 
the points he raised we have already 
dealt with here today, and I would like 
to say that the number of bases being 
closed overseas is multi plying as we 
speak. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a phenomenal 
piece of legislation. Just introduce it, 
and look at all the number of bases 
that are coming out of the woodwork. 
I mean all of a sudden 79 came over 
today, 235 as of July 22. This is a tre
mendous piece of legislation. If this 
thing does half as well when enacted as 
it does when proposed, we are going to 
close a lot of overseas bases. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from California [Mr. MIL
LER]. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. ASPIN] for yielding this 
time to me, and I appreciate his help in 
bringing this measure to the floor. 

Again, I think this is a very impor
tant measure. It is about equity and 
fairness. There is no question that 
some foreign bases have been closed. 
This measure is consistent with that 
proposition. We know that those 
choices are going to become more dif
ficult, and we simply believe that those 
foreign bases should go through the 
same procedure that now the Secretary 
of Defense has found credible, the 
President has found credible, with re
spect to our bases at home, the impact 
on our communities and people's future 
lives that are going to be impacted by 
this process. 

Mr. Speaker, our allies have had a 
very good year. We have fought their 
wars, we have fed their hungry, we are 
loaning them money, and now what we 
are asking on behalf of the taxpayers is 
a simple, fair, sane consideration of 
those communities that are giving here 
at home with the closures of their 
bases, to the downsizing of our mili
tary, to the changing of the military 
structure in the world, that our allies 
will participate to the same extent and 
relieve the American taxpayers of that 
burden. 

Mr. Speaker, that is what this resolu
tion is about. That is what it accom
plishes, and it does it using very fair 
and equitable means, the same means 
we applied to bases here at home, and 
I would hope that all of my colleagues 
would support it. 

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

Mr. MILLER of California. I yield to 
the gentlewoman from California. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
MILLER] for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to associate my
self with the remarks of the gentleman 
from California [Mr. MILLER]. For 40 
years, for 40 years, we in this country 
have sacrificed to defend the NATO 
countries from the Warsaw Pact, and 
what a noble sacrifice it was, and it 
worked. 

However, Mr. Speaker, as my col
leagues know, the cold war is over now. 
Everybody agrees to it. When Maggie 
Thatcher said it was over, I think the 
whole world agreed it was over. 
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Times are changing and the time is 
past now where we can only look at 
America to make these sacrifices. 

I have not supported these base clo
sure bills that have come before us for 
two basic reasons. First, because of the 
fact that no foreign bases were really 
in there at all. Second, there is not 
enough money for environmental 
cleanup, and we still have a major 
problem with that. 

The amount that is in there is no
where near enough, and we are leaving 
a lot of these communities as ghost 
towns. So I have a real problem, but 
this bill is the first time I have been 
enthusiastic about these base closures, 
because when I heard there were more 
than 200 bases in Germany, 200 bases in 
Germany, and that the German par
liamentarians were coming here to 
visit members of the Committee on 
Armed Services and begging them not 
to close their bases because it was dis
rupting their communities, I could not 
believe that, in fact, we were not dis
rupting their comm uni ties. 

We are putting all the disruption in 
this country, all the problems on our 
workers, and if anyone wants to know 
the difference between Democrats and 
RepuJ>licans on this issue, I hope they 
will listen to this debate. We care 
about our people and we want our al
lies to start paying their fair share. 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 
MAZZOLI]. The Chair will state that the 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. ASPIN] 
has 21/2 minutes remaining, and the 
gentleman from New York has no time 
remaining. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. DURBIN]. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, the people 
back in Illinois have asked me what is 
the theory at the Department of De
fense which would lead them to con
tinue to leave open military bases 
around the world and close bases in the 
United States. Surely they must have 
some plan for closing bases overseas. 

It took me a long time, several years 
of debate, to finally figure it out. It is 
called the volcano approach. If a vol
cano goes off next to an American for
eign base, we will close it. We have 
done that in Naples, Italy. It looks like 
we are going to do it in the Philippines. 
But I know it is going to take 220 vol
canoes in Germany for us to finally re
alize that World War II is over. 

How many volcanoes will it take in 
Japan before we come to realize that 
the $40 billion that American taxpayers 
have paid to defend the Japanese over 
the last 10 years is money better spent 
right back here in the United States, 
educating our kids, providing health 
care, helping middle-income families 
send their kids through college? 

These closure commissions can meet 
until doomsday, but until they realize 
that we have got to ask our allies, our 

friends overseas to bear some burden 
for their own defense, we in the United 
States will continue to pick up the 
price tag. 

This resolution is important and it is 
timely. It should come through with a 
solid vote so that Secretary Cheney 
and President Bush and the people who 
make military policy do not sit around 
waiting for volcanoes to go off over
seas. 

I have got news for them. There is a 
volcano going off in the United States 
from taxpayers who are sick and tired 
of seeing billions of dollars spent over
seas to protect countries which are 
knocking our socks off when it comes 
to foreign trade. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield my 
remaining time, 30 seconds, to the gen
tleman from California [Mr. LOWERY]. 

Mr. LOWERY of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I appreciate the chairman 
yielding time to me. This is a case 
where let us not let the facts get in the 
way of the politics. The fact of the 
matter is, we are not a commission. Al
ready, 314 foreign facilities are slated 
for closure. What the domestic Base 
Closure Commission did was overrule 
the Department of Defense and keep 
four facilities that they wanted to 
close open here in the United States. 
That is a move in absolutely the wrong 
direction. 

We are reducing at a much more 
rapid pace foreign facilities, by more 
than 50 percent reductions abroad from 
what we are expecting here at home. 

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Speaker, when the House 
votes today on the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission's recommendations 
to close 35 domestic military bases, there will 
be one component of the overall U.S. military 
base infrastructure that has been left out of 
the equation-U.S. foreign bases. 

At a time when we are telling Americans 
that we have to close military bases in their 
community because we cannot afford to keep 
them open, it is unconscionable that we do not 
also require the Defense Department to close 
obsolete military bases overseas. It is highly 
ironic to me that while we are closing bases, 
laying off workers, and impacting communities 
here in America, we do not demand that our 
allies also bear the brunt of our declining de
fense budgets. In fact, it seems to me that the 
Defense Department is carrying out base clo
sures in reverse order. Foreign bases should 
be the first place we look to close installations 
and save money. 

House Joint Resolution 313 will eliminate 
this irony by requiring the Defense Department 
and the Defense Base Closure and Realign
ment Commission to include recommendations 
for the closure and realignment of U.S. instal
lations overseas when they make their rec
ommendations in 1993 and 1995. In reor
ganizing our Nation's military forces, we must 
do so based on worldwide military require
ments. House Joint Resolution 313 is the first 
step toward ensuring that reductions in U.S. 
bases take place in this worldwide framework. 
I strongly urge my colleagues to support this 
resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time 
has expired. 

Pursuant to the provisions of House 
Resolution 206, the previous question is 
ordered on the joint resolution. 

The question is on the engrossment 
and third reading of the joint resolu
tion. 

The joint resolution was ordered to 
be engrossed and read a third time, and 
was read the third time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the joint 
resolution. 

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

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-yeas 412, nays 14, 
not voting 7, as follows: 

[Roll No. 231) 

YEAS-412 
Abercrombie Clinger Fields 
Ackerman Coble Fish 
Ale:xa.nder Coleman (MO) Flake 
Allard Coleman (TX) Fogliett.a. 
Anderson Collins (IL) Ford(MI) 
Andrews (ME) Collins (MI) Ford(TN) 
Andrews (NJ) Combest Frank (MA) 
Andrews (TX) Condit Franks(CT) 
Annunzio Conyers Frost 
Anthony Cooper Gallegly 
Applegate Costello Gallo 
Archer Coughlin Gaydos 
Asp in Cox (CA) Gejdenson 
Atkins Cox (IL) Gekas 
Au Coin Coyne Gephardt 
Bacchus Cramer Geren 
Baker Cunningham Gibbons 
Barnard Dann em eyer Gilchrest 
Barrett Darden Gillmor 
Barton Davis Gilman 
Bateman de la Garza Gingrich 
Beilenson De Fazio Glickman 
Bennett DeLauro Gonzalez 
Bentley Dell urns Gordon 
Bereuter Derrick Gradison 
Berman Dickinson Grandy 
Bevill Dicks Gray 
Bil bray Dingell Green 
Bilirakis Dixon Guarini 
Bliley Donnelly Gunderson 
Boehlert Dooley Ha.ll (OH) 
Boehner Doolittle Ha.11 (TX) 
Boni or Dorgan(ND) Hamilton 
Borski Dornan (CA) Hammerschmidt 
Boucher Downey Hansen 
Boxer Dreier Harris 
Brewster Duncan Hastert 
Brooks Durbin Hatcher 
Broomfield Dwyer Ha.yes (IL) 
Browder Dymally Hayes (LA) 
Brown Early Hefley 
Bruce Eckart Henry 
Bryant Edwards (CA) Herger 
Bunning Edwards (OK) Hertel 
Burton Edwards (TX) Hoagland 
Byron Emerson Hobson 
Callahan Engel Hochbrueckner 
Camp English Holloway 
Campbell (CO) Erdreich Horn 
Cardin Espy Horton 
Carper Evans Houghton 
Carr Ewing Hoyer 
Chandler Fascell Hubbard 
Chapman Fawell Huckaby 
Clay Fazio Hughes 
Clement Feighan Hunter 
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Hutto 
Inhofe 
Ireland 
Jacobs 
James 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson (TX) 
Johnston 
Jones (GA) 
Jones (NC) 
Jontz 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasi ch 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kleczka 
Klug 
Kolter 
Kopetski 
Kostmayer 
Kyl 
LaFalce 
Lagomarsino 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Leach 
Lehman(CA) 
Lehman (FL) 
Lent 
Levin (Ml) 
Levine (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lew1s(GA) 
Lightfoot 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowey (NY) 
Luken 
Machtley 
Manton 
Markey 
Marlenee 
Martin 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
McCandleBB 
Mccloskey 
McColl um 
McCrery 
Mccurdy 
McDade 
McDermott 
McEwen 
McGrath 
McHugh 
McMillan (NC) 
McMillen(MD) 
McNulty 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Michel 
Miller(CA) 
M111er (OH) 
M111er (WA) 
Mine ta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moody 

Armey 
Ballenger 
Crane 
DeLay 
Goodling 

Bustamante 
Campbell (CA) 
Hefner 

Moorhead 
Moran 
Morella 
Morrison 
Mrazek 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nagle 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Nichols 
Nowak 
Nussle 
Oakar 
Obey 
Olin 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens (NY) 
Owens (UT) 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Panetta 
Parker 
Patterson 
Paxon 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Perkins 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Porter 
Poshard 
Price 
Pursell 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Ravenel 
Ray 
Reed 
Regula 
Rhodes 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Riggs 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roberts 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rohraba.cher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Santorum 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Scheuer 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schulze 

NAYS-14 
Go SB 

Hancock 
Hyde 
Kolbe 
Lewis (CA) 

NOT VOTING-7 
Hopkins 
Oberstar 
Savage 

Schumer 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter (NY) 
Slaughter (VA) 
Smith(FL) 
Smith (IA) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Snowe 
Solarz 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Studds 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor(MS) 
Taylor(NC) 
Thomas(CA) 
Thomas(GA) 
Thomas(WY) 
Thornton 
Torres 
Torrice111 
Towns 
Traficant 
Traxler 
Unsoeld 
Upton 
Valentine 
VanderJagt 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Washington 
Waters 
Waxman 
Weber 
WeiBB 
Weldon 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Wylie 
Yates 
Young(AK) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Lowery (CA) 
Petri 
Qu111en 
Young (FL) 

Yatron 
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Mr. PETRI changed his vote from 
"yea" to "nay." 

Mrs. KENNELLY and Messrs. 
MCHUGH, NUSSLE, COX of California, 
DOOLITTLE, and GILCHREST 
changed their vote from "nay" to 
"yea." 

So the joint resolution was passed. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND RE
ALIGNMENT COMMISSION DIS
APPROVAL 
Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Speaker, pursuant to 

section 2908(d) of Public Law 101-510, I 
move tl:iat the House resolve itself into 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the consider
ation of the joint resolution (House 
Joint Resolution 308) disapproving the 
recommendations of the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission, 
as submitted to the President on July 
10, 1991. 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 
MAZZOLI). The question is on the mo
tion offered by the gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. ASPIN]. 

The motion was agreed to. 

D 1601 
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con
sideration of the joint resolution, 
House Joint Resolution 308, with Mr. 
MFUME in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the joint 
resolution. 

By unanimous consent, the joint res
olution was considered as having been 
read the first time. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to section 
2908 of Public Law 101-510, debate on 
the joint resolution shall not exceed 2 
hours. 

The text of the joint resolution is as 
follows: 

H.J. RES. 308 
Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That Congress dis
approves the recommendations of the De
fense Base Closure and Realignment Com
mission as submitted by the President on 
July 10, 1991. 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. ASPIN] will be rec
ognized for 60 minutes in opposition to 
the joint resolution, and a Member in 
favor of the joint resolution will be rec
ognized for 60 minutes. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of the joint resolution. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman 
from Colorado [Mrs. SCHROEDER] will 
be recognized for 60 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. ASPIN]. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to yield 30 minutes 
of my time to the gentleman from Ala
bama [Mr. DICKINSON], the ranking 
member of the Cammi ttee on Armed 
Services, and that he may yield blocks 
of time. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, of 

my 60 minutes, I ask unanimous con
sent to yield 30 minutes, to the distin
guished gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
DAVIS], and that he be allowed to yield 
portions of that 30 minutes to other 
Members. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentlewoman 
from Colorado? 

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

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Chairman, let me briefly recap 

where we are today on base closures. 
Basically, we're now at the tail end of 
a process that began Ph years ago. 

Back in January 1990, the Secretary 
of Defense sent forth to Congress a list 
of proposed base closures in the United 
States. He did this before writing a new 
5-year defense plan, and without the 
kind of objective justification mate
rials any junior analyst would expect 
to see. 

It was clear to me then-and it re
mains clear to me now-that the sub
stance of closing domestic bases is 
right. As we reduce our military forces 
by 25 percent over the next 5 years, we 
should close bases that are no longer 
necessary for our national security. 
But the way the Secretary went about 
the business of trying to close bases 
was all wrong. So Congress wrote a new 
law to get the process back on track. 

This new law was part of last year's 
defense authorization bill and it con
tained certain key parts. 

First, it said we need a force struc
ture plan so that we know what kind 
and how many forces we need for the 
future. 

Second, it required a set of objective 
criteria-like cost savings, for exam
ple-against which closure decisions 
could be analyzed and judged. 

Third, it established a new bipartisan 
commission to review the Pentagon's 
proposed closure list to ensure that it 
flowed from the force structure plan 
and the objective criteria. No partisan 
politics allowed. 

Fourth, it required the process to be 
completely open and accessible-for 
Members of Congress, local commu
nities, the military, GAO-everyone 
that had a view could be heard. 

Fifth, it gave the President and the 
Congress a final period to review and 
reject the Commission's work if either 
saw fit. The President has already ap
proved the package before us. It will 
soon go into effect automatically un-
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less both Houses of Congress pass a res
olution of disapproval rejecting the 
package in its entirety. 

And sixth, it streamlined current law 
on base closures to allow for the expe
ditious closure of bases once the deci
sion to close had been fully reached 
under the process. 

Today we are on step five. After 21h 
months of hearing extensive testimony 
from many witness, visiting each base 
recommended for closure and reviewing 
alternative closure possibilities, the 
Base Closure Commission announced 
its final recommendations for closure 
and realignment. In all, 34 bases are 
recommended to cease operations and 
48 others are recommended for realign
ment. There is a one-time cost of $4.1 
billion associated with the package, 
with annual savings thereafter of $1.5 
billion. 

During the course of this debate, you 
will no doubt hear from various mem
bers that the Commission made a mis
take in the case of one base or another. 
I certainly would not rule out the pos
sibility that some mistakes were 
made-and certainly the Commission 
would be the first to admit that some 
of its decisions were extremely close 
judgment calls. 

The key question for today's debate 
is whether the overall process fulfilled 
its promise of fairness and whether it 
produced a reasonable result. The an
swer, I believe, is yes. 

In a few minutes, we will all be asked 
to vote on the Resolution of Dis
approval before us. If you support the 
work of the Commission, you should 
vote "no." If you wish to reject the 
work of the commission, you should 
vote "aye." 

I urge my colleagues to vote "no." 
Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 

of my time. 
Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield myself 2 minutes. 
Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 

House Joint Resolution 308, disapprov
ing the recommendations of the De
fense Base Closure Commission. 

Mr. Chairman, we made a lot of 
progress between base closure I and 
base closure II in making the process 
fair; but we overlooked some very im
portant issues that in my opinion con
tribute to a flawed process. Taking out 
the ability to look at foreign bases 
meant there is no overview. 

I really feel very strongly there are 
other serious questions surrounding 
the Commission's work and the law as 
we wrote it. I would like to share with 
you some of the problems. 

No. 1, we did not clarify whether 
whistleblower protection extended to 
those who could have contributed to 
the process. The commission made ev
eryone testify in public, and whistle
blowers just could not talk without 
guaranteed protection. This is an out
rage because those of lower rank could 
not explain the pressure from the top 
to change numbers. 

No. 2, I am very concerned about the 
problems GAO outlined with the Navy 
recommendations and I question 
whether the Commissioners took the 
criticisms seriously enough. The Navy 
has now escaped two closings, thumb
ing their noses at the process. 

No. 3, GAO told us they did not have 
adequate time to analyze the issues in 
depth. It was really a rush procedure 
and lengthening the process would 
allow GAO to go beyond the package 
given them by Defense. 

No. 4, one of the big problems that 
emerged was that one-third of the staff 
for the Commission came from the De
partment of Defense and ended up in 
supervisory roles. The military 
detailees should have been in support 
roles only and not in charge. We had 
not anticipated they would be in 
charge and certainly did not intend it. 
There were a lot of questions raised
especially in regard to Maine and Colo
rado-concerning whether we ever got 
any real information past the Air 
Force colonel in charge. The DOD 
detailees were only assigned to the 
Commission staff for a short period of 
time after which they would go back to 
the military where their promotions 
would be dependent on the people who 
put the closure list together in the 
first place. Obviously, it was hard for 
them to objectively and publicly criti
cize their superiors. This should be 
changed before the next round of clo
sures. 

No. 5, the Commission told my city 
not to put on pep rallies, just deal with 
the facts. Then some Commissioners 
said they voted for another base than 
Denver because they put on a 10,000-
person pep rally. 

And finally, we have gone through 
two of these base closure drills and 
have not yet established the priority of 
closing overseas bases. It seems to me 
if anyone looked at our overseas bases 
versus our domestic bases, there is ab
solutely no question where the real 
money would be saved. I find it ironic 
that the only way we seem to be able 
to close overseas bases is to have a vol
cano go off. 

When you realize that we still have 
220 active installations in Germany 
that probably cost more to maintain 
than almost all the installations in the 
United States put together, one has to 
wonder why we are closing domestic 
bases first. 

But, we have not been able to include 
overseas bases in the base closure proc
ess because, until today, we were un
able to get the votes. 

In addition to my concerns, Jim 
Courter, Chairman of the Base Closure 
Commission, indicated in testimony 
before the committee that the Com
mission itself will have recommenda
tions for further improvement of the 
base closure process later this fall. 

I can assure you we will be looking at 
all of these issues in an effort to per
fect the process before 1993. 

Mr. Chairman, we have made it bet
ter, but we are not there yet. For this 
reason, I intend to vote "aye" for the 
resolution of disapproval. 
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Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, we all acknowledge 
the need to close some military bases. 
As we reduce our military structure by 
25 percent, including reductions of ap
proximately half a million active duty 
personnel over the next 5 years, we 
must also confront the need to reduce 
the military bases both at home and 
abroad. 

Closing bases is painful for the fami
lies and the communities involved, and 
we do not have much practice at it. Up 
until the 1988 Commission's rec
ommendations, Congress had actively 
prevented the Department of Defense 
from closing a domestic base for 17 
years. 

This was why we had to come up with 
the concept of a commission. 

Unfortunately, when Secretary Che
ney proposed additional base closures 
in 1990, Congress returned to form and 
rejected the proposal by calling it par
tisan. Personally, I did not find this to 
be the case, but this was the general 
hue and cry that we heard here on Cap
i tol Hill. So we reinvented the wheel by 
creating another Base Closure Commis
sion. 

Those of us involved in drafting the 
new Commission's charter were mind
ful of the need to make this latest 
round of closure recommendations as 
fair and open as possible. I think we 
succeeded. We created an independent 
Commission and charged it with draw~ 
ing up a base closure list that was 
based on a publicly announced set of 
specific criteria. 

I believe beyond a shadow of a doubt 
that the Courter Commission acted in 
conformance with the process created 
by Congress for reviewing and finally 
selecting bases for closure and realign
ment. The same is true of a large bipar
tisan majority of members of the 
House Committee on Armed Services. 

Last week, by a vote of 17 to 2, the 
Subcommittee on Military Installa
tions and Facilities approved the Com
mission's work and its recommenda
tions to close 34 bases and to realign 48 
others. Support for the Commission 
was reaffirmed the next day by a full 
committee vote of 46 to 8. 

Mr. Speaker, like many of my col
leagues, I anticipate that some addi
tional fine tuning of the base closure 
process will occur. Lessons learned 
from the 1988 Commission were incor
porated into the charter of the Courter 
Commission, and as has been pointed 
out, I am sure that what we learned 
this year will result in improvements 
to the 1993 Commission. However, fine 
tuning the process must not stand in 
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the way of our shutting down or re- to remove these decisions from the realm of 
aligning the military bases in question politics and to abide, within broad limits, by 
today. the judgment of a nonpartisan body. We did 

Mr. Speaker, before closing let me so for very good reasons. 
comment briefly on this issue of over- For several decades before 1987, base 
seas bases. I have heard a number of closing decisions were often contaminated by 
people talk about the need to close unworthy political considerations. Although it 
overseas bases. No one denies that this was certainly necessary to close many older 
is the case. What I cannot understand installations as military circumstances 
is why these same people continually changed, various administrations and the Con
suggest that no overseas bases have gress proved incapable of making these deci
been closed. Up until today, there were sions on objective military grounds. Too often, 
235 overseas bases affecting 97,000 U.S. bases were closed or kept open in order to re
military and civilian personnel that ward or punish the Members of Congress rep
the Secretary of Defense had proposed resenting them. 
for closure or realignment. Today, an This lead to some unfortunate results. Dur
additional 79 overseas bases were an- ing the late seventies, several statutes were 
nounced which means 314 overseas enacted that made it effectively impossible for 
bases have now been identified and pro- the Defense Department to close even the 
posed for closure or substantial re- most wasteful large installations. By reading 
alignment by the Secretary of Defense. the legislative history, I am convinced that this 

I think the Secretary of Defense is legislation was passed precisely to prevent 
getting a bum rap when we say that he bases from being closed for political-or at 
has not been working on closing bases least nonmilitary-reasons. As a result, no 
overseas. Despite all of our hand wring- major base was closed for over 12 years. 
ing, most of them are governed by trea- This unusual procedure is the answer to this 
ties, memorandum of understanding, problem. Under it, a nonpartisan Commission 
and status of forces agreements with is permitted to review base closing rec
foreign countries that the Congress is ommendations. If it approves them, the protec
not well equipped to deal with. Let the tive statutes inhibited base closures are 
record show that 314 have been pro- waived or modified. Congress' and the admin
posed for closure, and more are coming. istration's ability to amend the recommenda-

Let me say in closing, Mr. Speaker, tions are sharply limited. 
that I endorse the recommendations of This is a simple matter of good government. 
the 1992 Defense Base Closure and Re- Just as a municipality may choose to have city 
alignment Commission. I think that it contracts awarded or utilities directed by a 
has been a fair and open process. I professional manager rather than the city 
strongly urge my colleagues to join me council in order to limit the possibility of favor
in voting against the resolution of dis- itism, we have decided-again, within broad 
approval. but important limits-to allow a nonpartisan 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- body to make this type of decision subject to 
sent that the gentleman from New our oversight. 
York [Mr. MARTIN] be allowed to con- Having so decided, it is our task today to 
trol the balance of my time, and that decide only whether or not there was a glaring 
he be able to yield blocks of time at his error in the Commission's work or if we have 
discretion. some other overriding reason to doubt the 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection Commission's judgment. 
to the request of the gentleman from I believe that if one reads the Commission 
Alabama? report, studies the analysis done by the ·GAO, 

There was no objection. and the report accompanying this resolution of 
Mr. DAVIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield the Armed Services Committee, one will find 

such time as he may consume to the that there is no overriding reason to stop this 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. ARMEY]. process. The correct vote on the resolution is 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in then to vote "no." 
strong opposition to the resolution. Let me add that one huge advantage to this 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposition to base closing procedure is that it allows a base 
the resolution and in favor of the proposed closing decision to be made with some finality. 
base closures and realignments. In the past, proposed base closings were 

Mr. Chairman, our purpose here today is not often disputed for years before a final verdict 
to decide whether or not we like the proposed was rendered. That was the worst of all pos
closures or are enthusiastic about the disloca- sible worlds. Even if the base was eventually 
tions they will undoubtedly cause; certainly saved from closure, the businesses around 
none of us is. I myself am quite concerned the base were greatly harmed by the persist
about the proposed closure of Carswell Air ent uncertainty. 
Force Base near my district. Thousands of Under this procedure, however, all the com
people are employed directly or indirectly by munities affected had a chance to thoroughly 
the base. I am very aware of the pain that this make their case for their base. Now, this time 
will cause many of them. of deliberation will come to an end and the de-

Our purpose, rather, is to judge whether or cision will be made. At this point, communities 
not the decision to close these bases was can roll up their sleeves, pull together, and 
made reasonably. find the best way to adjust to the base clo-

ln this procedure-which is very similar to sure. 
the one contained in a bill I first introduced in · I have no doubt that many, if they are hard-
1987 and which is successfully leading to the working and skillful, will do quite well. In the 
closure of some 86 installations-we agreed past, communities have often responded to 

base closures by turning the closed facilities 
into airports, schools and community colleges, 
industrial parks. Often they have ultimately 
employed more people and offered a larger 
tax base than the community enjoyed when 
the military was operating the property. There 
is hope after a base closure. 

As difficult as this issue is, I am absolutely 
convinced that no one can truly benefit by 
maintaining installations that could and should 
be closed. 

I urge the House to reject this resolution. 
Mr. DAVIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 6 

minutes to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. WELDON], a member of 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

Mr. WELDON. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in strong support of the resolution of 
disapproval today. Lest someone label 
me a member of the Sour Grapes Cau
cus, let me say at the outset, No. 1, I 
have consistently disagreed with the 5-
year defense cuts that have been pro
jected by the Committee on Budget and 
by the Department of Defense. I think 
we are cutting too fast, and we will 
have damage far beyond what we un
derstand today. 

No. 2, I supported the base closing 
process in the legislation. I supported 
it because I wanted to remove politics 
of the process of closing bases, and I 
think to a large extent, we have done 
that from the standpoint of Republican 
versus Democratic politics. 

What we have not done is remove the 
internal service politics that has 
played such an important role in decid
ing which facilities to close. 

Finally, let me say that I was one of 
the only Members in this Congress that 
offered a base for closure in my former 
home town, where I was the mayor. I 
have tried for 4 years, including offer
ing an amendment accepted as part of 
the base closing legislation, to give 
communities preference to close facili
ties where they want to shut them 
down. So I have tried to close a facil
ity, and I was turned down by the Base 
Closing Commission as well as the De
partment of Defense. 

My problem, Mr. Chairman, and 
other problems that Members will hear 
during this debate today, lies totally 
with the Navy. 

D 1620 

The Navy's process was flawed. In 
fact, the process the Navy used was 
nonexistent. It was a sham. It was a 
rubber stamp process from the begin
ning. I tried my darnedest to find that 
rubber stamp in the Pentagon and, Mr. 
Chairman, I finally found it and here it 
is. 

During the entire process the Penta
gon used this rubber stamp to push 
through a process that was in fact to
tally flawed. 

As a matter of fact, 2 months prior to 
the actual listing of the regulations 
and requirements for the base closing 
process, we were able to obtain a memo 
from Admiral Hekman, who up until 
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May 1 was responsible for naval ship
building nationwide. That memo was 
dated December 19, 1990. 

I would like to submit it for the 
RECORD at this point: 

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAV f , 
NAVAL SEA SYSTEMS COMJ\<.'.AND, 

Washington, DC, Decembei 19, 1990. 
From: Commander, Naval Sea Systems Com

mand. 
To: Chief of Naval Operations (OP--04). 
Subject: Realignment Data for Philadelphia 

Naval Shipyard. 
Ref: (a) COMNAVSEA ltr 5000 OPR 07FB/ 

F0373 Ser: 00/6224 of 20 Nov 90. (b) 
CINCLANTFLT ltr 4700 Ser N436/007378 of 
14 Sep 90. 

1. In reference (a), I provided information 
relative to the proposed realignment of 
Philadelphia Naval Shipyard, while main
taining the propeller shop and foundry, the 
Naval Shipyard Systems Engineering Sta
tion (NA VSSES) and the Naval Inactive Ship 
Maintenance Facility (NISMF). While I real
ize that the Secretary has been briefed and 
has concurred with the proposal to mothball 
Philadelphia Naval Shipyard, I strongly rec
ommend that this decision be reconsidered. 
It is more prudent to downsize Philadelphia 
Naval Shipyard to approximately the size of 
a Ship Repair Facility (SRF) in order to sup
port Navy ships in the New York and Earle 
homeport areas. In reference (b) 
CINCLANTFLT outlined the history of At
lantic Fleet depot maintenance problems 
with marginal ship repair contractors. A 
Navy industrial capability is required in 
Philadelphia area to provide a safety valve 
when a private sector shipyard is unable to 
complete awarded ship work. 

2. Further, recommend that the drawdown 
of Philadelphia Naval Shipyard to an SRF
size shipyard not be done until FY 93, as the 
shipyard is required to support scheduled 
workload until that time. 

P.M. HEKMAN, JR. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY, 
NAVAL SEA SYSTEMS COMMAND, 

Washington, DC, March JS, 1990. 
From: Commander, Naval Sea Systems Com

mand. 
To: Chief of Naval Operations (OP--04). 
Subject: Realignment Date of Philadelphia 

Naval Shipyard. 
Ref: (a) CNO ltr Ser 431F/1U596399 of 11 Jan 

91. (b) NAVSEA ltr Ser OC/6312 of 19 Dec 
90. 

1. In reference (a), you indicated that my 
recommendation that Philadelphia Naval 
Shipyard be downsized rather than closed 
was not accepted by the Base Closure/Re- · 
alignment Advisory Committee. The fleet 
needs the capability of a naval shipyard to 
provide a credible repair capability able to 
service the Newport, Philadelphia, New York 
and Earle areas, as well as to provide a 
source of repair when a private sector ship
yard is unable to complete the assigned work 
in the areas, as stated in reference (b). 

2. Under the closure option and in interest 
of clarification, the 30 people mentioned in 
reference (a) were an estimate of the number 
of people required to man the drydock in a 
mothball status. In addition to this, 255 peo
ple would be required to man the remaining 
facilities: 155 to provide residual facilities 
support and 100 to run the propeller shop and 
foundry. This compares with approximately 
1,200 personnel under the "small repair facil
ity" option: 155 residual facility support, 100 
to run the propeller shop and approximately 
945 to perform repair work for the fleet. Any 
required additional support for this facility 

would be from another large naval shipyard 
such as Norfolk Naval Shipyard. 

3. I continue to take the position that re
tention of a credible repair capability at 
Philadelphia for naval ships homeported in 
the Northeast area is the most cost effective 
solution: 

(1) It provides the fleet with low cost, reli
able repair capability. 

(2) It helps spread the effects of the costs 
to Navy Programs of the other repair facili
ties (foundry, utilities, etc.). 

Further, the workload distribution for 
naval shipyards in the 90's supports full oper
ations at Philadelphia through mid FY 95. As 
previously briefed, executing a realignment 
of Philadelphia Naval Shipyard in FY 93 will 
cause significant perturbations to carrier 
overhauling yard assignments and could re
sult in an East Coast CV overhauling on the 
West Coast. 

P.M. HEKMAN, JR. 

NAVAL SHIPYARD, PHILADELPHIA, PA 

(FOUO) The Advisory Committee rec
ommends Philadelphia Naval Shipyard, 
Philadelphia, PA, for realignment. 

(FOUO) The primary work requirement of 
Philadelphia Naval Shipyard (PNSY) is the 
maintenance and modernization of non-nu
clear aircraft carriers. This extensive modi
fication and modernization program is col
lectively known as the Service Life Exten
sion Program (SLEP). As part of the pro
jected force level reduction, it was deter
mined that SLEP overhauls would no longer 
be necessary as PNSY. Since workload asso
ciated with non-nuclear aircraft carriers will 
decline, PNSY was identified for a signifi
cant drawdown. The shipyard production 
shops and drydocks would be maintained in 
caretaker status such that they could be re
activated and put into operation in the event 
of emergent need. Philadelphia possesses 50 
percent of the carrier capable drydocks on 
the east coast. Closure of these facilities re
duces the carrier drydock capability to two 
drydocks (one under government control and 
the other under private ownership). 

(FOUO) Due to their unique characteristics 
and requirements, three field activities will 
remain when the shipyard is mothballed: the 
Naval Ship Systems Engineering Station 
(NA VSSES), the Philadelphia Naval Ship
yard Propeller Shop and Foundry, and the 
Naval Inactive Ship Maintenance Facility 
(NISMF). Additionally, one Naval Reserve 
Unit will remain. 

(FOUO) Total Costs/Savings (SM) 
Conversion Costs: 

MILCON/O&M,N .. .. . .. . . ... .. .. .. . . . . . . . ... . . 301.8 
Environmental Cleanup . .. . .. . . ....... .. . 50.0 

Total Costs . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 351.8 
Annual Savings (BOS only) ............... 6.0 

(U) The major (over 100 personnel) tenants 
of this shipyard include: 

NA VSSES (will stay on site) 
NAVAL HOSPITAL 
Two NAVAL RESERVE UNITS 
(FOUO) Tenants to be moved as a result of 

this action: 
Integrated Logistics Office Program 

(!LOP) 
One Naval Reserve Unit 
Navy Damage Cont.rol Training Center 
(FOUO) Tenant relocation sites for this ac-

tion include: 
Norfolk Area Facilities: NAVSTA Norfolk, 

NAS Norfolk, Norfolk Naval Shipyard, and 
St. Juliens Creek Annex. 

(FOUO) Tenants to be disestablished as a 
result of this action: 

Naval Audit Service Office 

Defense Reutilization Management Office 
Navy Publications & Printing Service Of

fice 
Reserve Readiness Command Reg 4 

Cryptological Office 
ROICC NA VF AC 
Naval Dental Clinic 
Naval Hospital 
(FOUO) The following obstacles and con

straints pertain to this action: 
MILCON of an estimated $19M is required 

to build and equip a repairable Depot Over
haul Point in Norfolk. 

Strong political opposition expected. 
That memo in fact says, and I will 

quote from that memo from Admiral 
Hekman, the Chief of Naval Oper
ations: 

While I realize that the Secretary has been 
briefed and has concurred with the proposal 
to mothball Philadelphia Naval Shipyard, I 
strongly recommend that this decision be re
considered. It is more prudent to downsize 
Philadelphia Naval Shipyard to approxi
mately the size of a Ship Repair Facility 
(SRF) in order to support Navy ships in the 
New York and Earle homeport areas. 

So 2 months prior to the regulations 
being issued, the Navy has already 
made up its mind, close Philadelphia. 

We talked about eight specific cri
teria the Navy would use that were 
agreed to in the law. Forget about the 
criteria. Throw them out the window, 
because the Navy did what it set out to 
do, and that was to close Philadelphia 
right from the get-go. 

This rubber stamp was used by the 
Navy. DOD had approximately 1 month 
to consider the Navy's recommenda
tions, and they used the same rubber 
stamp. 

The GAO, as a matter of fact, on May 
15 in their report, says the Navy had no 
process. The Navy's process was absent 
of criteria that would allow the GAO to 
ascertain whether or not they were 
fair. 

The GAO also then used this rubber 
stamp. 

The Base Closing Commission then 
got the list. What did they say? They 
said, "We didn't have adequate time." 

But what incensed me most was a 
specific request to talk to Admiral 
Hekman; the Base Closing Commission 
did not bring him in and did not allow 
him to state for the record that the 
Navy's facts and figures were in fact 
wrong. 

Then the President had 8 days to con
sider the process, and he, too, used this 
stamp, this rubber stamp, to say that 
we are going to jump onboard and we 
are going to support this process. 

Now, if I were a cynic, I would say 
why aim at Philadelphia? If I would 
look at the Navy's 2-year project, as 
provided to the Senate, in the second 
year they won $800 million of long-lead 
money to do an aircraft carrier, at a 
cost of $6 billion in 1995. 

What would be the only objection 
you could throw in the way of that air
craft carrier in 1995? Well, it is obvious, 
sloughing an aircraft carrier for a cost 
of less than $1 billion at the only yard 
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that does that, the Philadelphia Naval 
Shipyard. 

It is now down to us, Mr. Chairman. 
We have to make our decision. Many 
say, "I'm safe. My case is down the 
list. I don't have to worry." 

Let me remind my colleagues, on the 
back of this rubber stamp are the dates 
1993 and 1995. 

We will not forget that, if you sup
port the process today. We will not for
get, if you agree to a process that is so 
flawed as has been reported by the GAO 
and by everyone who has looked at 
what the Navy did in recommending to 
close Philadelphia and ignoring the 
recommendations of its senior 
NAVSEA official. 

Mr. Chairman, to my colleagues I say 
now is the time to stand up and do 
what is right. I supported the law. The 
process that was used is not in compli
ance with the law that we passed. 

I say to my colleagues, we will re
member your vote today. We will re
member it in 1993. We will remember it 
in 1995, so do not come ·back then and 
tell us the process is flawed at that 
point in time. Support us today. Sup
port my colleagues on the committee. 
Support those who feel that this Base 
Closing Commission base process did 
not live up to the letter of the law, and 
do what I think all of us have to do, 
and that is the priority of Congress, 
and that is to reject the resolution, to 
allow the Defense Department to close 
these facilities and to reject the Base 
Closing Commission recommendations. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. HOYER], 
for the purpose of entering into a col
loquy. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, the Base 
Closure Commission in its report re
versed the Department of Defense rec
ommendation to relocate the naval 
electronic systems engineering activ
ity [NESEA] from St. Inigoes, MD, to 
Portsmouth, VA. 

In taking this action, as the Chair
man knows, the Commission found 
that the Department had substantially 
deviated from two criteria, that is the 
availability of land, facilities, and air
space and the cost and manpower im
plications. 

NESEA, in southern Maryland, owns 
852 acres of Government property and 
has another 400 acres available for ex
pansion. The site at which they were to 
be relocated in Portsmouth has only 
100 leased acres, from what I under
stand. 

Further, the Commission found that: 
Development in the Portsmouth area could 

affect the Navy's ability to conduct tests on 
RADRAS and communications equipment. 

My question to the chairman is: 
What is the committee's position with 
regard to this specific Commission rec
ommendation? In light of this rec
cmmendation, do you agree that no ac
tion should be taken to relocate the 

NESEA facility without further action 
by the Congress? 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, if the gen
tleman will yield, let me be very clear 
to the gentleman on this point. The 
President supports the Commission's 
work in its totality by virtue of the 
fact that he approved the Commission's 
package and transmitted it to Congress 
under the law. I personally support the 
Commission's work in full. The com
mittee, by reporting the resolution of 
disapproval adversely, supported the 
Commission's work in its totality. And 
now the House will have the oppor
tunity to support all or none of the 
Commission's recommendations when 
we vote on House Joint Resolution 308. 

Assuming the House votes down the 
Resolution of Disapproval, all of the 
Commission's recommendations will go 
into effect. No one-not the Navy, not 
DOD, and not the Congress-is per
mitted to pick and choose which rec
ommendations they wish to respect 
and which they wish to ignore. That is 
the process under the law and we are 
all bound to uphold it. Neither the 
Navy nor DOD should take any action 
to undermine this process by unneces
sarily reducing functions at bases the 
President and the Commission have or
dered to remain open. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for his diligence and for 
his consideration of this issue. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. FOGLIETTA], the dis
tinguished author of the resolution and 
one of its cosponsors. 

Mr. FOGLIETTA. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentlewoman for yielding me 
this time. 

Mr. Chairman, today, closing mili
tary bases is as popular as apple pie. It 
is hard to fight such a popular move
ment. Our defense budget is declining, 
and I support that. Military bases will 
be closed, and I support that, too. 

Nevertheless, I urge my colleagues to 
support the Foglietta-Snowe resolution 
to disapprove the Base Closure Com
mission's list. This process was sup
posed to be fair and objective. But it 
was not fair. How was it unfair? Re
garding the Philadelphia Navy Yard, 
let me count the ways. 

It was not fair because the facts were 
ignored. We proved that the yard's 
workers are the most efficient and 
most cost effective in the Nation. 
Chairman Courter acknowledged this 
fact on various occasions. But effi
ciency and cost savings were dis
regarded. 

We proved that the yard was nec
essary for reasons of national defense. 
That is because, among other reasons, 
the Navy needs the yard's drydocks for 
work on aircraft carriers, and other 
large conventional ships. But these 
facts go buried in the process. 

It was unfair because the Navy hid 
the facts and muzzled its officials. It 

hid the fact, for example, that closing 
the Navy yard will cost $1 billion, $900 
million more than what the Navy told 
the Commission. It tried to hide 
memos from Adm. Pete Hekman, the 
former Commander of Naval Sea Sys
tems Command. He urged keeping the 
navy yard open. 

It was unfair because the Commis
sion stacked its staff with detailees 
from the Pentagon. The Commission 
then ordered this staff to independ
ently review the recommendations of 
their former and future bosses. That is 
like asking Saddam Hussein to conduct 
an independent review of America's 
military. 

It was unfair because it was biased 
and subjective. The Navy's own con
troller almost bragged that, of course, 
the process was subjective. He said 
that a subjective-and thus illegal
plan was necessary because if they 
went by the numbers, quote, they 
would have closed the wrong bases, un
quote. 

It was unfair because the pain of base 
closure was not shared equitably. Some 
States got off scot-free. But Pennsylva
nia took a beating-35 percent of all ci
vilian jobs will be lost by Pennsylva
nians; 65 percent of all Navy jobs will 
be lost by Pennsylvanians. Is that eq
uity? 

It was unfair because the proposal 
calls for the navy yard to be 
mothballed. Thus, not only will 47 ,000 
people lose their jobs, but there's no 
environmental cleanup, no economic 
conversion, no way to develop new 
jobs, and no way for the city to start 
earning tax revenues from this 2-mile, 
priceless waterfront property. 

This litany of unfairness must be re
jected. The men and women at the 
Philadelphia Navy Yard have made 
their contribution to our national de
fense. 

Please tell them that their work has 
not been in vain. Vote for the Fogli
etta-Snowe resolution. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
21h minutes to the gentleman from 
Florida, [Mr. BILIRAKIS]. 

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Chairman, in 
my testimony to the defense base clo
sure and Realignment Commission, as 
well as in a working meeting with 
Chairman Courter and a member of 
that Commission, I spoke about the 
possible impacts upon the Tampa Bay 
area of the proposed closure or realign
ment of MacDill Air Force Base in 
Tampa, FL. 

I was-and, to a large degree, still 
am-concerned that the Commission's 
recommendation to realign MacDill 
could result in loss of the runways at 
that important military facility. 

In fact, as far as MacDill is con
cerned, I believe that this could wind 
up defeating the entire purpose of this 
exercise, which is to cut costs to the 
taxpayer by closing obsolete or unnec
essary military bases. MacDill is nei
ther. 



20338 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE July 30, 1991 
In Operation Desert Storm, Ameri

ca's special forces played absolutely 
crucial roles in bringing the conflict to 
a rapid and successful conr~lusion. 
MacDill serves not only as the home of 
General Schwarzkopf's central com
mand, but also as the headq.1arters of 
Special Operations Comma:1d, and, 
thus, it was intrinsically inYolved in 
the role our special forces played in the 
Kuwait theater. 

Also, notwithstanding MacDill's 
proven value in international force pro
jection, its strategic location in the 
midst of the Caribbean Basin makes it 
a very valuable regional asset as well. 

Under the Commission's rec-
ommendation to the President, the tac
tical fighter training operation will be 
transferred to Luke Air Force Base in 
Arizona and the airfield will be closed. 
However, special operations command 
will remain at MacDill, and I believe it 
would be a mistake to tear out the run
ways there-if that is in fact the ulti
mate objective. 

It can accommodate almost any air
craft type, and two of the largest mili
tary actions in recent memory-Oper
ation Desert Shield/Storm and Oper
ation Just Cause in Panama-were 
staged through MacDill. Furthermore, 
it seems to me that having runway and 
aviation facilities at MacDill certainly 
facilitate the full and effective func
tioning of Special Operations Com
mand. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe it would be a 
grave mistake to remove the runways 
from MacDill-some of the longest and 
widest in the entire Nation. I appre
ciate the necessity to alter the scope of 
our military in light of world events, 
and I support efforts in this regard and 
shall vote against the legislation to 
disapprove. However, I believe that for
ever destroying the proven capabilities 
of the important strategic and regional 
asset represented by the runways at 
MacDill Air Force Base would not 
serve this purpose. 

I earnestly hope that the Department 
of Defense will bear this in mind in its 
realignment plans for MacDill in both 
the near and long term. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Mis
sissippi [Mr. MONTGOMERY] 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to say that I am the rank
ing majority member of the Sub
committee on Military Installations 
and Facilities chaired by the gentle
woman from Colorado [Mrs. SCHROE
DER]. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
recommendations made by the Base 
Closure Commission because I think 
the process was fair and open. So I ask 
my colleagues to vote "no" on House 
Joint Resolution 303. 

Mr. Chairman, I mainly want to com
ment about the Commission itself. The 
seven individuals on this panel in my 
opinion did an outstanding job. It is a 

very unpopular and thankless task to 
be involved in a situation that will re
sult on the loss of jobs and the closing 
of installations that have been in com
munities for many years. This commis
sion probably had one of the toughest 
assignments that has ever been given 
to any group in Federal service-but 
they did it with dignity, with compas
sion, and in my opinion with fairness. 

Chairman Courter and the Commis
sion members were very knowledgeable 
about the law governing base closures 
and about each individual base under 
consideration, and they conducted all 
of their business out in the open. There 
were never any secret meetings, no ex
ecutive sessions. They were very care
ful not to go to 1 unch in groups of more 
than three to make sure there was 
never a quorum present. 

Anyone who wanted to call the Com
mission or staff members could do so, 
and they returned your calls. These 
people were accessible at all times. 

I also want to commend the staff for 
the very difficult job they had. The 
work required long hours but they han
dled it well. 

Now, I would hope, Mr. Chairman, 
that we would not make major changes 
in the base closure law at this time. I 
think we should wait and hear from 
Members of Congress, from the Com
mission, and from the staff before we 
make any recommendations. We can 
look at this situation in 1992. I ask my 
colleagues to vote "no" on this resolu
tion. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. EVANS], a distinguished 
member of our subcommittee. 

Mr. EVANS. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today in support of the resolution to 
disapprove the Base Closure Commis
sion's recomendations. 

I do so because I am deeply disturbed 
by the process. I believe in the rush to 
close installations we have not care
fully examined the facts. This despite 
the fact that our success in Desert 
Storm was due in large part to many of 
the installations now on the list. 

GAO's role in the process should shed 
some light on its shortcomings. As you 
may remember, the law establishing 
the Base Closure Commission asked 
GAO to review closure and realignment 
data to insure its integrity. In essence, 
the GAO was supposed to be the honest 
broker of the process. Yet, GAO 
couldn't fulfill this role because it 
never had the time to take a careful 
look at the information. GAO's report 
is filled with references of time con
straints. This should come as no sur
prise since GAO had only a month to 
look at the data. A prime example is 
how this affected GAO's work on the 
Rock Island Arsenal. 

When Rock Island was identified as a 
target for realignment, I obtained the 
data on all of the realignments in Rock 
Island's superior command, the Army 

Materiel Command [AMC]. After re
viewing it, I could see it was signifi
cantly flawed. It was clear that Rock 
Island was never considered as a recipi
ent of AMC commodity functions. This 
happened despite the fact that Rock Is
land is the home of AMCCOM, a major 
commodity command. In addition, the 
data did not include the arsenal's large 
supply of unused office space. 

GAO should have revealed these in
consistencies, but it did not have the 
time. A good example is the method on 
which the GAO reviewed Army data. 
GAO used the AAA [Army Audit Agen
cy] to confirm installation data. In
stead of checking the data itself, GAO 
only examined AAA's auditing meth
ods. The failure to closely scrutinize 
the data is even more disturbing when 
you consider that the AAA reviewed 
data at only 16 Army bases. According 
to GAO, data on Rock Island was not 
reviewed by the AAA. In effect, signifi
cant inconsistencies were never 
checked. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I urge my col
leagues to take a close look at the 
Commission's recommendations and 
urge them to support the resolution to 
disapprove. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
21/2 minutes to the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. SAXTON]. 

Mr. SAXTON. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding to me. 

Mr. Chairman, this has not been an 
easy process. It has certainly been a 
long process. For this gentleman, this 
process has been going on now for 3 
years. It has been consuming, it has 
been very difficult and, at some point, 
it has been almost all we have done 
with our lives. 

At some point it has even gotten a 
little humorous. At one point one of 
the gentlemen from the other side of 
the aisle decided that my middle name 
was Fort Dix. 

While we were successful in our ef
forts to convince the BRAC Commis
sion to preserve Fort Dix, the result for 
other bases was not so fortunate. In 
particular, the Philadelphia Navy 
Yard. 
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Mr. Chairman, the Philadelphia Navy 
Yard is an important part of the Dela
ware Valley economy, and the result 
for other bases around the country, I 
am sure, was very difficult as well. The 
decision to close the Philadelphia Navy 
Yard is one that has caused consterna
tion and concern throughout our entire 
area, and I commend the Philadelphia 
delegation, the Pennsylvania delega
tion and the gentleman from New Jer
sey [Mr. ANDREWS] for the fine work 
that they did in making the case of the 
Philadelphia Navy Yard. 

Mr. Chairman, despite my personal 
feelings about the Navy Yard, I believe 
the commission carried out its mission 
in a fair and conscientious manner. It 
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truly was an independent commission, 
void of any special interests or bias. Its 
deliberations were carried out in an 
open forum, which is a distinct dif
ference from the 1988 Commission. This 
open forum was available, not only to 
Members of Congress, but to impacted 
citizens as well, and, unlike the pre
vious Commission, at least one Mem
ber of the body visited each and every 
base under consideration. 

Mr. Chairman, in my mind every pos
sible step has been taken to insure that 
the report is fair and best satisfies our 
national security needs, and that is ex
actly the way Congress ordered the 
Commission to carry out its business. 
Unfortunately we all knew that the 
downsizing of our military would de
mand sacrifice. 

Mr. Chairman, I also would like to 
take this opportunity to commend the 
individuals in the communities sur
rounding Fort Dix for their successful 
effort in gaining the base an oppor
tunity to earn an important military 
mission. I hope everyone understands 
that for me to vote against this report 
today would be to rebuke the work of 
the many dedicated people in the Fort 
Dix community and the decision made 
on Fort Dix by the Commission. Our 
credibility would be placed in serious 
question, and those who paid heed to 
the case we made for Fort Dix, and so 
today I will vote to support the Com
mission's decision. 

Mr. DAVIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 
minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Maine [Ms. SNOWE] who has followed 
this process diligently for the last few 
months. 

Ms. SN OWE. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
DA VIS] for being so generous in yield
ing this time. I also, Mr. Chairman and 
members of the committee, want to ex
press my gratitude to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. FOGLIETTA] for 
his leadership and action on this reso
lution and to the gentlewoman from 
Colorado, the chairwoman of the sub
committee, the gentlewoman from Col
orado [Mrs. SCHROEDER] for her leader
ship as well. 

Mr. Chairman, let me just say to my 
colleagues at the very outset that, first 
of all, I understand how our efforts are 
going to be dismissed because somehow 
our bases were closed, and, therefore, 
this must be purely parochial. Well, let 
me just issue a cautionary word. Our 
experience with this process could be 
visited upon my colleagues and their 
constituents if they have a military fa
cility or installation in their district, 
and there are two more rounds in 1993 
and 1995 that are mandated, will be 
mandated, by law. So, I hope that my 
colleagues will listen very carefully. 

Mr. Chairman, I know that some try 
to portray our comments as less than 
legitimate, and, therefore, we have no 
standing in this debate. To the con-

trary. My colleagues ought to listen 
very carefully. 

A simple question: Why was this 
process established in the first place? 
Well, the assertion was that congres
sional politics blocked the closure of 
any base in the 1980's. Well, the very 
fact is the Reagan administration 
never made any requests for closing 
any bases in the 1980's. This process 
was intended to remove the supposed 
evil of congressional politics from the 
base closure process. 

What was left after doing so? Well, 
we do not have a politics-free zone 
here. This is different. We now have a 
new substitute, and that is Pentagon 
politics. Pentagon politics drove this 
process from the word go. 

Our experience in Maine with Loring 
Air Force Base provides a vivid exam
ple of this unfortunate reality, Mr. 
Chairman. There are nine basic criteria 
by which the commission and the Pen
tagon were to judge each base. We were 
told that the first four criteria were 
the ones that they were going to use to 
judge these bases exclusively. There 
were the key military and strategic 
criteria, essentially how well a base 
could be used to fight a war today, as 
well as into the future. We in the 
Maine delegation accepted that com
pletely. 

By that benchmark, Mr. Chairman, 
we were confident that a convincing 
case could be mounted for Loring. Our 
objection was not to close other bases, 
but our objective was to demonstrate 
that Loring should not be closed. We 
showed that Loring, for example, was 
the closest base in the continental 
United States to the Soviet Union east 
of the Urals, to Europe and . to the Mid
dle East. There are no restrictions on 
the air space. In fact, Secretary Don 
Rice said that this was a key consider
ation in evaluating the military impor
tance of a particular base. 

Loring is a megabase. It was built for 
fighting wars. It has enormous capac
ity, second in all of SAC. It has two 
runways, and only two other SAC bases 
have two runways. It has the largest 
capacity for weapon storage and for 
fuel storage in all of SAC. We have 
spent more than $300 million at Loring 
Air Force Base in this last decade. 

My colleagues can understand why 
the Maine delegation thought we had a 
good case to make. If one out of the 
three SAC bases in the Northeast was 
to be closed, after all one would not 
close the one that has the most oper
ational flexibility or the greatest ex
pansion for the future beyond the turn 
of the century. In fact, it also has the 
best geostrategic location, but at every 
turn Loring's assets were downplayed 
or misrepesented by the Air Force, and 
flaws at other bases were overlooked. 

For example, Mr. Chairman, SAC es
timated that it would cost $144 million 
to upgrade Loring to code one. The 
base officials said, "No, it will only 

take $26 million." The base officials 
said that it would only take $1 million 
to upgrade the roads at Loring Air 
Force Base. Well, lo and behold, SAC 
officials said, no, it would take $4 mil
lion." The visiting Commissioners saw 
the roads, and they say they were im
maculate and that this $34 million was 
absurd. 

Meanwhile, costs to upgrade at other 
bases were low balled. The hospital at 
Pattsburgh Air Force Base; officials 
there said it would cost $40 million for 
upgrading. What did SAC give to the 
Air Force Base executive group? Two 
hundred sixty thousand dollars. That is 
Pentagon politics. 

Now my colleagues might say the 
Commission was independent, so none 
of these Air Force machinations should 
have mattered. An independent com
mission, one would think, would be 
able to see the Air Force's manipula
tion and take appropriate action. We 
thought that way, too. But how inde
pendent could any commission be 
which was staffed by active duty Air 
Force officers? Far from providing ob
jective expertise, these officers consist
ently championed Air Force positions. 
Do not forget, they had to return to 
their regular positions at the Penta
gon. 

The lack of neutrality is best illus
trated by a comment of a senior Air 
Force officer on the Commission staff 
made during the meeting with the 
Maine delegation staff, he said: 

If Loring survives, I had better not see any 
military construction requests come over for 
Loring. 

Mr. Chairman, that is Pentagon poli
tics, and it did not stop with the Air 
Force's presence on the Commission. 
Air Force officials and the Secretary of 
the Air Force made numerous contacts 
with commissioners. In fact, it got so 
bad that the Secretary of the Air Force 
issued a press release the day before 
the Commission's final deliberations 
calling for the closure of one base, 
Loring Air Force Base. He even re
cruited Gen. Colin Powell to press his 
case. Clearly the Secretary was worried 
that the facts did not support the con
clusions or that the Commission was 
leaning toward Loring, as evidenced by 
their June 16 meeting. In fact, one 
Commissioner was suggesting expand
ing Loring. 

What we have seen to everyone's 
shock and amazement on that final 
night of June 30 was a discussion that 
did not focus on Loring's strategic and 
military merits. No, it focused on 
something else that was a 
noncriterion, quality of life. Never 
mind that, as one Air Force official 
said, one cannot measure quality of 
life, never mind that the GAO had re
jected that quality of life being used as 
a criterion, and never mind that Com
missioner Duane Cassity, a retired Air 
Force general, noted in a June 6 meet
ing how nebulous the concept was. Yet 



20340 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE July 30, 1991 
on that night, the final night of delib
erations, General Cassidy said that, if 
he had vacillated between Loring and 
Plattsburgh, and that, if everything 
else was equal, and I quote, he 
"couldn't find anything but quality of 
life as a discriminator" between the 
two bases. If General Cassidy and the 
Commissioners were trying to find the 
discriminating factor, other than mili
tary criteria, they should not have 
turned to one of their own making, but 
to one of the eight legitimate criteria, 
such as economic impact of the base 
closing on the community. 
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Instead General Cassidy went so far 

as to say that the devastating eco
nomic impact of Loring's closure, 
worst in the Air Force, was proof posi
tive that the quality of life there was 
poor. He said, and I quote, "For the 
very reason that business won't go 
there, you are asking a GI to move 
there." 

In effect, he turned what should have 
been a criterion · supporting Loring, 
economic impact, into an argument for 
its closure. Pentagon politics. 

This was the first time the Commis
sion had publicly discussed quality of 
life as a determining factor. It was not 
in the Pentagon guidelines. It was not 
a criterion. No documentation and no 
data was assembled to prove that as
sertion. 

In fact, the delegation had no oppor
tunity to counter that claim as we 
most surely would. Again, Pentagon 
politics. 

Then finally, I should say the ques
tion of air space. Secretary Rice told 
the Commission, and I quote: 

The one factor we focused on more heavily 
than anything else was afr space and en
croachment, not just the current situation 
but forward 10 or 20 years. 

Loring's air space, as I have said, is 
unencumbered, in contrast to every 
other SAC base in the Northeast. This 
was not a consideration for the Air 
Force. In fact, a week and a half ago, 
they were up in northern Maine where 
Loring is located asking for 3, 700 low
level military training flights flying at 
300 feet. So obviously air space is very 
important to the Air Force, but not 
when it comes to considering the fu
ture value of Loring Air Force Base. 

We have suggested that they take 
their flights elsewhere and they should 
not disturb the pristine quality of life 
in northern Maine. 

Thus, in the final analysis, it appears 
that the Commission and the Air Force 
felt it was more important to have ac
cess to concerts than unencumbered air 
sapce. They felt it was more important 
to be close to Montreal and Lake Plac
id than the Soviet Union and the Mid
dle East. They felt it was more impor
tant to provide off-base recreation than 
on-base expansion in the future. 

Mr. Chairman, members of the com
mittee, this is just an illustration of 

what the State of Maine went through 
in trying to mount our case before the 
committee. We found that there was a 
biased staff, illegitimate criteria and 
the failure to use accurate information 
by the Air Force. This could happen to 
you, and that is why I am urging mem
bers of this committee to vote for the 
Foglietta-Snowe resolution, because if 
we vote against it, we are embracing 
this process. 

I might finally say to the members of 
this committee that I would hope that 
those who are anxiously embracing the 
Commission's work would also equally 
be anxious in embracing legislation to 
support economic conversion and to 
cleaning up the hazardous waste sites 
on these military installations. Our re
sponsibility does not en_d with this leg
islation. It just begins. 

Mr. Chairman, I submit for the 
RECORD the following report: 
REPORT TO THE 1991 DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE 

AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION-LORING AIR 
FORCE BASE, MAINE, MAY 22, 1991 

(From the Governor of Maine, the Maine 
Congressional Delegation and the Save 
Loring Committee) 

INTRODUCTION 
The Secretary of Defense, upon the rec

ommendation of the Secretary of the Air 
Force, identified six Strategic Air Command 
(SAC) bases for closure. Loring Air Force 
Base, in Limestone Maine, is one of the six 
bases on the closure list. 

The Air Force analysis upon which Senior 
Defense Department officials based their rec
ommendations, contains numerous factual 
errors and is methodologically flawed. In the 
case of Loring AFB, the analysis fails to give 
sufficient weight to the strategic importance 
of the base's location, capacity, and oper
ational flexibility. It also seriously mis
represents the condition of the base's facili
ties and grossly underestimates the dev
astating local economic impact of closure. 

This report identifies errors in the Air 
Force analysis and provides accurate data 
concerning all pertinent aspects of Loring 
AFB. An accurate assessment must conclude 
that, given its strategic location and ex
traordinary capabilities, Loring AFB offers 
unparalleled flexibility and capability for 
meeting the national security challenges of 
the future. 

This report clearly demonstrates that in 
selecting Loring AFB for closure, the Air 
Force substantially deviated from the Final 
Criteria established by the Defense Depart
ment for base closure. 

COMMENTS ON GENERAL METHODOLOGY 
"Front loading" base closures 

Title XXIX of Public Law 101-510, entitled 
the "Defense Base Closure a.nd Realignment 
Act of 1990", established the authority of the 
Commission to preside over base closures for 
three years, 1991, 1993, and 1995. This legisla
tion clearly reflects Congressional intent 
that the base closure process take place in 
three intervals of two years each. 

In. making its 1991 recommendations to the 
Commission, the Air Force apparently ig
nored this intent and instead recommended 
all anticipated base closures in the first year 
(1991) of the process. In his testimony before 
the Commission on April 15th, Secretary of 
the Air Force Donald Rice confirmed that 
the Air Force had "front loaded" their rec
ommendations for closures by putting them 

all before the FY91 Base Closure Commis
sion. Secretary Rice stated: 

[W)e might only get one bite at this apple. 
The law says there will be three commis
sions, but whether the process will be able to 
swallow the egg a second time or not, who 
knows. So we just try to get as much as we 
can reasonably justify and see our way clear 
to understand into this first package, and 
that was the guidance our group operated 
under. . . . I do not anticipate that you 
would see more SAC bases and more SAC 
bases being affected beyond the ones that we 
see here. 

This statement raises a serious question as 
to whether the Air Force complied with the 
spirit, if not the intent, of the legislation. 
Three rounds of base closures are intended 
between now and 1996. Decisions will be guid
ed largely by military force structure con
cerns, but also are expected to take into ac
count other factors such as economic im
pact. The Air Force has testified that no se
lection on its base closure list was affected 
by economic considerations. The Air Force 
did not take an approach which might have 
more evenly distributed the economic hard
ship resulting from its decisions. This is a 
matter of particular concern during a period 
of national economic recession. 

Arbitrary determination to close six (6) SAC 
bases 

The Air Force also testified that the rec
ommendation to close 6 SAC bases was based 
on anticipated force structure reductions. 
According to General Eugene Habiger, Co
Chairman of the Air Force's Base Closure 
Executive Group, 240 SAC aircraft would be 
retired or otherwise removed from the Air 
Force's force structure. According to Gen
eral Habiger, the Air Force "rule of thumb" 
is 40 aircraft per base, therefore a reduction 
of 240 aircraft justifies the closure of 6 bases. 

The Force Structure Plan submitted to 
Congress, however, does not reflect a reduc
tion of 240 SAC aircraft. The .number re
ported by the Plan is substantially lower. 

I. STRATEGIC LOCATION 
Loring AFB occupies a unique and strate

gically significant location at the 
northeaternmost point of the United States. 
Originally constructed to accommodate B-36 
bombers, Loring AFB was sited to take ad
vantage of Maine's proximity to Europe and 
the Soviet Union. 

Situated at the tip of the 600 mile New 
England promontory, Loring AFB is the 
closest continental U.S. (CONUS) base to vir
tually every potential conflict area east of 
the United States. 

Potential conflict area and closest CONUS 
base 

Europe-Loring AFB, Maine. 
Soviet Union (west of Urals}--Loring AFB, 

Maine. 
Middle East-Loring AFB, Maine. 
Persian Gulf-Loring AFB, Maine. 
Mediterranean-Loring AFB, Maine. 
Libya-Loring AFB, Maine. 
Africa-Loring AFB, Maine. 
When compared with the next closest bases 

along the shortest, great circle routes, 
Loring AFB is closer to these potential con
flict areas by the following distances: 

Next closest USAF 
bases 

Additional distance 
(beyond Loring AFB) to 
Europe, Middle East, Equivalent U.S. dis-
Soviet Union, Persian tance 
Gulf, Mediterranean, 

Libya 

Plattsburgh AFB, NY ... 310 miles .. ................... Wash, O.C.-fliagara 
Fall~ . NY. 

Gilliss AFB, NY ........ .... 450 miles ..................... Wash, O.C.-Montreal , 
Canada. 
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Next closest USAF 
bases 

Additional distance 
(beyond Loring AFB) to 
Europe, Middle East, Equivalent U.S. dis-
Soviet Union, Persian lance 
Gulf, Mediterranean, 

Libya 

Ill. Sawyer AFB, Ml ..... 800 miles ................ ... .. Wash, D.C.--Minneapo-
lis/St. Paul, MN. 

Military importance of proximity to potential 
conflict areas 

Loring AFB's proximity to all potential 
conflict areas east of the U.S. offers the fol
lowing military advantages over all other 
CONUS bases: 

Shortest response time from a CONUS 
base; 

The ability to conduct sustained oper
ations (e.g., conventional bombing, sea con
trol) from CONUS; 

Longest on-station time from CONUS; 
Lowest roundtrip fuel requirements from 

CO NUS; 
Shortest roundtrip flight time from 

CO NUS; 
Last chance for maintenance/fuel/crew rest 

in CONUS; 
First CONUS landfall on return trip. 

Loring AFB is the ideal base for the following 
missions 

1. Strategic Bombing (SIOP) 
If strategic nuclear bombers were sta

tioned at Loring AFB they could reach all 
targets west of the Ural Mountains first and 
with the lowest roundtrip fuel consumption. 

2. Conventional Bombing 
Coventionally armed, Loring AFB's bomb

ers can conduct sustained operations against 
any potential target east of the United 
States (Libya, Middle East, Soviet Union, 
Africa, etc.) with the shortest flight times 
and lowest fuel consumption of any CONUS 
base. 

3. Tanker Operations 
Loring AFB straddles the primary great 

circle route for the entire eastern half of the 
United States to Europe, the Soviet Union, 
the Middle East, and the Persian Gulf. As 
the "last stop" along that route, Loring AFB 
is ideally situated to provide tanker support 
in both wartime and peacetime operations. 

4. Sea Control 
No CONUS base is better situated than 

Loring AFB to support sea control missions 
in the North Atlantic. B-52 aircraft, armed 
with Harpoon anti-ship missiles or with 
CAPTOR mines, can conduct sustained oper
ations in the North Atlantic with greater on
station time and lower roundtrip fuel re
quirements from Loring AFB than from any 
other CONUS base. 

[If Loring AFB is closed, the nearest B-52 
base to the North Atlantic will be Griffiss 
AFB, NY. B-52's flying from Griffiss would 
have two hours less time in the operating 
area.] 

". . . As a country separated from many of 
its allies and areas of interest by vast dis
tances we will ensure we have those forces 
needed to control critical sea and air lines of 
communications in crisis and war." 

PRESIDENT GEORGE BUSH, 
National Security Strategy of 

the United States, 1990. 

5. Staging for Fighters, Special Ops, etc. 
Loring AFB is ideally situated to serve as 

a staging base for fighter aircraft, Special 
Operations units, special mission aircraft 
(e.g., JSTARS, AWACS, RC-135, TR-1, et al.), 
and other aircraft or units bound for Europe, 
the Middle East, the Persian Gulf, etc. 

As the U.S. military strategy transitions 
from "forward defense" to "forward pres-

ence" the importance of forward bases such 
as Loring AFB becomes increasingly appar
ent. These bases can provide the "jump off' 
point for units deploying in response to con
tingencies. And just as our forces must be 
prepared for the next "come as you are" con
flict, so must our base structure be best suit
ed to support those forces. 

6. NORAD 
At the northeastern tip of the U.S., Loring 

AFB's location is both ideal and essential for 
continental air defense, Loring AFB is the 
first U.S. landfall along the most likely 
route for aerial attack from Europe/Asia, 
and therefore provides the earliest oppor
tunity to intercept incoming aircraft or 
cruise missiles. 

NORAD currently maintains F-15 fighters 
on alert at Loring AFB. These fighters rou
tinely intercept Soviet reconnaissance air
craft and TU-95 Bear H aircraft capable of 
carrying cruise missiles. Loring AFB-based 
F-15's flew 420 sorties in FY90. 

In the April 26 hearing before the Base Clo
sure Commission, Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs, General Colin Powell, acknowledged 
that concerns had been raised by NORAD re
garding the proposal to close "a New Eng
land air base" (i.e., Loring AFB). 

Wartime Operations From Loring AFB 
The Air Force analysis properly recognized 

Loring AFB's strategic value in wartime. In 
the four wartime criteria established by the 
Air Force, Loring AFB rated all GREENS: 

Tanker SIOP support-GREEN. 
SIOP support-GREEN. 
Mating-GREEN. 
Survivability-GREEN. 
Loring AFB's proximity to potential tar

gets and to the preferred great circle routes 
to Europe, the Soviet Union, the Middle 
East, etc., make it an ideal location for war
time operation of bombers and tankers. 

Peacetime operations from Loring AFB 
For peacetime operations, Loring AFB's 

ratings were somewhat lower. This results 
from: 

1. The observation that Loring AFB is lo
cated a considerable distance from the con
centration of fighter aircraft (i.e. RECEIV
ERS) and from the live bombing ranges in 
Nevada and Utah; and 

2. Distortions in the Air Force methodol
ogy which attempts to reduce all bases to a 
common "SAC base" for evaluation pur
poses. This approach focuses on training but 
ignores peacetime operational requirements. 

CERT/Low Level 
Loring AFB was ranked GREEN in two of 

the more important peacetime training mis
sions: 

CERT-GREEN. 
Low Level-GREEN. 
CERT (Conventional Enhanced Release 

Training) is a bombing range located adja
cent to the runway on which B-52's can drop 
practice ordnance. Loring AFB is one of only 
four (4) SAC bases that have a CERT. 

A major Low Level training area entry 
point lies just 165 miles from Loring AFB. 
This area contains several alternative routes 
and training opportunities, and provides var
ied training options throughout the year. 
The preponderance of bombing and naviga
tion training is accomplished during Low 
Level flight activity. 

Distance to live bombing ranges/RCVRS/ 
Tanker Saturation 

While Loring AFB's location is ideal for 
wartime, it has the disadvantage of being far 
from the western Strategic Training Route 
Complex (STRC), and the Nevada and Utah 

bombing ranges-the only U.S. ranges where 
B-52's may drop live munitions. Since SAC 
training requirements only require crews to 
drop ordnance on these ranges twice a year, 
this is a relatively minor inconvenience. Far 
more frequent training is conducted in the 
Low Level route structure adjacent to 
Loring AFB and on the CERT which is lo
cated at Loring AFB. Furthermore, since all 
eastern based B-52's must fly several hours 
to reach the STRC and live bombing ranges 
this problem is not unique to Loring AFB. 

Loring AFB was rated RED for "distance 
to Receivers" and "Tanker Saturation". 
This is a function of Air Force planning that 
recognizes the wartime requirement for lo
cating tankers in the northern half of the 
country (for SIOP purposes) while stationing 
fighters in the southern half. This peacetime 
criticism of the northern based tanker loca
tion is valid, however, the importance of 
having the tankers properly situated for 
wartime should continue to outweigh this 
concern. Therefore, Loring AFB should not 
be penalized because its wartime role creates 
minor inconveniences during peacetime. 

The Air Force failed to consider peacetime 
operational missions 

While focusing on the distance to the 
STRC and live bomging ranges, (relatively 
infrequent training missions for all SAC 
bomber crews) the Air Force analysis com
pletely ignored the importance of peacetime 
operational missions. 

For the purposes of the Air Force analysis, 
Loring AFB was treated as if it were as far 
inland as KI Sawyer AFB (Michigan). No 
credit whatsoever was given in the analysis 
for the importance of Loring AFB's oper
ational transatlantic refueling missions or 
to the training value of those missions. 

In fact, the air refueling performed by 
Loring AFB tankers for routine trans
atlantic traffic provides a rich, variable, and 
realistic training environment for both tank
er crews and receivers. Loring AFB accounts 
for as much as 70% of the refueling provided 
for operational transatlantic traffic. 

.Desert Shield/Desert Storm 
While maintaining a credible nuclear de

terrent will remain one of our military's 
highest priorities, the recent Desert Shield/ 
Desert Storm operation is a timely reminder 
of the more likely contingencies we will face 
during the next twenty years. 

Desert Shield/Desert Storm underscored 
the continuing requirement for the United 
States to be able to provide prompt, massive, 
intensive and decisive military power. Be
cause of its geostrategic location, Loring 
AFB played a pivotal role in the conduct of 
Desert Shield/Desert Storm, and in the re
turn of U.S. forces from the Persian Gulf. 

During the contingency, Loring AFB 
bombers fought from forward bases, and 
some Loring AFB tankers supported the ef
fort from forward bases. Tankers operating 
from Loring AFB served as force multipliers 
by refueling bombers, transports and fighters 
transiting the North Atlantic to the Persian 
Gulf. Loring AFB also provided a last-chance 
opportunity for maintenance, crew rest or 
ground refueling before crossing the ocean. 

During the return of personnel and equip
ment from Desert Storm, Loring AFB's loca
tion again advantaged the effort. Tankers 
from the base were vital to the safe transit 
of the Atlantic, and permitted many aircraft 
to proceed non-stop to their destinations. As 
the nation's most northeastern military fa
cility, Loring AFB also played a vital role 
for many aircraft that could not safely con
tinue to their destinations. Numerous trans-
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port, fighter and bomber aircraft returning 
from the Persian Gulf landed at Loring AFB 
for maintenance, ground refueling, or per
sonnel services. 

Between August 2, 1990 and May 10, 1991 
more than 1,700 aircraft in transit to or from 
Desert Shield/Desert Storm made technical 
or refueling stops at Loring AFB. These in
cluded C-141, C-5, C-130, C-21, A-4, A-10, Boe
ing 707, F- 16, F/A-18, F-111, P-3, TR-1, U- 2, 
B-52, KC-10, KC-135, E-3A, EA~B. and E-8A 
aircraft. 

II. CAPACITY AND FLEXIBILITY 

I.oring AFB was built in the 1950's to ac
commodate 100 B-36 bombers. Consequently, 
its ramps, parking areas, weapons storage, 
and fuel storage capacities all far exceed cur
rent requirements. Loring AFB's overall ca
pacity ranks second among all 21 SAC bases. 
This capacity, coupled with Loring AFB's 
strategic location, provides defense planners 
with unparalleled flexibility for future ex
pansion. 

Runways 
Loring AFB is one of only three (3) SAC 

bases which have two fully capable runways. 
The second runway was completed in 1985. 

Ramp space 
Loring AFB's ramp space exceeds 1.1 mil

lion square yards. It ranks 2nd among all 
SAC bases in total ramp space and 1st in ex
cess ramp space. 

No base is better suited than Loring AFB 
to accommodate transient or staging air
craft. 

Weapons Storage 
Loring AFB's weapons storage capacity is 

10,247,882 NEW (Net Explosive Weight}-the 
highest in all of SAC. Plattsburgh AFB, 
NY- the nearest SAC base to Loring AFB 
which is slated to remain open-has less 
than 28% of Loring AFB's weapons storage 
capacity. 

Further, Loring AFB has one of two fully 
capable conventional weapons storage facili
ties in CONUS maintained by SAC. This fa
cility represents a significant warfighting 
capability. 

Fuel Storage 
Loring AFB ranks 1st in all of SAC in fuel 

storage capacity (9,193,374 gallons). The near
est SAC base to Loring AFB, Plattsburgh 
AFB, NY, has less than 35% of Loring AFB's 
fuel storage capacity. 

Construction of a new, state-of-the-art air
craft refueling system will be completed at 
Loring AFB in September, 1991. 

No SAC base is better equipped to support 
and sustain tanker operations than Loring 
AFB. 

Land Area 
At 14,300 acres, Loring AFB is the 2nd larg

est base in SAC. There is ample space to ac
commodate any number of new missions and 
there is no threat of encroachment from the 
surrounding community. 

Utilities 
Contrary to the Air Force analysis, Loring 

AFB's utilities facilities have sufficient ex
cess capacity to double their current output 
of heat, potable water, sewage and waste 
water, and electricity (with the installation 
of an additional transformer: cost $300,000). 

Troop Housing/Messing 
Loring AFB has three modern troop dor

mitories constructed in the mid-1980's. A new 
troop dining facility was also constructed in 
the mid-1980's and the second dining facility 
(Alert Facility dining hall) was renovated. 

Loring AFB's Troop Housing/Messing ca
pacity ranks 3rd in all of SAC. 

Aviation Maintenance 
Loring AFB ranks 5th in all of SAC for 

Aviation Maintenance capacity. 
A new composite maintenance facility 

with more than 100,000 sq. ft was completed 
in 1983. 

Loring AFB is a warfighting base 
In short, Loring AFB has what a 

warfighter needs: runways, ramp space, 
weapons storage, fuel storage, troop housing 
and dining facilities, maintenance facilities, 
and the capacity to increase utilities output 
by twice the current demand. These are the 
measures that count; and these are the 
measures in which Loring AFB excels. 

Loring AFB was built for warfighting-not 
for golf tournaments. 

III. CONDITION OF LORING AFB'S FACILITIES 

The Air Force analysis reported the condi
tion of the facilities at Loring AFB as "well 
below average." That conclusion and the 
data used to support it, are grossly inac
curate. In fact, the contrary is true. More 
than 75% of the facilities at Loring AFB 
have been renovated or were newly con
structed since 1981, and are today in excel
lent condition. 

Background 
Loring AFB was first targeted for closure 

in 1976. The Air Force's primary rationale at 
that time was the poor condition of Loring 
AFB's facilities. In 1976 it was estimated 
that Loring AFB needed up to $300 million in 
facilities' improvements. 

Between 1976 and 1979 considerable debate 
took place over the strategic importance of 
Loring AFB resulting in a reversal of the Air 
Force decision to close the base. When the 
decision to keep Loring AFB open was made 
in 1979, the Congress committed itself to up
grading the base facilities. Since 1981, nearly 
$300 million in military construction and op
erations and maintenance (O&M) funds have 
been spent to upgrade the facilities at Loring 
AFB. Several additional millions have been 
spent on self-help projects. Today, the condi
tion and capacity of Loring AFB's facilities 
make it one of SAC's most capable and effi
cient bases. 

Recently constructed facilities 
Over the past eleven years the following 

major military construction projects were 
completed at Loring AFB: 

New Composite Maintenance Facility
FY85--$11 million. 

Three New Troop Dormitories-FY85--$14.4 
million. 

New Hospital-FY85--$24.9 million. 
New Dining Hall-FY85--$3.5 million. 
New Pre-Launch Survivability Runway 

(13,000 ft. x 175 ft.) FY85--$16 million. 
New Commissary (47,000 sq. ft.}-FY86-$5.6 

million. 
New Waste Water Treatment Plant

FY83-$4.9 million. 
All of these new facilities are now fully 

operational. 
Recently improved facilities 

In addition to the new construction 
projects, many existing facilities have been 
substantially upgraded. They include: 

Remodeled Family Housing-$43.4 million. 
Remodeled Alert Facility-$3.1 million. 
Converted Maintenance Dock to Fuel Cell 

repair facility-$2.2 million. 
Upgraded Weapons Storage Area-$4.1 mil-

lion. 
Upgraded Heat Plant-$3.7 million. 
Converted Heat Plant-$19.7 million. 
Upgraded Aircraft Refueling System 

" Taxi-on Taxi-off" (POL}-$13.3 million. 
Remodeled Wing Headquarters and Com

mand Post-$2 million. 

Errors in the Air Force analysis 
Errors in the methodology of the Air Force 

analysis resulted in the gross misrepresenta
tion of the true condition and cost to up
grade the facilities at Loring AFB as well as 
at other bases. These errors include: 

1. The complete and arbitrary elimination 
from consideration of several expensive and 
operational significant facilities. 

According to the staff of the Air Force Ex
ecutive Group, only the "big driver" (i.e., 
one major element) was considered under 
several of the Investment Categories (e.g., 
Aviation Operational Facilities, Aviation 
Maintenance Facilities, POL Supply/Stor
age, etc.) even though as many as 19 sub-ele
ments were listed. As a result, several impor
tant subcategories were virtually ignored in 
the analysis. 

Example: Aircraft Hydrant Refueling Sys
tems. 

In the case of aircraft hydrant refueling 
systems which are installed at all SAC bases 
and which may cost upwards of $20 million, 
the analysis virtually ignored them. They 
are listed under Aviation Operational Facili
ties (as a subcategory entitled Airfield Fuel 
Dispensing) the Air Force chose only to con
sider pavements under this category. Con
sequently, Loring AFB received no credit for 
its new, state-of-the-art $13.3 million hy
drant refueling system (to be completed in 
just four months) while Dyess AFB was not 
identified as having a $17.5 million milcon 
requirement to upgrade its hydrant refueling 
system in FY9~94. 

As a result of this shortcut approach to 
evaluating facilities, the following Aviation 
Operational Facilities were excluded from 
consideration: 

Aircraft Hydrant Refueling Systems. 
Navigation and Traffic Aids. 
Navigation and Traffic Aids-Buildings. 
Airfield Pavement Lighting. 
Operational-Buildings. 
Operational Facilities Other than Build

ings. 
The failure to include such high cost sys

tems renders meaningless the Air Force 
analysis' projections for costs to upgrade 
base facilities to condition code 1. 

2. Failure to account for onging construc
tion projects. 

According to the Air Force Executive 
Group staff, no credit was given for ongoing 
milcon projects. 

No matter how great the cost of the 
project, no matter that the funds were al
ready obligated or even expended, ongoing 
milcon projects were ignored. 

The General Accounting Office (GAO) Re
port to the Congress and the Chairman, De
fense Base Closure and Realignment Com
mission confirmed this methodological flaw: 
"* * * the Air Force did not consider the im
pact of ongoing military construction im
provements when evaluating facilities at the 
bases." However, the Air Force was incorrect 
in asserting that consideration of such 
projects "would not have affected the rat
ing" . 

This faulty approach led to several signifi
cant distortions of the true condition of 
Loring AFB's facilities. Here are just a few 
examples: 

Example No. 1: POL Supply/Storage [Air 
Force analysis: Condition RED]. 

Here's the full story: 
Loring AFB's tank farm storage facility 

received full cathodic protection in the sum
mer of 1990 and a new administration build
ing was completed in late 1990. Currently 
there are two ongoing projects to repair the 
interior of tank #3. Upon completing these 
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projects, the tank farm will require only nor
mal routine maintenance requirements and 
will have a GREEN rating. 

(Source: Infrastructure Assessment--
Loring AFB, Maine, January 1991) 

Example No. 2: Utilities Facilities (Heat) 
[Air Force Analysis: Condition Red]. 

Here's the full story: 
During late 1990 and early 1991, system im

provements were designed and awarded for 
new boilers #7 and #8. Currently, these 
changes are 90% complete on boiler #8 and a 
recently awarded contract on boiler #7 is 
scheduled for completion in the fall of 1991. 
Upon completing these ongoing projects, the 
heating plant will have a Green rating. 
(Source: Infrastructure Assessment-Loring 
AFB Maine, January 1991) 

Example No. 3: Utilities Facilities (Water) 
[Air Force Analysis: Condition Red]. 

Here's the full story: 
The potable water plant was in violation 

due to inadequate treatment of the discharge 
from the filter backwash and from the 
flocculation basin. A project to correct this 
problem is currently 95% completed. The 
new facility involves settling tanks, pump 
station and settling ponds. With these new 
changes, the rating for this facility is now a 
Green. 

A contract was awarded in the fall of 1990 
to correct some of the waste water treat
ment plant design deficiencies. This contract 
is presently 50% done and will be completed 
by November 1991. With these corrections, 
the rating of the treatment plant will be 
Green. (Source: Infrastructure Assessment
Loring AFB Maine, January 1991) 

3. Gross inconsistencies in the Air Force 
data. 

A review of the back-up materials (entitled 
"1991 Air Force Base Closure Report Back-Up 
Data, Flying Category Strategic Sub
category, Book 1 of 3") reveals numerous 
startling inconsistencies between what was 
reported in the base closure questionnaires 
and what was presented to the Air Force Ex
ecutive Group. 

Example No. 1: POL Supply/Storage. 
For example, the back-up data for the 

POL. 
Supply/Storage facility at Barksdale AFB 

reads as follows: 
"Bulk storage containment berms and ba

sins have deteriorated and no longer provide 
adequate protection to preclude a spill from 
contaminating soil and ground water. Esti
mate $1.4 million to repair containment 
berms and basins. 

Astonishingly, the materials presented to 
the Air Force Executive Group described the 
POL Supply/Storage at Barksdale as 100% 
condition code 1 and O cost to upgrade. 

[It is also worth noting that the condition 
of the hydrant refueling system at Barksdale 
AFB is described in the back-up materials as 
"extremely poor" with suspect reliability 
and requiring $20 million to replace it in 
FY95-96. Yet the materials presented to the 
Executive Group reported Barksdale's POL/ 
Supply Storage as 100% code 1 with 0 cost to 
upgrade, and Aviation Operations (under 
which the legend places the hydrant refuel
ing system) as 99% coded 1 with a cost to up
grade of just $2.7 million. In other words, no 
where in the materials presented to the Ex
ecutive Group, was the true condition of 
Barksdale's hydrant system ("extremely 
poor") identified, and no where in those ma
terials was the cost to upgrade the system 
($20 million) identified.] 

When queried for an explanation of these 
and numerous equally striking inconsist
encies, the Air Force replied, "We did not 

crosscheck the inputs from the major com
mands [e.g., SAC] with the base closure ques
tionnaires." 

[At Grand Forks AFB the back-up mate
rials provide this unsettling description of 
the POL Storage and hydrant facilities: 
"Type II systems have exceeded design life 
and replacement parts are no longer avail
able. The underground operating tanks are 
an environmental threat and explosion-proof 
electrical conduit has been damaged creating 
a fire and explosion hazard. Programming a 
$3.2 million hydrant replacement project". 
Incredibly, the materials submitted to the 
Executive Group described the POL Supply/ 
Storage at Grand Forks as 100% Code 1, with 
0 cost to upgrade; and the Aviation Oper
ations as 100% Code 1 with 0 cost to upgrade.] 

Example No. 2: Cost to upgrade Medical fa
cilities to conditions code 1. 

In the base closure questionnaries (con
tained in Book 1 of 3 of the Strategic Sub
category back-up materials) each SAC base 
was asked what it would cost to upgrade 
their Medical facilities to condition code 1. 
The deviations between what the bases re
ported and what was submitted to the Execu
tive Group are dramatic: 

COST TO UPGRADE MEDICAL TO CODE 1 
[Dollar amounts in millions) 

Base 

Barksdale AFB .................................. . 
Beale AFB .................. ....................... . 

~~!:o~BAfii·· ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
F.E. Warren AFB ................................ . 
Plattsburgh AFB ................................ . 

Answer on ques
tionnaire 

$14.7 
15.0 
25.0 

3.1 
15.0 
40.5 

Answer submit
ted to Executive 

Group 

$.15 
.27 

7.34 
.07 

0 
.26 

The Air Force was asked to provide an ex
planation for these extraordinary deviations. 
None was provided. 

[Loring AFB, which completed construc
tion of a new hospital in March 1989, was 
properly graded at 100% code 1, and 0 cost to 
upgrade.] 

4. Inclusion of obsolete facilities or build
ings for which no replacement is required or 
planned. 

It appears from the materials submitted to 
the Executive Group that in some cases the 
analysis took into account both the condi
tion and cost to upgrade existing facilities 
(i.e., buildings) which are obsolete and slated 
to be demolished, but instead treated them 
as if they were to be replaced. 

Example: Troop Housing/Messing. 
[Air Force Analysis: Condition Yellow]. 
Here's the full story: 
There are three new troop dormitories at 

Loring AFB which were constructed in the 
mid-1980's at a cost of $14.4 million. A fourth 
is obsolete, unoccupied, and slated for demo
lition rather than replacement. The three 
new dormitories are modern, brick buildings 
that meet or exceed all Air Force habit
ability requirements. In fact, they serve as 
the model for Air Force dormitories through
out the country. The main dining hall was 
newely constructed in FY85 at a cost of $3.5 
million and another $3.1 million was spent to 
remodel and upgrade the dining hall in the 
alert facility. In 1990, Loring AFB's dining 
facilities received the SAC's R.T. Rhiney 
Food Service Management Award, and 
placed 3rd overall in an Air Force-wide com
petition. Yet inexplicibly, Loring AFB's 
Troop Housing/Messing were rated at 45% 
Code 1 with a cost to upgrade of $18.1 mil
lion. Such numbers are utterly inconsistent 
with the true condition of Loring AFB's fa
cilities unless one assumes the condition and 
cost to replace buildings slated for demoli
tion. 

Other discrepancies 
Two additional areas in which this report 

takes strong exception to the Air Force anal
ysis of Loring AFB's facilities are: 

Aviation Maintenance 
Major improvements and new construction 

projects have dramatically improved the 
condition of Loring AFB's Aviation Mainte
nance facilities during the past decade. 
These were apparently overlooked in the Air 
Force analysis. They include construction of 
a new 115,000 sq. ft. composite maintenance 
facility; conversion of the main dock to a 
fuel cell repair facility; and the complete re
modeling and energy improvements to the 
jet engine shop. 

What is true for the base as a whole, is true 
for the aviation maintenance facilities: al
most every aviation maintenance facility on 
the base has been renovated or was newly 
constructed since 1981. 

Utilities Facilities 
Loring AFB's utilities facilities are in ex

cellent condition, contary to the Air Force's 
rating of RED. More than $60 million has 
been invested during the past ten years to 
upgrade and modernize these facilities. 
These projects include: $23.4 million to con
vert the heating plant from oil to coal in the 
mid-1980's; $20 million for the installation of 
two new boilers in 1986; upgrading three ex
isting boilers at a cost of $3.8 million; and 
modernization of the water sewage treat
ment facility. 

These upgrades have produced direct and 
measurable improvements in energy effi
ciency of the base. Loring AFB's energy effi
ciency has improved more than 23% in five 
years-the second best improvement in all of 
SAC. Loring AFB's energy efficiency is the 
best among all regional SAC bases. 

Energy efficiency (BTU/Sq. Ft.) FY90 
Base: 

Loring AFB . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 163.4 
Griffiss AFB . .. ... .. .. . ... . . . ... .. .. . . . . . . .. . . .. 186.2 
Plattsburg AFB .............................. 189.7 

Recognition from Secretary of Defense 
During the past decade, Loring AFB's fa

cilities have undergone a dramatic 
transormation. Congress has kept its com
mitment, made in 1979, to upgrade those fa
cilities. 

While the Air Force overlooked these sub
stantial improvements, the Secretary of De
fense did not. In June 1990, in recognition of 
Loring AFB's outstanding facilities, Sec
retary of Defense Cheney presented Loring 
AFB with the Department of Defense Instal
lation Excellence A ward. 

IV. AIRSPACE AVAILABILITY/ENCROACHMENT 

Airspace availability is a crucial consider
ation for the operation of any airbase. 
Throughout the country, communities have 
grown up around airbases and airports, 
crowding airfield operations and frequently 
leading to noise complaints. These com
plaints in turn often lead to restrictions on 
flight operations. Under extreme conditions, 
Quiet Hours are imposed limiting take-offs, 
approaches, landings, and maintenance 
ground runs on aircraft engines during speci
fied hours. 

At the April 15th Base Closure hearing, the 
following exchange took place between 
Chairman Courter and Secretary of the Air 
Force Donald Rice: 

Chairman Courter: Was consideration 
given to future training needs, that is, ex
pansion capability, additional air space re
quirements, the air space crunch that you 
have with the expanded East Coast plan and 
other types of plans with respect to the com-



20344 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE July 30, 1991 
mercial use of air space on shore and off
shore in the United States? 

Mr. Rice: Mr. Chairman, we tried to look 
at that as thoroughly and as carefully as we 
could, and . . . while we took lots of factors 
related to military value and operational 
utility into account, probably the one factor 
we focused on more heavily than anything 
else was air space and air space encroach
ment, and our concerns about not just the 
current situation but trying to project for
ward 10 or 20 years as best we could. 

Did the Air Force properly consider air
space availability and encroachment? 

While Secretary Rice said the right words 
at the April 15th hearing, his philosophy is 
not reflected in the proposal to close Loring 
AFB. 

The Air Force apparently did consider air
space to be a crucial consideration-it mer
ited a separate back-up data. Here is what 
that back-up data reveals about the airspace 
availability at the three regional SAC bases 
(Loring AFB, Griffiss AFB, and Plattsburgh 
AFB): 

Each base was evaluated on the basis of ex
isting and future encumbrances on airspace 
or encroachment from the surrounding com
munity. Using the Air Force scale of 
GREEN=5, YELLOW=3, RED=1, the three 
bases rank as follows: 

Number of (each color) Loring AFB Griffiss AFB Plattsburgh 
AFB 

GREEN (X 5) 60 30 15 
YELLOW (x 3) ·:::::::::::::::::: .. ......... 3 24 30 
RED (x 1) ........................... ... ..... 1 0 1 

Total (Max of 70) ......... 64 54 46 

Loring AFB received the highest rating 
(GREEN) in all but one category (access to 
bombing range, existing/future). Griffiss AFB 
and Plattsburgh AFB were both rated YEL
LOW for air space restrictions and encroach
ment. 

In the Air Force Base Closure Executive 
Group's meeting minutes, Griffiss AFB, 
Plattsburgh AFB, and Castle AFB are all de
scribed as having "continuing" encroach
ment problems which are "extremely dif
ficult" to adjust. (See Tab 16 and 23 of Exec
utive Group minutes for February 26 and 
March 6.) Yet Loring AFB, which has no en
croachment problem, has been proposed for 
closure while Griffiss AFB and Plattsburgh 
AFB are to remain open. 

QUIET HOURS 

The imposition of Quiet Hours (i.e., restric
tions on flight operations and some ground 
maintenance) on a base is a clear indication 
of encroachment. Here is how the three re
gional bases stand: 

Loring AFB: No Quiet Hours. 
Griffiss AFB: Quiet Hours from 2200--0600. 
Plattsburgh AFB: Quiet Hours from 2200-

0600. 
Loring AFB offers unrestricted airspace and 

virtually no encroachment 
In its relatively remote location in north

ern Maine, far from congested metropolitan 
centers and commercial air traffic routes, 
Loring AFB offers an ideal environment for 
operational and training flights. Encroach
ment problems are virtually nonexistent. 

No changes in either the airspace avail
ability or encroachment situation are antici
pated during the next twenty years. 

V. COST/SAVINGS ANALYSIS 

Air Force analysis 
The Air Force ranked Loring AFB 1st for 

total savings over a 20-year period ($465 mil
lion) and 2nd for initial annual savings ($66.6 
million) among all SAC bases. These figures 

are based on direct operations savings, direct 
military and civilian personnel savings, ad
ditional CHAMPUS costs, and some addi
tional housing costs. 

In fact, the Air Force's estimate of savings 
($465 million over twenty years) from closing 
Loring AFB is grossly exaggerated. 

Flaws in Air Force methodology and ranking 
The methodology and conclusions in the 

Air Force estimates of savings that would 
accrue from the closure of Loring AFB are 
seriously flawed. First, the Air Force over
stated savings to DOD by overestimating op
erating costs and underestimating closure 
costs. Second, it gave no consideration what
soever to other significant costs to the fed
eral government. When these additional fed
eral costs are considered, extreme discrep
ancies emerge. 

The Maine State Planning Office (SPO) 
produced alternative estimates of the net 
savings associated with closing Loring AFB. 
The SPO analysis included more accurate 
DOD savings and costs estimates, and exam
ined other federal costs associated with the 
closing of Loring AFB. The results of this 
analysis indicate that the Air Force dra
matically overestimated the net savings 
from closing Loring AFB as shown below. 

[Dollar amounts in millions) 

Savings 1st Savings over 20 
year years 

Air Force ................................................ . 
State Planning Office ........................... . 

$66.6 
13.1 

$465.0 
179.9 

Estimates prepared by the Maine State 
Planning Office (SPO), described in the next 
section, demonstrate that the actual savings 
to be realized from closing Loring AFB are 
significantly less in absolute terms than was 
reported by the Air Force. The savings from 
closing Loring AFB would change its rank
ing with regard to the other SAC bases from 
second greatest to second lowest in the first 
year of closure. Overall, instead of yielding 
the greatest savings from closure among all 
SAC bases, 15 other SAC bases would yield 
higher net savings. 

Net savings to the Department of Defense 
overestimated by the Air Force 

The following identifies four areas in 
which the Air Force either overestimated 
savings or underestimated costs to the De
partment of Defense from the closure of 
Loring AFB. (Table 1): 

1. Home Assistance Program (HAP): As 
noted by the General Accounting Office 
(GAO), the cost of HAP is excluded from Air 
Force calculations. Given the poor economic 
climate that would result from base closure, 
the SPO conservatively estimates that HAP 
costs for Loring AFB personnel will be at 
least $6.4 million. 

Discrepancy/One Year: $6,400,000. 
Discrepancy/Twenty Years: $6,400,000. 
2. Military and Civilian Salary Savings: In 

calculating personnel savings from closing 
Loring AFB, the Air Force used average sal
ary figures that are well above those pro
vided at Loring AFB. Consequently, Air 
Force savings estimates are overstated. The 
Air Force estimates of average military sala
ries are 67 percent above Loring AFB's ac
tual average gross military salary, and 590 
percent above Loring AFB's average gross ci
vilian salary. The SPO estimates assume 
that fringe benefits would increase personnel 
costs 40 percent over gross payroll. 

Discrepancy/One Year: $4,132,000. 
Discrepancy/Twenty Years: $82,624,000. 
3. Radar Facility: Loring AFB currently 

provides radar coverage for the Northern 
Maine Regional Airport in Presque Isle. The 

loss of this coverage due to closure of Loring 
AFB will significantly jeopardize both the 
safety and economic viability of Northern 
Maine Regional Airport. Given the impor
tance of this airport to the local economy, it 
is likely that the federal government will ar
range to provide continuing radar coverage 
in the event of closing Loring AFB. Similar 
arrangements have been provided to local 
airports in New .Hampshire as a result of the 
recent closing of Pease AFB in New Hamp
shire. 

Discrepancy/One Year: $1,000,000. 
Discrepancy/Twenty Years: $5,000,000. 
4. Unemployment Benefits: The Air Force 

underestimated unemployment benefit costs. 
The SPO estimates that 360 civilian base em
ployees will be unemployed for an average of 
29 weeks, at an average cost per week of $218/ 
person. The actual cost will be $2,276,000 in 
the first year, compared to the Air Force es
timate of $198,000. 

Discrepancy/One Year: $2,276,000. 
Discrepancy/Twenty Years: $2,276,000. 

TABLE 1.-COMPARISON OF SELECTED DOD COST/SAV
INGS ESTIMATES FOR THE CLOSURE OF LORING AIR 
FORCE BASE 1 

[In thousands of dollars) 

Air SPO Isl year 20 years Force 

Air Force overestimated savings by: 
Civilian personnel 1 ........•••••• ...••• 13,950 12,299 1,651 33,020 
Military personnel 1 .................... 33,694 31,213 2,481 49,620 

Subtotal . ................................ 47,644 43,512 4,132 82,640 

Air Force underestimated costs by: 
Unemployment 2 ...... ..... .... ... .. ...... 198 2,276 2,078 2,078 
Home assistance program 2 ....... 0 6,404 6,404 6,404 
Radar facility 1 ........................•.. 0 1,000 1,000 20,000 

~~~~~~~~-

Sub tot a I ................................. 198 9,680 9,482 28,482 
Total ....................................... 47,842 53,102 13,614 lll,122 

1 Annual average. 
2 One·lime cost. 

Significant costs to the Federal Government that 
the Air Force failed to consider 

The following identifies ten areas of sig
nificant additional- cost to the federal gov
ernment resulting from the closure of Loring 
AFB which the Air Force failed to consider 
(Table 2): 

1. Federal Income Tax Revenue: The Air 
Force did not include federal income tax rev
enues lost from closing Loring AFB. The 
SPO estimates that federal income tax reve
nues lost as a result of eliminating Loring 
AFB personnel, combined with indirect jobs 
lost, are substantial. 

Discrepancy/One Year: $9,252,000. 
Discrepancy/Twenty Years: $103,226,000. 
2. Small Business Administration (SBA) 

Loan Defaults: The closure of Loring AFB, 
the single largest employer in the region, 
will precipitate the failure of many small 
businesses. The SPO estimates that several 
additional SBA loan defaults will occur in 
Aroostook County as a direct result of clos
ing Loring AFB. 

Discrepancy/One Year: $3,000,000. 
Discrepancy/Twenty Years: $3,000,000. 
3. Food Stamps: No account was taken by 

the Air Force of the additional demand for 
food stamps that would be created by closing 
Loring AFB. The SPO estimates that an ad
ditional 4,500 people (1,730 households) would 
require food stamps if Loring AFB were to 
close, a figure which is expected to decrease 
10% each successive year. 

Discrepancy/One Year: $3,240,000. 
Discrepancy/Twenty Years: $29,209,000. 
4. Farmers' Home Administration (FmHA) 

Loan Defaults: The SPO estimates a default 
rate of 15% on the outstanding Aroostook 
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County FmHA debt of $48.3 million for resi
dential and multi-family loans, should 
Loring close. 

Discrepancy/One Year: $10,948,000. 
Discrepancy/Twenty Years: $10,498,000. 
5. Office of Economic Assistance/Economic 

Development Administration: The Air Force 
failed to take into consideration the 
amounts that would be expended by the Of
fice of Economic Assistance and Economic 
Development Administration to assist the 
local communities in adjusting to the base 
closure. The SPO estimates that Maine will 
receive at least $15 million in defense impact 
aid if Loring AFB should close. 

Discrepancy/One Year: $5,000,000. 
Discrepancy/Twenty Years: $5,000,000. 
6. U.S. Department of Labor: With the clo

sure of Loring AFB, Maine would become eli
gible for base closure re-training assistance 
available through the Department of Labor. 
Given the magnitude of the economic loss re
sulting from closure of Loring AFB, Maine 
would receive a minimum of $4 million. 

Discrepancy/One Year: $4,000,000. 
Discrepancy/Twenty Years: $4,000,000. 
7. Aid to Families with Dependent Children 

(AFDC): The SPO predicts an increase of 
20%, (300 people) qualifying for AFDC bene
fits, with an average benefit level of $500/per
son as a result of closing Loring AFB. The 
total impact to the federal government is 
calculated using a 64% federal share of the 
costs, and assumes a reduction of 10% per 
year in caseload after the first year. 

Discrepancy/One Year: $1,152,000. 
Discrepancy/Twenty Years: $10,386,000. 
8. Medicaid: No consideration was given to 

additional Medicaid costs in the Air Force 
analysis. The SPO estimates that closing 
Loring AFB would result in an increase of 
20% in the Medicaid caseload, for a total cost 
of $953,000 in the first year, of which the fed
eral share would be 64%. 

Discrepancy/One Year: $610,000. 
Discrepancy/Twenty Years: $5,499,000. 
9. VA Benefits: VA loan guarantees for 

home mortgages would also be affected by 
closing Loring AFB. The SPO estimate ap
plies a 10% default rate accepted by the Air 
Force in past economic impact assessments. 

Discrepancy/One Year: $1,800,000. 
Discrepancy/Twenty Years: $1,800,000. 
10. Economic Development Administration 

(EDA): As with VA loans, the EDA loan de
fault rate is calculated at 10%. 

Discrepancy/One Year: $128,000. 
Discrepancy/Twenty Years: $128,000. 

TABLE 2.-ADDITIONAL FEDERAL COST (NON-DOD) 2 

[Dollars in thousands) 

Federal program 

Federal Income Tax Revenue 1 .. : ................. .. 
Aid to Families with Dependent Children 1 .. 
Food Stamps 1 ............................................. .. 
MEDICAID' .................... .......... .................... .. 
Farmers' Home Administration 2 ................. .. 

Small Business Administration 2 ................ .. 
Economic Dewlopment Administration 2 .... .. 
Veterans' Administration 2 .......................... .. 
Office of Economic Assistance 2 .................. . 

Total ............................................... .. 

1 Annual average. 
2 One-ti me cost. 

Air 
Force 

SPO estimate-

1 year 20 years 

$9,252 $103,226 
1,152 10,386 
3,240 29,209 

610 5,499 
15,747 15,747 
3,000 3,000 

128 128 
1,800 1,800 
5,000 5,000 

39,929 173,995 

Air Force figures were misleading to the 
Executive Group 

The total discrepancies listed above sig
nificantly reduce the Air Force estimates of 
the savings to be derived from closing Loring 
AFB. Applying the adjustment to savings es
timated by the SPO to the Air Force's origi
nal estimated savings of $465 million yields a 

net 20-year savings of only $179.9 million, as 
summarized in Table 3. The Executive Group 
could not possibly make an informed deci
sion to recommend closing Loring AFB given 
the magnitude of error in the Air Force anal
ysis. Not only are the actual savings far 
lower than stated by the Air Force, but 
Loring's ranking relative to other SAC bases 
is significantly altered when all relevant fac
tors are taken into consideration. In fact, 
consideration of all relevant costs lowers 
Loring AFB's cost savings ranking from 1st 
to 16th among all SAC bases. 

TABLE 3.-SUMMARY OF AIR FORCE AND SPO COST 
SAVINGS ANALYSES 

[Dollars in thousands) 

SPO estimate-
Air Force 

1st year 20 years 

Table 1 (DOD costs) .......... ........ $47,462 $13,614 $111.122 
Table 2 (Additional Federal 

costs) ............ ........................ 39,929 173,995 

Grand total .................. 47,842 53,543 284,117 
DOD net savings estimate ........ 66,000 465,000 
SPO net savings estimate (total 

SPO estimate minus DOD es-
timate) .................................. 13,100 179,900 

Environmental Costs 
Loring AFB is included on the 

"Superfund" National Priorities List. Civil
ian conversion and reuse will be greatly im
peded by the presence of 42 hazardous waste 
sites on the base property. Toxic contamina
tion includes waste oils, fuels cleaned from 
aircraft and vehicles, polychlorinated 
biphenyl (PCB's), and pesticides. 

Until recently, clean-up for Loring AFB 
was estimated at $150 million; however, Fed
eral and state authorities now believe this 
estimate to be greatly understated. The 
Strategic Air Command has informally ad
vised the Maine State Department of Envi
ronmental Protection (DEP) that the correct 
range is now $300 to $900 million. 

This new estimate was confirmed on April 
22nd by Mr. Gary Vest, Deputy Assistant 
Secretary of the Air Force for the Environ
ment, Safety, _and Occupational Health, who 
advised Maine Congressional Delegation 
staff that it will require approximately $800 
million to clean up Loring AFB to meet 
state standards. 

In fact, no one can be sure just how much 
Loring AFB's clean-up will cost. A Remedial 
Investigation Feasibility Study (RI/FS) has 
yet to be conducted. The Maine State De
partment of Environmental Protection be
lieves that environmental clean-up is likely 
to cost less if Loring AFB remains open as 
an operational military facility because a 
base with restricted access may not require 
the same kind of clean-up as will be nec
essary for commercial or residential prop
erty. 

VI. ECONOMIC IMPACT ANALYSIS 

While many communities and regions will 
face temporary economic dislocation as a re
sult of base closures, the impact of closing 
Loring AFB on Aroostook County and Maine 
will be catastrophic and permanent. On two 
occasions, Deputy Assistant Secretary of the 
Air Force James Boatright, co-chair of the 
Air Force's Base Closure Executive Group, 
stated that "Loring was the single worst 
case of local economic impact of any Air 
Force base recommended for closure." 

Since its inception, Loring AFB has been 
largely responsible for driving the local 
economy. In 1979, Senator Edmund Muskie 
observed that the remote area of Aroostook 
County where the base is located " ... was a 
wilderness when the Department of Defense 

decided to build Loring . . and it will be a 
wilderness when Loring leaves, leaving be
hind it the wreckage of people, mostly small 
business people, who have staked their lives 
there." 

The Air Force minimized the devastating 
economic impact on the region from Loring 
AFB's closure by assigning inappropriate 
rankings to impact criteria; underestimating 
employment, income, and job losses through 
the use of flawed methodology; and dis
regarding the significant barriers to convert
ing Loring AFB to civilian use. A compari
son of Air Force and SPO economic impact 
estimates are summarized in Table 3 below. 

TABLE 3.-COMPARISON OF AIR FORCE AND MAINE STATE 
PLANNING OFFICE ECONOMIC IMPACT ASSESSMENT OF 
THE CLOSURE OF LORING AFB 3 

[Dollar amounts in millions) 

Baseline Air Force Percent ME SPO Percent 

Employment .. ...... 44,600 -5,674 13 -8,500 19 
Income ................ $1,049 -$103 10 -$152 14 
Population .......... 86,000 -11,450 13 -14.715 17 
Net local govern-

men! revenues NA -$2.6 NA -$4.7 NA 

Significance of Loring AFB to the local economy 
Loring AFB is the single largest employer 

in Aroostook County, providing 4,600 federal 
jobs (including 3,300 military). Base military 
and civilian personnel make up 10% of total 
county employment. Moreover, because wage 
levels at Loring AFB are well above the 
county average, base payroll accounts for 
19% of Aroostook County wage and salary in
come. 

Loring AFB supports over 8,500 jobs (19% of 
the total), directly or indirectly, in Aroos
took County and accounts for $152 million in 
earnings annually. Base expenditures in the 
county totaled $125.1 million in FY 1990. 
These expenditures included $87.4 million in 
military and civilian payroll, $17.7 million in 
construction projects, $11.9 million for serv
ices and an additional $8.1 million for mate
rials, equipment and supplies. 

Loring AFB's prominent position in the 
Aroostook County economy provides a criti
cal measure of stability amidst the shrink
ing food processing and forest products in
dustries. Located in remote Northern Maine. 
Aroostook County has a per capita income 
level that is only 81 % of the State average, 
and 74% of the U.S. average. The county also 
suffers from the above-average unemploy
ment rates and a steady out-migration of 
1,200 persons each year. 

Economic impact of closing Loring AFB 
Aroostook county's economy is in precar

ious balance, as indicated in figures 2 & 3. 
[Figs. 2 and 3 reproducible in the RECORD.] 
The stability offered by Loring AFB has al
lowed the county to strengthen job growth in 
recent years, despite the reduction in overall 
population. In the absence of the stable un
derpinning provided by Loring AFB, the 
Aroostook County economy would rapidly 
deteriorate into long-term decline. 

The loss of Loring AFB would do more 
than merely eliminate many of highest pay
ing jobs in the northern Maine economy. 
Within three years of closure, Aroostook 
County will suffer the loss of 20% of its eco
nomic base including 8,500 jobs, $152 million 
in annual earnings (1990$) and the exodus of 
15,000 of its residents. Loring AFB's closure 
would shatter the budding revival of the re
gional economy and burden remaining resi
dents and businesses with higher-cost serv
ices and fewer amenity resources. 

Maine Public Service Company, Aroostook 
County's electric utility, estimates that 
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electric rates could rise by as much as 12% 
as a result of the loss of revenue base pro
vided by Loring AFB and the associated resi
dents. In addition, the loss of residential and 
commercial taxpayers and the devaluation of 
existing property will result in municipal 
shortfalls of $4.6 million annually. This in
crease will have to be borne by a smaller 
base of tax payers holding property that is 
very likely to see continued significant de
preciation. These rising costs will not only 
reduce the disposable income of residents but 
will weaken the position of the County's cap
ital and energy intensive paper and food 
processing industries, which will bear the 
brunt of increases in electric and property 
tax rates. 

Finally, the closure of Loring AFB would 
undermine important components of Aroos
took County's economic infrastructure. 
Commercial air travel associated with 
Loring AFB now accounts for at least one
third of enplanements at Northern Maine Re
gional Airport. A loss of travel volume of 
this magnitude is likely to result in the 
elimination of service from two of the three 
commercial providers now serving Northern 
Maine Regional. 

Rail freight service provided by the Cari
bou Line of the Bangor & Aroostook Rail
road would be placed in severe jeopardy with 
the closure of Loring AFB. Now serving sev
eral Aroostook businesses from agriculture 
to forest products, the vast bulk of the reve
nue from}!1is line comes from the transport 
of coal to Loring AFB. Loss of this business 
would likely cause the line to be abandoned. 

Opportunities for redevelopment 
The environmental contamination of 

Loring AFB is extensive and presents a for
midable obstacle to its re-use. Even if the en
vironmental factors of Loring AFB were 
properly addressed, Aroostook County would 
face nearly insurmountable odds in stabiliz
ing its economy following the closure of 
Loring AFB. 

Loring AFB's remote location poses a sig
nificant barrier to redevelopment. The im
pacted region is more than 65 miles from the 
northernmost terminus of the interstate 
highway system and 250 miles from a major 
metropolitan area (Portland). This isolation 
would be further intensified by the loss of air 
service and the escalating costs of utilities, 
services, and government precipitated by the 
closure of Loring AFB. 

With two runways and ancillary facilities, 
Loring AFB is best suited as an aviation fa
cility. However, past base closures in the 
proximity of Loring AFB preclude its con
version to civilian aviation use. In 1962, 
Presque Isle Air Force Base was converted to 
become Northern Maine Regional Airport, 
followed in 1968 by the closure of Dow AFB 
in Bangor, Maine, which became Bangor 
International Airport (BIA). BIA has since 
emerged as a transatlantic transit stop for 
scheduled and chartered flights to and from 
Europe. These facilities, particularly BIA's 
presence, negates any prospect for Loring 
AFB to provide similar service because the 
transatlantic traffic base simply is not large 
enough to support both of them. 

The recent closure of Pease AFB in New 
Hampshire, directly across the border from 
Maine, further reduces Loring AFB's conver
sion prospects as a civilian aviation facility. 
Pease AFB's redevelopment will greatly af
fect the aviation market in northern New 
England. In fact, it is a source of concern for 
BIA's future. As a matter of overall trans
portation policy, it would be self-defeating 
for the State of Maine even to attempt to 
convert Loring AFB as a regional aviation 
facility. 

The economic landscape beyond Aroostook 
County presents further difficulty. The clo
sure of Loring AFB would come at a time 
when many of the forces that drove eco
nomic growth in Maine and New England 
have largely run their course. Maine has suf
fered a regional economic downturn for over 
two years and now finds itself in the midst of 
a protracted national recession. Since 1989, 
Maine employment has declined by over 
20,000 jobs, or 4%. The long-term outlook in
dicates that job growth during the 1990's will 
slow to an average rate of just 1 % per year, 
down from the 2.6% annual growth experi
enced during the 1980's. 

On May 10, 1991, Deputy Assistant Sec
retary of the Air Force James Boatright tes
tified to the Commission that Air Force 
bases "are not nearly as valuable to the pri
vate sector as they are to the Air Force. 
They aren't made, it has been said to be 
taken apart." A rural Air Force base" may 
not be attractive to potential buyers. It may 
be questionable if such bases can be disposed 
of at all." 

Miscalculations in the Air Force Analysis 
In some cases, the economic impact 

rankings assigned to Loring AFB by the Air 
Force were the result of either a failure to 
correct irregular data or an underestimate of 
the likely economic consequences of the clo
sure of Loring AFB. 

First, the Air Force made a procedural 
error in assessing the relative impact of in
come loss to Aroostook County. The Air 
Force failed to correct historic income data 
to account for an aberrant potato price spike 
in 1974 and subsequent price drop in 1975. The 
Air Force figure indicated that the impact of 
closing Loring would equal 45% of the his
toric high, a YELLOW rating, but in fact, 
the corrected income impact is equal to 233% 
of the historic high, a GREEN rating. 

Second, the Air Force assigned an im
proper ranking of yellow to the fiscal impact 
results on local government. A net fiscal loss 
of $2 million was erroneously ranked as posi
tive or neutral. Using a more accurate meth
odology, the real impact is $4.7 million, and 
therefore should be rated green. 

These errors seriously understate the se
vere economic consequences of closing 
Loring AFB, and produced inaccurate rat
ings which were considered by the Executive 
Group in making its recommendations. 

Category Air Force Corrected Reason analysis ranking 

Impact on local in- yellow ....... green ........ Corrected impact is 
come. 233%, not 45%. 

Fiscal impact on local red ..... ...... green .. ...... Impact will be $4.7m, 
government. not $2.6m. 

Methodological flaws in the Air Force analysis 
The Air Force committed a number of 

methodological errors in measuring the eco
nomic impact of closing Loring AFB. 

First, they utilized an inappropriate esti
mating tool to gauge regional economic im
pact. The Economic Impact Forecasting Sys
tem (EIFS) model is based on a simplistic 
application of "export base" theory. Con
sequently, it understates the economic effect 
of facility operations and is incapable of sim
ulating the response of the local economy to 
the economic shock imposed by a base clo
sure. As just one example, it fails to capture 
the effect of population out-migration on 
local spending and employment in years fol
lowing closure. 

As a result of the EIFS model structure, 
employment, income and fiscal impacts are 
underestimated. According to Daniel Spiegel 
of the University of Illinois, who maintains 

the model for the U.S. Army, "the analysis 
[provided by EIFS] is only an estimate of the 
impact of anticipated closure ... and is not 
to be viewed as a substitute for thorough re
gional economic analysis".4 

Second, the Air Force misapplied the EIFS 
model. It underestimated Loring AFB spend
ing in the local economy for equipment, sup
plies and services by $9.6 million,5 and failed 
to include $17.7 million in construction 
spending in FY 1990, and did not include all 
income components of military and civilian 
personnel as required by the model, resulting 
in an underestimate of direct income of 
about 15%. 

As a result of these errors and omissions, 
the Air Force significantly underestimated 
the local economic impact of base closure. 
Utilization of an appropriate regional eco
nomic analysis tool,6 combined with addi
tional updated information, yields a dra
matically different assessment of the eco
nomic impact of the closure of Loring AFB, 
particularly in view of the demographic base 
of Aroostook County. 

Should Loring AFB ·close, the economic 
impact will, in fact, be catastrophic. It will 
have devastating effects on the people and 
the community that have supported Loring 
AFB. It will, as Senator Muskie predicted, 
become a wilderness, devoid of its economic 
lifeblood. 

ENDNOTES 

i Notes to Table 1. 
Personnel: replaced "composite rate" with actual 

gross payroll. 
Composite military salary = $36,664; actual mil = 

$21,879 (value used in EIFS = $21,161.) 
Composite civilian salary = $32,518; actual = 

$20,479. (value used in EIFS = $14,343.) 
Unemployment: Air Force estimate = $198,000. 

State Planning Office estimate = Sl,963,000. (360 ci
vilian unemployed for 29 wks at $218/wk.) 

Homeowner's Assistance Program: Air Force = SO; 
State Planning Office estimate = $6.4 million. 512 ci
vilian and 128 military homeowners with average 
mortgage balance of Sl0,000, and an average sale 
price of $44,203. 

Radar coverage for Northern Maine Regional Air
port: Air Force = SO: State Planning Office estimate 
= Sl million/yr. 

2Notes to Table 2. 
Federal income tax: based on earnings lost as a re

sult of closing. Includes direct and indirect jobs loss 
to base closing, but excludes Loring transfers. 

AFDC: 20% rise in caseload (300), rise in benefit to 
$500/case. Federal share= 64%. Reduced by 10%/year 
after first year. 

Food Stamps: 4500 people (1730 households), at S60I 
person. Reduced by 10%/year after first year. 

MEDICAID: 20% increase in AFDC-MEDICAID 
caseload. AFDC-MEDICAID = $953,000; federal share 
= 64%. 

FHMA: 10% default rate on outstanding Aroostook 
County debt of $48.3 million in residential loans and 
$56.6 Million in multi-family loans. 

SBA: SPO estimate based on Kilmarx report. 1988. 
EDA: Based on Sl,279,207 in outstanding loans and 

a 10% default rate. 
VA: SPO estimate based on Kilmarx report. 1988. 
OEA/EDA Defense impact aid: SPO estimate. 
3 Impacts include the loss of direct military and ci-

vilian jobs and indirect employment and associated 
income. Population impact includes base personnel 
and dependents and indirect outmigration associ
ated with closure-related job loss. 

4 EIFS Paper of 1111189. 
5 EIFS local expenditures for equipment, supplies 

& services = SB.99 million; ERIS FY90 = $18.6 million. 
6 FS-53 Forecasting and Simulation Model for 

Maine. A product of Regional Economic Models, Inc. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will ad
vise those Members controlling debate 
that the gentleman from Wisconsin 
[Mr. ASPIN] has 21 minutes remaining, 
that the gentlewoman from Colorado 
[Mrs. SCHROEDER] has 22112 remaining, 
that the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. MARTIN] has 19 minutes remain-
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ing, and that the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. DAVIS] has 14 minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. ANDERSON]. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding time 
to me. 

Mr. Chairman, it is with great reluc
tance that I lend my voice in support 
of the Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission's findings, and against 
House Joint Resolution 308. My reluc
tance stems frqm the loss of one of the 
finest naval bases in the country-the 
Long Beach Naval Station. Like many 
of my colleagues, I was dismayed by 
the Commission's initial closure list. 
The vital strategic importance of the 
Long Beach Naval Station, combined 
with the realities of lost jobs and relo
cated families in my district, com
pelled me to fight for its removal from 
the list. 

From the beginning of this base clo
sure process, however, I have stated my 
support for a logical and fair method of 
base evaluation that was based on fu
ture mission requirements, force flexi
bility, and overall efficiency. I want to 
commend the Base Closure Commission 
for adhering to these criteria and sub
mitting recommendations that, al
though not pleasing to everyone, live 
up to that standard of fairness. I will 
have to answer to my constituents, 
some of whom will suffer from this de
cision, but I do so confident in the 
knowledge that I have supported a pro
posal which serves the best interest of 
this country, now and in the future. 

The post-cold war era provides us the 
opportunity to reduce the size and 
scope of our military. The realization 
that some of our districts will be af
fected should not wither our resolve to 
responsibly cut back our Armed 
Forces. And though it will mean the 
loss of the Long Beach Naval Station, 
I will support the Base Closure and Re
alignment Commission's recommenda
tions. I urge my colleagues to do like
wise. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. PANETTA], the hard 
working chairman of the Committee on 
the Budget. 

Mr. PANE'l'TA. Mr. Chairman, I 
think most of us recognize the realities 
of what will happen today. Despite the 
opposition of those affected, the rec
ommendations of the Commission are 
likely to be approved and the 36 af
fected communities will have to face 
the very difficult challenge of making 
a total readjustment. My community is 
obviously one of those that will be af
fected. 

After 75 years of loyally supporting 
the military mission at Ft. Ord, divi
sion headquarters, and the training 
post, our community is the home of the 
7th Light Infantry Division. A commu-

nity task force was developed when the 
post was put on the list to make the 
defense and budgetary arguments to 
the Commission why the 7th Division 
ought not to be moved. In short, we 
have the best housing situation, the 
best family housing situation in the 
Army, bar none, and we also have the 
best training areas in the Army, bar 
none, with Ft. Hunter Liggett and 
Camp Roberts. It was there that the 
7th Division became the best light in
fantry division in the Army. 

Those arguments were rejected by 
the Secretary of Defense, the Secretary 
of the Army, and the Commission. I do 
not question the integrity of those that 
made the decision, but obviously we do 
question the process and the ultimate 
decision itself. 

I also understand that all of us have 
to move beyond this vote. The chal
lenge that now faces 122 communities 
in this country is only the beginning. 
In 1993 this process will repeat itself 
and in 1995 it will repeat itself again. 

Let me remind Members that in the 
5-year budget agreement we are look
ing at a 25-percent reduction in de
fense, and that means among personnel 
alone a cut of almost 435,000 and among 
civilian personnel a cut of about 
133,000. 

In these next 5 years Members and 
their comm uni ties will face the same 
fear, the same uncertainty, the same 
anxiety that ours face today. I am con
fident that my community and all 
Members' communities can face this 
adjustment successfully, and, indeed, 
we can develop even a more stable base 
for our communities if the administra
tion and the Congress will give their 
support. Extremely important issues 
will determine whether this process re
sults in triumph or tragedy. 

There are two crucial issues involved. 
One is cleanup. Unless cleanup is expe
dited, those posts could remain white 
elephants in everyone's district, unde
veloped and bringing no savings. We 
need to have laws changed so that we 
can expedite that process. If a base is a 
Superfund site, the entire base is 
locked up until the last portion is 
cleaned of toxic wastes. We must ap
propriate adequate funding to quicken 
this process, and we must ensure that 
environmental restoration is, at the 
same time, complete. 

In addition, we need sufficient eco
nomic assistance. Base closures are the 
equivalent of natural disasters in these 
comm uni ties. They are economic disas
ters, and we need assistance for re
training, for businesses, for retirees, 
for the unemployed, for veterans that 
are affected and for homeowners. 

The key here is that the military 
cannot walk away from these commu
nities. This is not the end of the proc
ess of base closure and realignment. All 
Members understand that. This is the 
beginning. Regardless of how we vote 
today, our help will be needed. 

There is a simple message here. 
Please do not abandon the commu
nities who have given their loyalty to 
the military mission in their areas and 
have served this Nation well. Please do 
not abandon those communities. 

If Members support us in this transi
tion, let me assure them that we can be 
successful in the job of building a new 
America in a new and changing world. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. FOGLI
ETTA] be allowed to handle the rest of 
the time on my side. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentlewoman 
from Colorado? 

There was no objection. 

0 1700 
Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself 3 minutes. 
Mr. Chairman, our subcommittee has 

been involved in this process over the 
course of the last 3 years. While I rise 
in opposition to the resolution, I do so 
reluctantly. I say reluctantly, because, 
yes, I understand the pain in those 
communities, like the gentleman from 
California [Mr. PANETTA] just spoke 
about. But even more reluctantly be
cause what drives this engine of base 
closure and realignment, both in this 
country and throughout the world, is 
the fact, again something alluded to by 
the gentleman from California, a fact 
overlooked by most people, that we in 
the next 5 years, we the Congress, we 
the administration, we this country, 
are going to in effect lay off 500,000 uni
formed personnel, 1/435, give or take, 
from each one of our districts. 

I lost my dad about 3 months ago. I 
think back to some of the things that 
he had to say, and, believe me, he had 
a lot to say, and particularly on these 
kinds of subjects. 

He said how stupid Congress could be 
in laying off 500,000 troops. Here is a 
man who had fought in World War I 
and was a little bit upset in what we, 
the Congress, did to our military after 
the war, only to find ourselves in Eu
rope again 20 years later. The same 
happened only 5 years later in Korea, 
and through the Vietnam experience. 
History repeats itself. Yes, Dad, we 
might be making the mistake again 
but having made that decision we must 
now make the decision to close bases. 

That bothers me. I do not think this 
Congress of the country has focused on 
it, and that is part of the problem. But 
when you are laying off 500,000 people, 
you are going to have to close bases. 

We are going to make the process 
better. We all understand that there 
are flaws in this process, no matter 
how much better than it was in the 1988 
go-around. The process has to be 
changed. It will be made fairer, it will 
be made better. But let us not overlook 
the pain economically, and every other 
way, that it causes the communities 
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that have been associated with these 
bases for so many years and have done 
such a great job to support our mili
tary personnel. 

Mr. DAVIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Indiana 
[Mr. BURTON]. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, I thank the gentleman for yield
ing, and yield to my distinguished col
league, the gentleman from Indiana 
[Mr. JACOBS]. 

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Chairman, I know 
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BUR
TON] is going to speak about the Army 
Finance Center in Indianapolis. The 
unique position it has with all these 
closings is it was not granted a hear
ing, in violation of the Commission's 
own rules. I commend the gentleman 
for what he has done so far to make 
some sense out of this, and I pledge to 
continue my cooperation with him. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, I thank the gentleman for his co
operation. 

Mr. Chairman, let me say we are here 
supposedly to save money. We have got 
a $350 to $400 billion deficit staring us 
in the face this year, so we are all con
cerned about that deficit and want to 
save money. But we must not be penny 
wise and pound foolish. 

When the Commission looked at the 
Army Finance Center at Ft. Benjamin 
Harrison, they did a cursory check of 
the center. They were there about 45 
minutes, and they did not do their 
homework. 

It is going to cost this Government 
$85 to $90 million more to close that 
center than it will to keep it. I want to 
explain how I came to this conclusion. 

There are 2, 700 employees at that 
center. To replace them or relocate 
them someplace else will cost $120 mil
lion. But all of them will not move be
cause their families live in Indianap
olis and they work there. They esti
mate about 30 percent will move, or 
about 810 of them; 810 of them being re
located will cost $36 million. 

Then we would have to hire 1,890 new 
personnel for the new finance center, 
wherever it is, and that will cost an es
timated $50 to $100 million to train 
these people. 

A new facility is going to cost $90 
m'illion, and it will not be anything 
like the facility w.e have at Indianap
:olis at the Army Finance Center at Ft. 
Benjamin Harrison. That building is 
built like the Rock of Gibraltar. It is 
second in size only to the Pentagon, 
and it will last 100 years. 

The fact of the matter is we are talk
ing about spending $90 million to re
place it with an inferior product. 

In addition to that, they are going to 
have to replace the communications 
system that they have that connects 
that Army Finance Center with every 
Army base in the world. It is estimated 
by Indiana Bell and the other facilities 
that deal with this communications 

system that it is going to cost tens of 
millions of dollars, roughly probably 
$30 to $40 million. 

But if you add together the $36 mil
lion it will cost to relocate people, $50 
million minimum to hire and train 
1,890 new employees, $90 million for the 
new facility, and $30 million minimum 
for the new communications system, 
you are talking about $206 million. 

To refurbish or update that center in 
Indianapolis, they tell us it will cost 
$125 million. You take $125 million 
from the $206 million it is going to cost 
to replace that facility and retrain 
those people, and you are talking about 
a deficit of $81 million. Eighty-one mil
lion dollars we are going to waste by 
closing this center down, a center that 
served us well and is already there. 

It is penny wise and pound foolish. 
The American taxpayer is going to pay 
for this, and they did not do their re
search. It is a terrible tragedy, and I 
urge Members to reject this entire 
Commission report, because they did 
not do their homework. 

Mr. FOGLIETTA. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
New Jersey [Mr. ANDREWS]. 

Mr. ANDREWS of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding, and thank him for his contin
ued leadership on this issue. 

Mr. Chairman, for the people who 
work at the Philadelphia Naval Ship
yard, this issue is very simple: When 
you cut through all the political rhet
oric and all the budget talk, they are 
going to lose their jobs. They are not 
going to have a job if this decision goes 
through. 

For those of us in this institution, I 
suppose the issue is a bit different. We 
hear from some people that those of us 
that support this resolution do so for 
parochial reasons. That is an obvious 
point. 

I think there is a broader issue here 
today though, Mr. Chairman. I think 
the issue is one of credibility. Is this a 
Government that keeps its word any 
more? 

This Government gave its word to 
the people of the United States that 
this process would save money. In the 
case of the Philadelphia Naval Ship
yard, that is just wrong. 

There is nothing to substantiate the 
conclusion of the Commission that 
there would be an annual savings of $36 
million. No document, no proof, no evi
dence. The Government gave its word 
to the people at the Philadelphia Ship
yard that this would be a fair process. 

What really happened in that proc
ess? The Navy predetermined the 
dicision. They looked at only one pub
lic shipyard, out of eight. Only one, the 
Philadelphia Naval Shipyard. 

The GAO could find no basis for the 
Navy's conclusion. They went to the 
Commission and said, "We cannot fig
ure out how they did what they did." 

The Commission staff heard from the 
Comptroller of the Navy in a private 

meeting. His words, "The process was 
subjective. We didn't use numbers. We 
can't reconstruct the process, because 
if we had used numbers, we would have 
closed the wrong bases." 

Testimony was suppressed. New evi
dence was introduced at the last 
minute. When they gave their word 
that the process would be fair, their 
word did not hold true. 

Finally they gave their word that it 
is still true in this country that if you 
get up in the morning and work as hard 
as you can, you will have a job, as long 
as you do the best you can. That word 
is being broken for those people at the 
shipyard today. 

Mr. Chairman, for that reason, I urge 
Members to join us in voting yes on the 
Foglietta-Snowe resolution. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. MILLER]. 

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
I rise in opposition to the resolution. 
We are at this point today because we 
recognized last year that, due to budg
et constraints and the changes in the 
international environment, the size of 
our Armed Forces would be declining, 
requiring a smaller defense infrastruc
ture. To help make the difficult politi
cal decision of which military bases are 
no longer needed and should be closed, 
an independent Base Closure Commis
sion was established. The Commission 
has made its recommendations, they 
have been accepted by the President, 
and it is now time for Congress to take 
a stand by either accepting or rejecting 
the Commission's report. 

To repudiate the base closure process 
at this point by voting for this dis
approval resolution, would, in my view, 
be a grave mistake. It would keep open 
bases which are no longer needed, and 
which will cost us billions to maintain. 
The Base Closure Commission has rec
ommended the closure of 34 installa
tions and the realignment of 48 others. 
These actions are expected to result in 
net savings of $2.3 billion between 1992 
and 1997 and annual savings of $1.5 bil
lion thereafter. 

Approving the disapproval resolution 
would also reinforce the notion that 
Congress lacks the political will to 
make hard decisions that place na
tional interests above parochial con
cerns. The base closure process is to 
take place again in 1993 and 1995. If we 
reject the process this time, we 
reinsert politics into the closure pro
ceedings and seriously compromise the 
success of future base closure commis
sions. I strongly urge my colleagues to 
oppose this resolution. 

D 1710 
Mr. DAVIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 

minutes to the gentleman from Louisi
ana [Mr. HOLLOWAY]. 

Mr. HOLLOWAY. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of the resolution to dis
approve the recommendations of the 
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Base Closing Commission. I plan to 
vote for the disapproval resolution and 
against the Commission's rec
ommendations. 

We all are going to speak on bases 
that are in our districts, in our area. 
But I hope as I make this statement 
Members will listen to a couple of 
things that I bring up as we go along, 
because there are things in the report 
and things that happened to me that I 
hope did not happen to other Members' 
bases, because it just shows that poli
tics played a role in this. And in my 
opinion, that was not the intention of 
this Commission. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise here today to 
assure my colleagues and those I rep
resent: Yes, I certainly am angry that 
England Air Force Base in Alexandria, 
LA, will close. Although England was 
rated, by the Commission itself, sixth 
out of 15 Tactical Air Command bases, 
it will still close. Yes, I am angry that 
an inferior TAC base-Moody Air Force 
Base, in Valdosta, GA-will remain 
open while England Air Force Base 
closes its gates. 

I. voted in favor of the base closure 
law because I knew that force struc
ture requirements needed to be met. 
Although I knew that single mission 
bases such as England Air Force Base 
would be closely scrutinized, I always 
knew England could withstand the 
process. I believed that in a fair, impar
tial, independent, nonpartisan review 
England would be deemed a great base 
and one to rece~e a second mission. In
stead, the Commission played politics. 

According to standards set forth by 
both the Air Force and the Commis
sion, England Air Force Base was supe
rior to Moody Air Force Base. Yet, 
England gets the knife. Anyway you 
look at it, the Commission played poli
tics. The Commission took the easy 
way out. The Commission acted to pro
tect itself. The Commission chose to 
protect its product. As a matter of 
fact, if you listen closely to the audio 
minutes after England was voted to 
close and Moody was voted to remain 
open, you hear a voice saying, 
"* * * You closed the wrong base." 
Yet, the process was flawed, and yes, I 
am angry and the people of Louisiana 
are angry. We have every reason to be 
angry. Instead of an impartial process, 
we got a bill of goods. 

Some 3,042 military personnel and 697 
civilians will be displaced not to men
tion the economic devastation the dis
abled economy of Louisiana will suffer. 

I realize that the majority of Mem
bers of this House are not affected by 
the Commission's recommendations 
and consequently will vote to support 
the Commission list. But, you should 
heed our words and be wary of this un
fair, partial process. Specifically, the 
Base Closure Commission was com
prised of one-third Pentagon person
nel-the same group of men and women 
who sat as the staffs of the Pentagon's 

own commissions, the same group of 
men and women who planned the clo
sures that were submitted to the Com
mission. It is unbelievable that these 
same unbiased individuals were chosen 
to advise the Commissioners and com
ment on outside information. Do you 
realize that many of these men and 
women are going to return to the Pen
tagon as soon as the vote is completed 
in the House and Senate? No doubt, 
they will be praised for a job well done. 
Mr. Chairman, let me make my view 
clear: This was a job wrongly done. 

You unaffected Members must also 
remember. In 2 years, you will be fac
ing the same process again. If you de
cide to leave this unfair, political re
sult in effect, without, at a minimum a 
protest vote, you may regret it later. 
In particular, I am speaking to those of 
you who narrowly were spared closures 
and realignments. 

What more can I say? I am in support 
of the House Joint Resolution 308 and I 
will vote against the Commission's list. 
I urge my colleagues, in all fairness 
and good conscience, to do the same. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gen
tleman from Delaware [Mr. CARPER]. 

Mr. CARPER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

This base closing process, like the 
one we followed in 1988, has not been 
politically driven. Each of us in Con
gress has had ample opportunity to ex
press directly to Secretary Cheney and 
to the Commission our own strongly 
held views, and we've done just that. 

While I believe the U.S. Navy has 
erred badly in nominating for closure 
the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard, the 
clear majority of bases joining the 
shipyard on this list merit being 
closed. 

The summit taking place in Moscow 
this week reminds us that our world 
has changed dramatically in recent 
years. Today, President Bush has 
called again on the Soviets to join us 
in accelerating the dismantling of our 
military industrial complexes to join 
us in turning our swords into plow
shares. 

Today, the United States does not 
need all of its ships, its aircraft, its 
warheads and its divisions of troops. 
And, though it's difficult to acknowl
edge, neither do we need each of the 
hundreds of military bases that still 
dot America's landscape. 

The consequences of that reality are 
painful ones, however, for the families 
whose lives will be disrupted, whose 
livelihoods may be imperiled, if we 
vote to permit these bases to close. 
There are steps that we can take to 
soften those blows-innovative tax pol
icy and fully funded programs specifi
cally designed to ease the pain of dis
location. If we vote today to permit 
these bases to close, we must be pre
pared to vote later on to deal with the 
suffering that today's votes regrettably 
may cause. 

Mr. FOGLIETTA. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Louisiana [Mr. HUCKABY]. 

Mr. HUCKABY. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding time 
tome. 

My colleagues, we are here today to 
ratify base closing decisions initially 
proposed by the Pentagon, then slight
ly modified by an ad hoc commission, 
decisions which will change the land
scape, which will change the very es
sence of American communities for 
generations to come. Decisions made 
by a Commission that acted in haste. 
Decisions made by a Commission often 
with incomplete data. In Louisiana, 
the Air Force seemed not to know what 
the Army was planning to do. Deci
sions made by the Commission that 
was not acting independently of the 
Pentagon. Much of their staff was fur
nished by the Pentagon. 

Decisions made not free of political 
influence. On the last day of the last 
meeting of the Commission, an uned
ited C-SPAN tape picked up a Commis
sioner saying, "England Air Force Base 
was the one we should have saved." 

My friends, I would suggest decisions 
not made in haste would have resulted 
in a different makeup of what we are 
facing today. We do not have to be a 
rubberstamp. Let us tell the Commis
sion to go back, to do the job right. 

I ask for a "yes" vote on this resolu
tion of disapproval. 

0 1720 
Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 

minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Maryland [Mrs. MORELLA]. 

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today to oppose House Joint Resolu
tion 308, a resolution to disapprove the 
findings and recommendations of the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission. Let me say Mr. Chairman, 
however, that I do so with a great deal 
of reluctance, but also with a sense of 
what is good for our national interest 
and the future vitality of our defense 
posture. Clearly, a leaner military is 
the way to go as our national defense 
requirements shrink. A lighter mili
tary means greater performance, cost 
savings, reduced deficits, and the abil
ity to focus diminishing defense dollars 
on our most urgent national security 
priorities. But, we must manage the 
transition process fairly, and with an 
eye toward preserving essential mis
sions and capabilities. It is because I 
feel so strongly about how we go about 
streamlining defense bases that I have 
some reservations with regard to House 
Joint Resolution 308. Certainly the 
process is not perfect, but I believe it is 
the best we have. 

My reservations stem from having 
had to carefully weigh two tradeoffs: 
One between a local and a national 
concern and the other which is 
irnbedded in a package deal that pits 
one bad recommendation against a 
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good set of recommendations. Clearly, 
Mr. Chairman, as the military say, I 
am between a rock and a hard spot. I 
have to choose between a singularly 
flawed decision process concerning the 
White Oak Laboratory, which is lo
cated in my congressional district in 
Silver Spring, MD, and between, what 
is on balance, a collectively fair proc
ess concerning the entire package of 
facilities slated for closure or realign
ment in this year's round. I do not like 
having to paint my decision in these 
terms, but it accurately reflects the 
culmination of an uphill battle I have 
fought to reverse the White Oak deci
sion and pull it from the list we are 
voting on today. 

As you know, on April 12, the Sec
retary of Defense forwarded to the Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission 
the Navy proposal to reduce and re
align 70 percent of the White Oak Lab
oratory positions as part of its overall 
plan to consolidate 90 percent of the 
Navy research and development struc
ture. I reviewed the proposal and cri
teria for White Oak Laboratory and 
found it to be an exceedingly flawed de
cision in search of a rationale. The cri
teria were easily disputed and the cost 
figures contrived. In short, the Navy 
plan was hastily conceived, ill-docu
mented, and haphazardly analyzed for 
cost-which was confirmed by the 
GAO. I validated my assessment 
through a visit to the lab, consulta
tions with top officials at the lab and 
in the Navy, a staff visit to the gaining 
facility, and through analysis of count
less documents and letters pertaining 
to the realignment criteria and impact. 
I also worked with the Maryland dele
gation, my colleagues, and the employ
ees and citizens of White Oak to evalu
ate the Navy plan. 

In fact, Mr. Chairman, as I testified 
before the Base Closure and Realign
ment Commission on May 22, 1991, and 
again before my colleagues on June 3, 
1991, the White Oak proposal will result 
in a net loss to the taxpayers, a hemor
rhage of 70 percent of the talented sci
entists and engineers employed there, 
and a major upheaval in critical Navy 
technology warfare missions-chiefly 
mine warfare and surface ship ASW. 

Moreover, Mr. Chairman, at every op
portunity, I explained to the Commis
sion, my colleagues, and my constitu
ents that the Navy laboratory realign
ment proposal circumvented the policy 
process set up by Congress. In the 1991 
DOD Authorization Act, Congress man
dated that the DOD set up a separate 
commission to study the conversion 
and consolidation of defense labora
tories and to recommend closures and 
realignments. This was done in rec
ognition of the complexity and special 
nature of defense laboratories, their 
contribution to the technology base, 
and that their success depends largely 
on the body of highly skilled scientists 
and engineers who staff the labs and 

who perform missions that have long
term impact on the technical capabili
ties of the Armed Forces. 

Today, Mr. Chairman, the set of base 
closures and realignments includes a 
package of 16 Navy RDT&E facilities 
slated for realignment. None of these 
facilities, to include White Oak Lab
oratory, was considered on a case-by
case basis. My own feeling is that a 
shining example of a laboratory of the 
future got lost in the shuffle. Today's 
vote further guarantees that these fa
cilities will be lumped together. 

The Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission has also recommended 
that the separate laboratory commis
sion review their findings regarding the 
Navy labs and advise the Secretary of 
Defense how best to implement this 
consolidation plan. The lab commis
sion report is not due out until Sep
tember 30, 1991. Yesterday I had discus
sions with the chairman of the lab 
commission, Mr. Charles Adolph, and 
was advised by him that his commis
sion would not audit the Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission's find
ings on a lab-by-lab basis. Thus, de
spite every effort to get a fair hearing 
for the White Oak Laboratory, and re
peal the recommendation, I have yet to 
find a receptive ear. 

My only hope is that the lab commis
sion considers an alternative I pro
posed which would keep the mine war
fare and surface ship ASW functions at 
White Oak. This would be a more cost 
effective and conceptually sound alter
native. I firmly believe that there is no 
reason that a vote today to approve the 
package of recommendations before us 
should interfere with the independent 
recommendations of the lab commis
sion who can still alter the outcome for 
White Oak Laboratory. 

In the meantime, I will do everything 
I can to see that the needs and con
cerns of the employees of White Oak 
and their families are met and that the 
realignment process is implemented 
fairly and adequately to minimize dis
ruption in service to the fleet. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe it an unten
able position to sacrifice the greater 
good of the national interest for the 
sake of an individual concern. Despite 
my misgivings on the White Oak Lab
oratory plan, I must support the over
all plan for base closures and 
realignments. Mr. Courter is to be com
mended for the fairness, accessibility, 
and openness he displayed throughout 
this difficult and painful process. The 
country has been well-served and our 
military defense needs carefully bal
anced. In a time of shrinking budgets 
and threats, we are drawing down our 
military forces by 25 percent. Thus, we 
also need to reduce the bases that 
house those forces. The process is not 
perfect, but it is as close as we can 
come to achieving our goals in a bal
anced and thoughtful manner. For 
these reasons, Mr. Chairman, I will 

vote to oppose House Joint Resolution 
308. 

Mr. DAVIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. RIDGE]. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. RIDGE]. 

Mr. RIDGE. Mr. Chairman, I yield to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WELDON]. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I just want to clarify 
one point made by my distinguished 
colleague, the gentleman from Dela
ware [Mr. CARPER], in regard to the 
process of turning our swords into 
plowshares by realigning these bases; I 
might point out that of the 34 facilities 
recommended for closing, only one has 
been listed as not being able to be uti
lized, and that is the Philadelphia 
Naval Shipyard. 

Some of us think that the reason 
that the Navy does not want the Phila
delphia Shipyard to be utilized for 
other purposes is that there are 15 po
tential Superfund sites that have been 
identified within the Philadelphia com
plex. 

In the case where we can utilize the 
property, that would be one thing, but 
that is not the case with Philadelphia. 

Mr. RIDGE. Mr. Chairman, anyone 
who has followed the base-closing de
bate knows it is a very difficult deci
sion for all of the Members in this par
ticular Chamber. 

Having talked with my colleagues on 
both sides of the aisle representing two 
particiular facilities in the southeast
ern part of Pennsylvania, I have de
cided to support this motion of dis
approval. It is pretty clear that Penn
sylvania will suffer unfairly, and I have 
assessed it disproportionately, because 
of the closing of the Philadelphia 
Naval Yard as well as the Bucks Coun
ty Naval Air Development Center. 

It would be one thing if they were to 
be closed because they were obsolete, 
wasteful, or unnecessary, but at no 
time has the Navy ever suggested that 
any of these criteria are accurate or 
pertain to either of these facilities. 

Let us face it, the Navy has never 
made it a secret that they would like 
to close their facility in Philadelphia, 
so when the command is asked to com
pile a list for closure, the Philadelphia 
Naval Yard is equivalent to a first
round draft choice. It goes right to the 
top of the list. Here is the rub: This fa
cility is the most efficient, cost-effec
tive facility of its kind in the country. 
So much for standards and criteria. 

Nearly 13,000 people directly and 
probably 13,000 people indirectly will 
lose their jobs not because of ineffi
ciency or waste or no military mission, 
nor will they lose it because of the 
Commission's objective assessment of 
the criteria. They will lose it because 
the Navy failed to make full disclosure 
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of information favoring its remaining 
open. 

I suggest to the Members that unlike 
the Army and the Air Force, the Navy 
did not follow its own criteria, and in 
failing to do so, they have made one of 
the worst decisions, since they also 
failed to follow the signals leading up 
to the attack on Pearl Harbor, and that 
same analogy is true with regard to the 
Naval Air Development Center. 

A lot of us get accused of being 
micromanagers. The Naval Air Devel
opment Center in Warminster, PA, is 
the Navy's only, and I say again, only 
center for aircraft systems research 
and development. It is the only one 
they have got. 

Predictably, around this center there 
are now companies that work with the 
DOD and the Navy, and there is a tech
nical infrastructure. Around that War
minster facility there has grown over 
the past several years technical, cor
porate, and educational infrastructure 
all very much a part of the avionics re
search, the aircraft research, that goes 
on at the Warminster facility. 

None or very little of this is available 
in Patuxent, MD. They have not come 
in with any explanation to satisfy this 
gentleman or most of the members of 
the Pennsylvania delegation from that 
area that transferring this facility and 
the people at this facility from an area 
and a community that provides enor
mous infrastructure, meets infrastruc
ture needs, to Patuxent, MD, that 
meets none, is a prudent, responsible, 
thoughtful decision. 

It makes absolutely no sense at all. 
It is a multibillion-dollar gamble that 
ultimately pilots will pay for, the 
American taxpayers will pay for. 

Mr. Chairman, I would encourage you 
to support this motion of disapproval. 
The closing of these two facilities in 
Pennsylvania has not met objective, 
realistic, responsible criteria. 

The Navy will tell you that the 
Philadelphia Shipyard is the best that 
they have got; the Warminster facility 
is the only research facility they have 
honing in on that particular area, and 
they have not justified its removal. 

So I request support for this motion 
for disapproval. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr. 
-Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gen
tleman from California [Mr. MATSUI]. 

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Chairman, like 
many other Members of Congress I will 
be wrestling with the impact from a 
military base closure. The closure of 
the Sacramento Army Depot is very 
difficult for me to support. The base 
has been recognized as one of the pre
mier Army facilities over the years: It 
received the 1989 Army Communities of 
Excellence Award, and a 1990 Govern
mentwide award for outstanding man
agement. The 3,300 employees at the 
Sacramento Army Depot are among 
our community's finest assets. I am 
continually amazed by their skills, 
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commitment to their jobs, and their 
devotion to their country. It is they 
who make closing this base so difficult. 

However, last year, after the Sac
ramento Army Depot had already ap
peared on one DOD hit list and seemed 
to be headed toward another, the Sac
ramento business and political commu
nity came to a difficult, yet inescap
able, conclusion. Our prospects for sav
ing our base were slim at best. And so 
we decided to work with the Pentagon 
to achieve cost savings while preserv
ing the Department's most valuable in
vestment at the base-its civilian em
ployees. 

We proposed a simple, yet practical 
solution: It would be less expensive and 
less disruptive to move our depot's em
ployees 10 miles to McClellan Air Force 
Base, which performs similar elec
tronic repair work, than to move the 
operation to the opposite side of the 
country just to keep the workload at 
an Army base. Our plan advocated 
interservice consolidation as a means 
of achieving the greatest cost savings. 
We submitted the Sacramento plan as 
an alternative to the DOD plan. I am 
pleased to report that the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission 
considered it as such and the members 
and staff spent endless hours verifying 
the statistics and comparing them to 
the Army's proposal. 

Validating the Sacramento plan went 
beyond the standard question of wheth
er to close a base. But each Commis
sioner voiced a strong interest and 
willingness to give it a comprehensive 
study. Predictably, the Army tried to 
protect their turf and we had to deflect 
their criticisms with additional evi
dence demonstrating the higher sav
ings and fewer worker transfers. The 
Commission endured the political and 
technical assaults from both sides. In 
fact, they encouraged the debate. The 
Commission briefed us on counter-ar
guments received from the branches of 
the military, and actively solicited 
data and the methodology underlying 
the Sacramento plan. 

Ultimately, the Commission found it 
difficult to verify the costs and savings 
proposed in the Army plan. Thus it 
opted for an open competition exclu
sively between five Army bases and 
McClellan Air Force Base. The bidder 
that charges the lowest rate for repair 
work will get the Sacramento army 
depot workload. 

While the outcome cannot be called 
decisive, the process and the Commis
sion's openness was a welcome reprieve 
from the backroom decisionmaking we 
had been subjected to by the Army. 
The Commission provided supporters of 
the Sacramento plan with ample oppor
tunity to make substantive points and 
I feel that in the final analysis, the de
cision to realign the workload was in
sulated from political pressures and 
the Army's strong-arm tactics. 

As we all know, DOD will implement 
a 25-percent force structure reduction 
over 5 years. The Commission's base 
closing list reflects an excellent at
tempt to maintain our military 
strength while cutting the defense 
budget by $1.7 billion annually. In the 
case of Sacramento plan, the Commis
sion provided an opportunity to realize 
even greater savings than projected by 
the Army. In addition, the Commission 
is promoting interservice consolida
tion, a necessary reorganization move 
which the military branches are reluc
tant to face. 

During the Commission's delibera
tions, I found the Commission and staff 
knowledgeable and receptive to all pos
sible cost-cutting options. Chairman 
Jim Courter and the other Commission 
members were charged with the dif
ficult task of validating DOD's rec
ommendations on 43 base closures and 
28 realignments in only about 80 days. 
Under Chairman Courter's leadership, 
the Commission not only did the work, 
but operated as a truly independent re
view panel, neither a tool of the admin
istration nor of Congress. 

The base closure will undoubtedly 
cause great upheaval in local commu
nities. But we must consider the need 
to convert our military infrastructure 
to other productive civilian uses. We 
must redouble our efforts to fight the 
domestic problems, strengthen our 
economy, and cut back the budget defi
cit. I congratulate Chairman Courter 
and other Commission members for 
trying to maintain an objective view
point during this round of base clos
ings, and they have my support on this 
vote. 

D 1730 
Mr. FOGLIETTA. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield l1h minutes to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. ATKINS]. 

Mr. ATKINS. Mr. Chairman, in 1988 I 
supported this House's decision to cre
ate a Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission which sought to remove 
partisan politics from the process, 
treat impacted communities sensi
tively, and preserve our national secu
rity. 

Like most Americans, I believe that 
the global political changes of recent 
years demand that we reassess national 
spending priorities and that one of the 
first steps is to close and consolidate 
some of our military bases at home and 
abroad. As painful as it might be to me 
and those I represent, I would support 
the closure of bases in my own district 
if I were confident that the law was fol
lowed faithfully and the conclusion 
reached was in our Nation's best inter
est. 

Sadly, I do not believe the report be
fore us today meets those two simple 
tests. 

I will not belabor my point by repeat
ing all of the arguments made on be
half of Fort Devens in Ayer, MA to the 
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Base Closure Commission by members 
of the Massachusetts delegation, the 
Lieutenant Governor, community lead
ers, military retirees, and citizens. 

But let me raise one issue today, that 
should be of importance to this House 
and to each and every one of you-par
ticularly those who have bases in their 
districts which were spared. 

In 1988, Fort Devens was a prime tar
get for closure by the first Base Clo
sure and Realignment Commission. It 
was clear then, as it is today, that the 
hierarchy of the U.S. Army favored the 
closure of Fort Devens-the last re
maining Army base in all of New Eng
land. The community in Massachusetts 
worked hard and made its best case to 
the Commission. And we prevailed. 
When the Commission issued its report, 
it recommended that Fort Devens have 
transferred from its command the 
Army Intelligence School. But, in its 
place, the Information Systems Com
mand [ISC] was to be moved from Fort 
Huachuca to Fort Devens, capitalizing 
on the range of academic and industry 
expertise in high technology in Massa
chusetts. Not only was the base to re
main open, but BRAC 1 selected Fort 
Devens for the largest growth of any 
base in the realignment process. It was 
good news for the community-not 
only was there a net gain of 1,420 jobs, 
but more importantly the specter of 
base closure had been put to rest. The 
Pentagon took its best shot, a non
partisan panel had evaluated the base
and the conclusion was that Devens 
had an important role to play in our 
Nation's defense. 

The Commission's recommendation 
was ratified by the President and by 

,_the Congress. It was the law of the 
land. 

But a funny thing happened on the 
way to realignment. The Intelligence 
School began its move from Devens 
promptly. But for 3 years, the Army 
did more than drag their feet on mov
ing the information systems command 
to Devens-they were openly bellig
erent. The Secretary of the Army pub
licly stated his opposition to the move 
of the ISC to Devens. The Pentagon ig
nored the law which called for the 
move when they froze the construction 
contracts for the ISC's facilities. 

The end of the story is obvious. Fort 
Devens, with a depleted mission and no 
ISC in place, was like a piece of raw 
meat in shark-infested waters as this 
year's base closure process began anew. 

I will vote for the resolution of dis
approval today out of respect for the 
integrity of the process-integrity that 
was violated. To all of you whose bases 
were spared, I caution-beware of 
BRAC 3. For the sake of the commu
nities you represent, I say-let us learn 
an important lesson today. No other 
community should have to ride the 
emotional and economic roller coaster 
that Fort Devens has-up 1 year and 
down the next. 

The law is the law. Communities 
must abide by BRAC's recommenda
tions. Member's of Congress must abide 
by BRA C's recommendations. 
Shouldn't the Pentagon? 

I realize that the military situation 
may change in ways that can dictate 
an essential alteration in the base clo
sure recommendations from one BRAC 
to another. But this can also become a 
Pentagon excuse to justify the result 
they desire. BRAC 2 reversed the Pen
tagon's recommendation to close Fort 
McLellan-will the Army now drag its 
feet and let Fort McLellan fall by the 
wayside in just 2 years during BRAC 3? 
Will the same happen to Moody Air 
Force Base, Orlando Naval Training 
Center, or Naval Air Station Whidbey 
Island? 

Absent proof of a change in situation, 
the Pentagon must abide by the law if 
the process is to maintain any integ
rity. Absent that proof, it is clear to 
me that Congress is allowing the Pen
tagon to act unilaterally and with im
punity-this is an egregious violation 
not just of the law itself, but also of 
the spirit of fairness and integrity that 
has led the Congress to endorse this 
unprecedented process in the first 
place. 

For me, the immediate task ahead is 
how best to aid the communities af
fected by the closure of Fort Devens. I 
am confident that the people of Ayer, 
Shirley, Lancaster, and Harvard-will 
survive this closure-but not thanks to 
the Federal Government. 

In 1917, the U.S. Army entered into a 
social contract with the communities 
in which Fort Devens is located. 
Today, by this vote, the House of 
Represenatives will authorize the abro
gation of that contract. The commu
nity will be left with 54 toxic waste 
sites and an uncertain Federal commit
ment for their cleanup. They will re
main home to thousands of retirees 
who will no longer have ready access to 
important medical services and hun
dreds of civilian employees who face 
unemployment. And, despite repeated 
commitments, the Army has still not 
told the community when they are 
leaving. Is this any way to treat a 
faithful partner of more than seven 
decades? I think not. 

In the months ahead, I hope you will 
join me in fighting for fairness· for the 
communities impacted by our decision 
today. I hope that in the coming years 
the Congress will be more vigilant in 
noting that the honor of the BRAC 
process can all too easily be willfully 
compromised by the implementing 
agency, the Pentagon. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. MCCOLLUM]. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
this time, and I rise in opposition to 
the resolution of disapproval and in 
support of the actions of the Base Clo
sure Commission. 

I do this because I believe that this 
Commission has established a credibil
ity of process that is very important to 
this body. I believe that when we cre
ated this Commission a couple of years 
ago the objective was to take some of 
the politics, and some, hopefully, all 
the politics out of it, out of the process 
of base closures, and to provide a meth
od of an objective review that the De
partment of Defense made in the way 
of its decisions or recommendations on 
closing military installations in this 
country. 

Having worked up close with this 
Commission over the past several 
months, I happen to believe that they 
have done precisely what they were 
charged with doing. I had in my dis
trict one of the major targets of the 
Defense Department's closure list, the 
Navy Training Center in Orlando. 
Through the process, the Commission 
spent hours working on this. Every one 
of the Commissioners were freely avail
able to me, to my staff, and to others 
whenever they were called upon to lis
ten to th~ arguments to be made, to 
find the latest data, and review the 
process. Not only that, but their staff 
was conscientious. An admirable job 
was done under adverse conditions by 
Paul Hirsch, as well as the chief ana
lyst of the committee, Alex Yellin; 
handling the Navy functions, and Jerry 
Vernon, who had the role of handling 
the Naval Training Center in Orlando. 
They were objective, . worked long 
hours, worked very hard in trying to 
come up with the right answer in re
gard to this particular facility, and I 
think in the end their decisions, the 
Commission's decision unanimously to 
remove Orlando from the list was a 
correct decision and one based on that 
objective judgment. 

It is for this reason, and because I 
have had that up-close experience that 
I come before my colleagues to advo
cate the position today of disapproving 
this resolution of disapproval. In other 
words, voting it down. We need to have 
this process. It will not always come 
out the way we want it, but I would be 
like a couple of other Members today 
had it gone the other way, having had 
the experience as the gentleman from 
California just a few minutes ago indi
cated, of working with these people 
who did the job this time, knowing how 
conscientious they were, how objective 
they were, knowing the number of 
hours they put in, and knowing the im
portance of making this process work, 
and knowing that they believe in mak
ing this process work and were dedi
cated to that cause. That even had 
their decision come the other way, as 
in my case, I would be here today be
fore Members telling them precisely 
the same thing. 

We need to vote down this resolution 
of disapproval. We need to reaffirm our 
belief in this particular system, this 
independent commission process, and 
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we need to go on to the next two 
rounds established by statute in 1993 
and 1995 with an independent commis
sion intact and in place and with the 
support of this Congress in order for 
the Congress to have objective closings 
that we all know have to be made. I 
urge the resolution be defeated. 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. ASPIN] whose time 
is controlled by the gentleman from 

· Mississippi [Mr. TAYLOR] has 14 min
utes remaining, the gentlewoman from 
Colorado [Mrs. SCHROEDER] whose time 
is controlled by the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. FOGLIETTA] has 13 
minutes remaining, the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. MARTIN] has 7 
minutes remaining, and the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. DAVIS] has 3 min
utes remaining. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gen
tleman from Oregon [Mr. AUCOIN]. 

Mr. AUCOIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the resolution of dis
approval and in support of the findings 
of the Base Closing Commission. 

A "no" vote on House Joint Resolu
tion 308 would show that the Congress 
can make the hard choices, the dif
ficult choices necessary to keep this 
country as a major superpower, both in 
the military sense, as well as in an eco
nomic sense. The estimates are that 
these base closures will save Americans 
$1.5 billion each year after the year 
1998. That will be welcome news, it 
seems to me, to tired taxpayers who 
have been laboring through the years, 
maintaining bases that are surplus to 
our valid security needs, and have lit
tle or no national or military utility. 

D 1740 
This Nation's enemies have changed. 

Now it seems to me what the Base Clo
sure Commission was required to do 
and what we are required to do is to 
change to meet the new challenges of a 
New World. 

In the 2 minutes given to me to make 
this statement, our Nation's debt will 
increase by over $800,000 in interest 
payments alone, in just that amount of 
time. That is the amount of excess 
spending this Nation is engaged in. 
That, my friends, is the new enemy. 
That is the enemy that threatens our 
economic security and ultimately our 
national security. 

Walk around the streets of any town 
or city in the State of Oregon and you 
will see that we need more work force 
training in schools and colleges, not in 
obsolete military bases. We need tar
gets of opportunity and hope for our 
inner-city youth, not redundant sites 
for target practice in military installa
tions around the country. We need 
extra beds for homeless veterans and 
drug treatment centers, not excess 
beds in military barracks. 

With all due respect to my colleagues 
who will lose bases in their districts, I 

am voting against this resolution. I am 
voting to save us some of the funds 
that we need to create a New World 
economic order beginning right here in 
the good old United States of America. 

Mr. FOGLIETTA. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield Ph minutes to the gentleman 
from South Carolina [Mr. TALLON]. 

Mr. TALLON. Mr. Chairman, this is 
about the worst boondoggle that I have 
ever been involved in. If anybody in 
this Chamber thinks the President, the 
Pentagon, or the Base Closing Commis
sion knows where we are going with 
this process, they are sadly mistaken. 

The Pentagon had an explicit man
date to apply the established criteria 
impartially to all military bases, but 
the Pentagon ventured way out of the 
confines of fairness when it came to 
the Myrtle Beach Air Force Base. Un
fortunately, the Commission and the 
President ignored the many flaws ex
posed in the Pentagon's rationale for 
closing that base. 

I am also disturbed that the Depart
ment of Defense moved so quickly to 
close our domestic bases, while they 
did not include foreign bases in their 
recommendations. 

I am wholeheartedly in accord with 
the concept of closing unneeded mili
tary installations as part of the effort 
to reduce our Federal budget deficit; 
however, I cannot abandon my respon
sibility to my constituents because the 
process was fl.awed from the beginning 
and Myrtle Beach Air Force Base de
served a fair shake; but now it is im
perative for us to keep in mind that 
thousands of Americans are going to be 
adversely impacted by these decisions, 
dispossessed of their livelihoods. 

As the curtains are closed on bases 
around the country, I strongly urge all 
my colleagues to help get these com
munities rolling again. 

Mr. FOGLIETTA. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Connecticut [Mr. GEJDENSON]. 

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, 
military installations on the base clo
sure and realignment list must pass a 
2-part litmus test. First, can national 
security goals be met without the facil
ity? Second, will closure or realign
ment of the facility save money? I op
pose the base closure recommendations 
because I believe the Navy's decision to 
realign the Naval Underwater Systems 
Center [NUSCJ in New London, CT, will 
not only endanger its undersea warfare 
mission, but will not save money. 

That is why, Mr. Chairman, I must 
rise in support of House Joint Resolu
tion 308, the resolution to disapprove 
the 1991 base closure and realignment 
recommendations. 

A number of factors associated with 
many of the Navy's realignment pro
posals are very disturbing. You don't 
have to take my word for it-read the 
report of the General Accounting Office 
[GAO]. 

First, the · GAO reports that the 
Navy's process lacked sufficient sup-

porting documentation for GAO to be 
able to determine the basis for mili
tary value ratings given to Navy in
stallations. As GAO notes, the Navy 
provided "inadequate documentation" 
to support its decisions, relying mostly 
on a rather non-descriptive series of 
outline charts, nor did the Navy "es
tablish [the] required internal controls 
to ensure the accuracy of the data 
used". (page 5, GAO/NSIAD-91-224) A 
quantum leap of faith is required to un
derstand how the Navy chose several of 
the candidates for the base closure list. 

Second, the GAO was unable to verify 
the accuracy of the economic model 
used to predict annual savings. Accord
ing to GAO, the Cost Of Base Realign
ment Actions [COBRA] model does not 
account properly for inflation. Neither 
does COBRA include a realistic figure 
for its discount rate. A 10-percent dis
count rate is used, when the figure 
should be closer to the rate of govern
ment bonds, 6 percent or 7 percent. 
Rather than attempt to manipulate the 
inflation and discount figures, GAO 
used a very simple sensitivity test on 
the COBRA model-they postulated 50 
percent and 100-percent increases in 
the costs of each closure and realign
ment, just to see whether the savings 
would pan out even if the costs were se
riously underestimated. The savings 
associated with 20 percent of the in
stallations on the list were extremely 
sensitive to the size of one-time costs 
incurred. That is, if the costs increased 
50 percent, the payback period became 
incalculable; 100 years or more. NUSC/ 
New London is one of the installations 
in that category. (page 58, GAO). 

I understand the argument that 
COBRA should be used only to gauge a 
range of options; to compare the rel
ative value of one prospective closing 
or realignment to another, and not as 
the basis for appropriations. However, 
if key figures are changed in the 
COBRA model to make it more realis
tic, it can yield very different results. 

Mr. Chairman, I can't believe the 
costs associated with NUSC realign
ment are accurate. The most glaring 
evidence is that the Homeowners As
sistance Program cost for NUSC em
ployees is calculated at a big round 
zero in the Navy's COBRA model. Yet 
the proposed realignment would trans
fer about 800 civilian employees to 
NUSC/Newport and Dahlgren, VA. In 
the sluggish real estate market of 
Eastern Connecticut, NUSC employees 
facing transfer may be hard-pressed to 
negotiate prices at which they could 
afford to sell, particularly anticipating 
a move to the pricier Newport market. 
The GAO's 1989 report recommended 
that the costs of the Homeowners As
sistance Program be included in 
COBRA. (page 56, GAO). That means 
more than a line of COBRA program
ming code; it means a real value should 
be placed there for COBRA to cal
culate. Mr. Chairman, if the Navy had 
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done that, it would have shown that 
NUSC/New London doesn't belong on 
the base closure and realignment list. 

In addition to the flawed economic 
assumptions behind it, the proposed re
alignment of NUSC will impair our 
ability to maintain the cutting edge in 
submarine technology, which is so 
vital to national security. The inherent 
stealthiness of submarine technology is 
critical to this Nation's superiority at 
sea. And it is the caliber of our people 
that really makes the difference in 
whether or not we retain our techno
logical advantage. For that reason I 
am deeply concerned that severe reduc
tions in NUSC/New London personnel 
will have unpredictable qualitative 
ramifications. Under Federal civil serv
ice regulations, the NUSC realignment 
proposal is classified as an adverse ac
tion. Under an adverse action, employ
ees with 25 years service automatically 
become entitled to early retirement. 
The early retirement option could se
verely impact the Navy's ability to re
tain NUSC/New London's hundreds of 
world-class and senior scientists. Re
tirement-eligible individuals are usu
ally reluctant to move to a more ex
pensive area, such as Newport, and face 
increased mortgage payments at a time 
of life when most people look forward 
to mortgage-free living. 

Likewise, journeyman-grade engi
neers and scientists at GS-12 are going 
to have a much harder time finding 
housing to purchase in the expensive 
Newport market, and with little time 
invested in their pension plans, may be 
tempted to leave government service. 
What savings will we have realized by 
losing our investment in the training 
of these individuals? 

As I have said, NUSC/New London's 
personnel resources are of inestimable 
value to the development of U.S. sub
marine technology. Consider this: 
NUSC/New London is the only lab site 
where you can dock a Trident sub
marine, and the NUSC scientists can go 
aboard and work with the crew on re
search and improvements. The realign
ment proposal retains this facility, but 
it is just one example of the synergism 
which now exists between NUSC/New 
London, the New London Naval Sub
marine Base across the river, and the 
Electric Boat submarine construction 
yard downriver in Groton. How much 
synergism between transferred NUSC 
personnel and the rest of the sub
marine community will be lost as a re
sult of the realignment proposal? It's 
impossible to put a monetary value on 
the loss of interaction between people. 

Mr. Chairman, in these tough budget 
times, it is important that unnecessary 
and duplicative facilities be closed in 
order to save the taxpayers money. 
However, the Navy's realignment plan 
for NUSC is severely flawed and will 
not save money in the short term or 
the long run. 

Military facilities must be carefully 
selected for their ability to contribute 
to national security in an era of declin
ing defense dollars. Former Navy Sec
retary William Ball, the only member 
of the Base Closure Commission to 
visit NUSC, expressed his reservations 
about the Navy action and cited the 
crucial function that NUSC/New Lon
don serves. 

With that, Mr. Chairman, I urge my 
colleagues to reject the base closure 
list. Realignment of NUSC will jeop
ardize the Navy's undersea superiority, 
and it will not produce cost savings for 
American taxpayers. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. PICKLE]. 

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Chairman, I do not 
agree for 1 minute with the decision of 
the commission to close Bergstrom Air 
Force Base in Austin, TX. It is an ex
cellent facility, strategically located, 
and able to support any mission the 
Air Force wants to hand it. But the Air 
Force has phased out its present mis
sion-tactical reconaissance-and did 
not want to put a new mission at 
Bergstrom. All that I, and community 
leaders, in my district sought from the 
commission was a fair hearing to make 
the case that Bergstrom Air Force 
Base deserved a new mission. We got an 
open hearing from the commission, but 
our case did not carry. Our Austin task 
force did an excellent job, and we gave 
it our best shot. We have no apologies 
to make for our efforts. 

Even though I do not agree with the 
commission or the Pentagon on my 
base, I do not think that that is enough 
for me to oppose closing any base at 
all. Congress set up the process under 
which the Base Closure Commission did 
its job, and I do not know of any wide
spread or systematic departures by the 
commission from the guidelines set out 
by Congress. I am aware that there are 
some Members who feel strongly that 
bases in their districts were treated un
fairly, and those Members are pursuing 
ways to keep their bases open. But the 
commission, on the whole, operated 
within the law. 

We in Austin have never wanted to 
keep Bergstrom open just for the sake 
of keeping it open. We recognize that 
we must downsize our military. We 
should be glad that world tensions have 
declined to the point where this coun
try does not have to spend so much on 
the military. But you can not be for 
the peace dividend without voting for 
the peace dividend. This vote is part of 
the hard work of creating the peace 
dividend. For these reasons, I will op
pose the resolution to disapprove the 
President's recommended list of base 
closures. 

Closing a base is painful for a com
munity. People lose jobs, retirees lose 
access to heal th care and other services 
they depend upon. We have the obliga
tion to ease the blow for these people. 

But where there is pain there is also 
opportunity for growth. I have faith 
that my community, and others af
fected by base closings, will come out 
suger than before as we put these fa
cilities to new uses. 

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

Mr. Chairman, we have heard a lot of 
talk today about the process and 
whether the process is flawed. 

Certainly I think as I looked at the 
Commission, as many of us did and 
watched the way they performed, I 
think they did their job as well as they 
could with the time that we allotted. 
Perhaps the mistake was made when 
we passed the original bill which be
came law that set up the time span in 
which they were able to do their delib
erations. I do not think we gave them 
enough time. I do not think, as an ex
ample, that we weighted enough of the 
decisionmaking on economic impact in 
a particular area. 

D 1750 
It seems to me that economic impact 

should have had a greater effect on 
their decision than it did. As an exam
ple, in my congressional district in the 
State of Michigan, there were only 
three full-time military installations 
in the entire State. All three were in 
my congressional district. 

With the closing of Wurtsmith Air 
Force Base, this made the second base, 
two out of three bases, that were closed 
in my congressional district. I think 
we should have been a little fairer in 
making these determinations. 

In the area where Wurtsmith Air 
Force Base is located it is a very small 
community, 3,000 people. The unem
ployment rate today, before the base 
closes, is 14 percent. Obviously, when 
the base closes, taking out $145 million 
from the local economy, the unemploy
ment rate will probably double or may 
reach 30 percent. 

I do not think that is fair. We should 
have looked at the economic impact 
much more than we did. 

Be that as it may, I think all of us 
recognize that we are going to lose on 
this issue. Those of us who have bases 
are going to vote for the resolution, 
those that do not will very likely vote 
the other way. Probably in the next go
round, 1993, 1995, the rest of us will 
probably be voting the other way, and 
you folks that are going to have bases 
will find out what we are going 
through now. 

One of the things that we have done, 
and I have to give credit to the people 
that I represent, they have taken a 
very positive attitude and are gearing 
up for what is going to happen when 
Wurtsmith Air Force Base does close. 

I have introduced a piece of legisla
tion. Now, one of the gentlemen, I 
think the gentleman from California 
[Mr. MINETA], talked about cleanup, 
making sure that the bases are cleaned 



July 30, 1991 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 20355 
up so that in fact they can be used for 
other purposes. That is very, very sig
nificant and important. But I have also 
introduced a piece of legislation that 
will be cosponsored, or is, by many 
other Members; with a companion bill 
to Senator ROTH'S legislation on the 
other side. It was actually his idea. But 
right now the pecking order as to who 
gets what at a base that is closed 
works this way: First dibs go to the 
Federal Government or any Federal 
agency. Any of the assets, any of the 
furniture, any of the fixtures, any of 
the buildings are offered to a Federal 
agency. If they do :rlbt want any of 
these facilities, then they can next 
offer it to the State. In my case, the 
State of Michigan. If they choose not 
to use any of these facilities, then it is 
offered to the local community. 

The bill that I have introduced re
verses that pecking order and says that 
the community will have first oppor
tunity to use these assets. To me that 
only makes sense because these com
munities are the communities that are 
hurt. These assets were paid for by the 
taxpayers and we have a responsibility, 
in my opinion, to do whatever we can 
to make it easy for these comm uni ties 
to be able to attract industry or what
ever we can do to improve their local 
economy. 

So I would hope that my colleagues, 
as we go on through this process, that 
we will take recognition of the fact 
that these communities have been hurt 
and we have a tremendous responsibil
ity to help them out. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gen
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. VENTO]. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the resolution to disapprove the rec
ommendations of the Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission. 

It has not been a simple decision to 
support the Commission's rec
ommendation to close dozens of mili
tary bases nationwide with resulting 
dislocations in the lives of tens of 
thousands of military and civilian per
sonnel, nevertheless, in the final analy
sis it is a necessary step which we 
should take. The cold war is over. 
Those military bases and installations 
of yesterday must be made to face the 
reality of today's needs and means. The 
strategic threat which has hung over 
our Nation for over 40 years has been 
reduced. Consequently, the justifica
tion for maintaining a massive mili
tary establishment complete with hun
dreds of bases nationwide must be re
evaluated. Many of these military 
bases are simply obsolete and all mili
tary bases are very costly to maintain. 
The past decade has seen national pol
icy which significantly reduced Federal 
assistance to people in need of afford
able housing, health care, education, 
and other urgent aid. As a public policy 

we cannot afford to support the same 
military base structure today which 
has been of questionable justification 
in the recent past. 

The Base Closure Commission was di
rected by Congress to take on the very 
difficult task of determining which 
military bases should be closed or re
aligned. I know that the Commission, 
under the chairmanship of our former 
colleague, Jim Courter, has, in the 
short time available, done its best to 
produce this report. While I do not 
agree with all of the Commission's de
cisions, I believe that the Commission 
has attempt to perform its duties. Dur
ing the past year, the Commission has 
visited dozens of military installations 
nationwide in an effort to gather infor
mation so that it could make reason
able and informed decisions about 
which bases should be closed or re
aligned. This has surely not been a per
fect process. The Commission makeup 
did not have the cross section of the 
expertise and diversity of different 
points of view that should have been 
possible. The appointing authority did 
not provide the proper membership. 

In my view, Congress should also 
have directed the Commission to assess 
the utility of maintaining foreign mili
tary installations from the start not as 
an afterthought. There is simply no 
sound reason why the Commission's 
mandate of finding ways to cut costs 
while maintaining a viable national de
fense should have been limited only to 
domestic military bases. In this regard, 
I have strongly supported efforts to ex
pand the Commission's mandate along 
such lines in the past and in the future 
subject to congressional review. 

Similarly, I am sorely disappointed 
that the Commission chose to assert 
questionable jurisdiction in one area 
where literally dozens of Members of 
Congress urged them to refrain. The 
Commission voted unanimously, on 
June 30, to adopt a reorganization plan 
for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
despite the fact that this particular 
plan was never the subject of congres
sional or public hearings and had never 
received any thorough scrutiny by the 
House of Representatives Public Works 
and Transportation Committee which 
has jurisdiction over the civilian public 
works projects of the corps. The BRAC 
Commission, however, voted to delay 
the implementation of the reorganiza
tion plan for 1 year, until July 1, 1992, 
to permit Congress to review this issue 
and to pass legislation to implement 
either this or some alternative reorga
nization plan. This is small comfort 
and hardly makes up for the poor proc
ess and lack of authority in the basic 
law that created BRAC. 

It does demonstrate the BRAC Com
mission on uncertain ground and in an 
effort to co-opt the process for any 
Corps of Engineers reorganization. Un
fortunately, while there are apparently 
few Corps of Engineers district offices 

which do more military construction 
work than civilian public works 
projects, there are none which do only 
military construction. Most USACE of
fices do 7Q-80 percent even 100 percent 
civilian projects, C&M, and administra
tive tasks. Thus, any decision to imple
ment a reorganization plan which sig
nificantly reduces the districts and di
visions of the corps will necessarily 
have a very strong impact upon the 
corps' civilian public works projects. It 
will also have a very pronounced effect 
upon the corps' relationships with 
State and local governments across the 
Nation which work closely with the 
Corps of Engineers on costsharing for 
water projects, such as dams and 
floodwalls, as well as on environmental 
activities, such as the issuance of per
mits under provisions of the Clean 
Water Act. The St. Paul District Office 
of the corps, for example, which is slat
ed for closing under this last-minute 
plan, has forged valuable and special 
working relationships with Indian 
tribes in the upper Midwest as well as 
with Canadian officials regarding sev
eral river systems which flow jointly 
between the United States and Canada. 
Clearly, these USA CE functions are be
yond any specific or general mandate 
which Congress granted to the BRAC 
Commission when it was created to re
view military base closure. 

It is my understanding that there is 
report language in the House 1992 De
fense authorization bill as well as the 
Senate Defense 1992 authorization bill 
itself which will have the effect of lim
iting and curtailing the BRAC Commis
sion's jurisdiction and clarifying the 
original authority if enacted. House 
and Senate appropriations initiatives 
for 1992 funding in the Water and De
fense appropriations bills specifically 
would prohibit the Army from spending 
any funds to implement its reorganiza
tion plan for the Corps of Engineers. 
Congress must specifically provide 
such funding for such reorganization to 
become a reality. Furthermore I am 
hopeful that the chairman of the Com
mittee on Public Works and Transpor
tation, Mr. ROE, will soon move to 
schedule hearings on this issue and to 
prevent the implementation of the 
Army's reorganization plan for the 
corps by providing for a congressional 
mandate to streamline, reorganize, and 
reassign a few roles for the USACE in 
the future. 

While it may be true that the Corps 
of Engineers is in need of reorganiza
tion, this last-minute plan hatched on 
May 24, 1991, after months of denial 
that such plan existed, should cer
tainly not be the vehicle for imple
menting such a reorganization. This 
May 24 plan has not had the benefit of 
thorough public scrutiny, it is not sur
prising that it contains some very 
major flaws. For example, several high
ly ranked corps offices are slated for 
reductions or closure, while others 
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which score significantly lower in the 
corps' own rankings are retained or 
even increased. The Army has not of
fered any convincing explanation for 
this anomaly nor does the Base Closure 
Commission. 

Secretary of Defense Cheney had it 
right in the first instance when he de
ferred the reorganization of the USACE 
to the Congress and the Committee of 
Jurisdiction. The Commission decided 
on its own initiative, however, to ex
amine the Corps of Engineers after Sec
retary Cheney had decided, on April 12, 
not to include the corps in his base 
closing recommendations and to defer 
to Congress on this issue. While most 
military facilities in the Commission's 
report were subject to many weeks and 
months of review, the Commission 
based its recommendation on the Corps 
of Engineers on a 6-week review, during 
which period it considered the numer
ous other recommendations of the DOD 
for base realignment and closing. 

Mr. Chairman, despite these prob
lems which I believe will be overcome 
through separate legislative actions 
identified and only because I believe 
that these deficiencies will be rectified 
do I urge my colleagues to join me in 
supporting the Commission's rec
ommendations for base closures by re
jecting the resolution of disapproval 
and continuing the process of reassess
ing yesterday's facilities and matching 
our military installations with our 
need and means for today and tomor
row. 

Mr. FOGLIETTA. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. BORSKI]. 

Mr. BORSKI. Mr. Chairman, first, I 
want to commend my colleague the 
gentleman from Philadelphia, TOM 
FOGLIETTA, for all his hard work on 
this issue. His leadership has been un
failing for years. 

Mr. Chairman, the whole idea behind 
base closure is to save money. The de
fense budget is declining and excess 
bases should be eliminated. I under
stand and support that concept. How
ever, I believe the Commission has 
made mistakes in their choices, mis
takes that will not save money but 
cost money. We need to stop this list 
now, before we compound those mis
takes. 

Among the larger mistakes the Com
mission made was to agree with the 
Navy that the Philadelphia Naval Ship
yard should be closed. They listed 
Philadelphia for closure despite the 
fact that the closure will save no 
money and that the environmental and 
economic impacts of closing the ship
yard should preclude that action. 

Many of the conclusions the Navy 
made about Philadelphia, and which 
the Commission accepted, were wrong. 
They seriously misjudged the economic 
and environmental impacts of closing 
the shipyard. And they were wrong 
about the savings that would be real-

ized by closing Philadelphia: there will 
be none. 

The Navy claims that it will cost $130 
million to close the Philadelphia Naval 
Shipyard and that annual savings over 
a 20-year period would be $36 million. I 
believe that both those figures are 
wrong. 

The Navy's own environmental im
pact statement of December 1990 esti
mates construction and personnel costs 
of closing Philadelphia would be $284 
million. That does not include the cost 
of preservation of facilities or equip
ment at Philadelphia or the cost of 
construction and wages for additional 
workers at other shipyards. In addi
tion, the cost of environmental cleanup 
alone, as listed by the environmental 
impact statement, would be $162 mil
lion. That in and of itself is more than 
the Navy says it will cost to close 
Philadelphia. 

The Navy also said it would cost $102 
million in the first year to shift work 
from Philadelphia to other, more ex
pensive shipyards. But it does not 
count additional costs for after the 
first year. Even at substantially lower 
costs, doing Philadelphia's work at 
other shipyards wipes out the claimed 
savings of $36 million a year. 

Philadelphia is the only shipyard 
that does Service Life Extension Pro
gram [SLEP] overhauls on conven
tional aircraft carriers. The work the 
shipyard does on aircraft carriers and 
other Navy vessels proved its worth in 
the Persian Gulf war. 

The resources available at Philadel
phia are not available anywhere else. It 
will cost the Navy over $1 billion to re
place the infrastructure, drydocks and 
engineering facilities available at the 
shipyard. 

Philadelphia is the best naval ship
yard in the United States. The workers 
at the shipyard are the most efficient 
in the Navy and cannot be replaced. 

Finally, closing the shipyard would 
devastate Philadelphia's economy. Di
rectly and indirectly; closing the ship
yard means over 35,000 lost jobs, and a 
26-percent growth in Philadelphia's un
employment rate, a catastrophic in
crease. The city would lose millions an
nually in tax revenue, at a time when 
Philadelphia can least afford it. 

The distribution of closures in the 
Commission's list is unfair. Pennsylva
nia takes a bigger hit in civilian jobs 
than any other State with bases on the 
closure list; 35 percent of all civilian 
job losses come from Pennsylvania and 
New Jersey. Sixty percent of the 
Navy's civilian jobs cuts are from the 
Philadelphia Naval Shipyard and Naval 
Station. 

It is unreasonable to require one area 
of the country to sustain that much 
economic damage while other areas are 
untouched. 

On top of the direct devastation that 
this list will cause in Philadelphia is 
the Navy's plan for the shipyard. The 

Navy wants to mothball the shipyard 
in case they need it in a future emer
gency. That will eliminate any possi
bility that the shipyard can be used by 
the community for anything else. 

The Navy is taking away the ship
yard and its jobs and revenue and si
multaneously preventing Philadelphia 
from developing the site to replace the 
lost jobs revenue. 

The Navy's 'plan for the shipyard will 
remove from use a 1,500-acre water
front property worth $3 billion. That is 
a double jeopardy for a city that is in 
poor shape financially. 

Mothballing the shipyard also re
moves any incentive for the Navy to 
complete an environmental cleanup. 
This allows the Navy to underestimate 
the environmental costs of closing the 
Philadelphia Naval Shipyard. 

I have had firsthand experience in my 
district with a military closure gone 
bad. In 1977, the Army closed the 
Frankford Arsenal. For 6 years the ar
senal site sat dormant, a federally 
abandoned ghost-town. First, the Army 
spent 2 years studying the site. Then, 
in 1979, a contract was awarded for the 
arsenal cleanup. After further study 
and documentation, clean up began in 
1980. 

In 1981, the Army certified that the 
arsenal met the criteria for unre
stricted use and turned it over to the 
General Services Administration. How
ever, PCB's, asbestos, and lead-based 
paint remain a problem to this day, al
most 15 years after the Army closed 
the Frankford Arsenal. The arsenal 
was a blight on surroundings neighbor
hoods for 6 years after a private devel
oper finally bought it. 

The Frankford Arsenal is now an in
dustrial and commercial facility that 
employs 3,000, with the potential for an 
additional 1,000 jobs. But the arsenal's 
ultimate success carried a high price 
and taught us a lesson: The Defense 
Department should be made to fully re
store facilities it chooses not to use. 
DOD should not be allowed to abandon 
facilities, or, just as bad, mothball 
them and prevent their use by nearby 
communities. 

I admit that I have a parochial inter
est here. Many of my constituents will 
lose jobs. But closing the Philadelphia 
Naval Shipyard will not save money. It 
will cost more to cleanup the shipyard 
than the Navy says it will cost just to 
close it. And if closing Philadelphia is 
not a money-saver, why force the eco
nomic devastation on Philadelphia 
that closure guarantees. If the Com
mission is wrong about Philadelphia, 
they may very well be wrong about 
other bases, too. 

I urge my colleagues to reject the 
base closure Commission's list and sup
port House Joint Resolution 308. 

D 1800 
Mr. FOGLIETTA. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Maryland [Mr. MCMILLEN]. 
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Mr. MCMILLEN of Maryland. Mr. 

Chairman, I rise today in support of 
the resolution of disapproval. My oppo
sition to the recommendations agreed 
upon by the Defense Base Closure Com
mission is a result of the Commission's 
decision to include far-reaching propos
als to restructure our defense research 
and development laboratories. 

As many of you know, the Base Clo
sure Commission voted to include as 
part of the base closure list the Navy's 
and Army's proposals to consolidate re
search and defense laboratories. The 
problem with this decision is that 
there has been very little review of 
these consolidation proposals. No con
gressional hearings were ever held spe
cifically on the consolidation propos
als, and the Commission clearly did not 
have the time nor the resources to ade
quately review the technical merits of 
the plan, nor to devote attention to 
each R&D faciii ty affected. 

Laboratories are different from bases 
and should not be realigned without a 
sound basis. Unfortunately, this basis
be it policy considerations or cost ef
fectiveness-has not been clearly dem
onstrated. The proposal to realign the 
David Taylor Research Center in An
napolis epitomizes the flaws in the 
Navy's consolidation plan. 

The proposal to realign David Taylor 
·'Underestimates the costs, and gives lit
tle consideration to the impact on the 
future mission and national strategy of 
consolidating the functions currently 
handled in Annapolis. 

The base closure report will imple
ment the recommendations made by 
the Department of the Navy's report on 
base closure and realignment-Navy re
port-issued in April of this year. This 
will realign the DTRC Annapolis and 
NAVSSES Philadelphia with DTRC 
Carderock, as part of its overall plan to 
consolidate activities into four major 
RDT&E warfare centers. This will en
tail the movement of certain key func
tions affecting materials, submarine 
hull, and mechanical and electrical 
propulsion, along with the facilities to 
carry out such functions from Annap
olis to Carderock. 

COST EFFECTIVENESS ISSUES 

According to the Navy report, the 
upfront costs of the DTRC Annapolis 
realignment is roughly $48 million, 
with an estimated annual return of $5.6 
million. 

The major savings envisioned by the 
Navy plan is equal to the savings asso
ciated with reductions in personnel al
ready mandated by current law. As 
part of last year's defense authoriza
tion, there will be a 20-percent work 
force reduction, regardless of the re
structuring. This would provide annual 
savings equal to the $5.6 million envi
sioned in the Navy report. Thus, a sim
ple downsizing would achieve the same 
savings, without the loss of capability 
and without the costs of restructuring. 

Furthermore, the DTRC Annapolis is 
a naval industrial fund [NIFJ facility. 
This means that the laboratory must 
operate as a self-sustaining business in 
which all costs except military con
struction are paid through direct 
charges to specific projects. As a profit 
center, DTRC Annapolis has grossed an 
average of $80 million per year for the 
past 10 years. With the proposed re
alignment, this revenue would drop off. 

The Navy report also assumes that 80 
percent of the Annapolis employees to 
be transferred would retain their resi
dence in Annapolis since DTRC 
Carderock is considered commuting 
distance. This is unrealistic, particu
larly as a long-term state of affairs. 
Consequently, this assumption has the 
effect of grossly underestimating the 
total relocation costs. A more realistic 
assessment of the move is in the $80 to 
$100 million region. 

To put these figures in perspective, 
the General Accounting Office [GAO] 
notes that the initial return on the $49 
million upfront costs will be 10 years, 
and that with a 50-percent increase in 
these costs, the payback period will be 
100 years. Considering the fact that the 
Navy report also identifies $24 million 
in environmental cleanup costs, which 
is separate from the $48 million, any 
possible return on investment-accord
ing to table I.33 of the GAO report-
would be negligible. 

MATERIALS ISSUE 

This last point raises another impor
tant issue. The proposed transfer of the 
hazardous materials process to 
Carderock would require the construc
tion and approval of new environ
mental control systems in Carderock. 
This will raise the problem of trans
porting hazardous waste through the 
local community, and could result in 
lengthy court challenges. As the Navy 
report notes: 

DTRC Annapolis generates hazardous 
waste will be transferred to DTRC Bethesda 
to support the transferred activities. Not 
only will this increase storage problems at 
Bethesda, but it will also increase truck traf
fic of hazardous wastes through a residential 
area. This will cause increased safety risks 
and potential health hazards to those living 
in the community. 

MACHINERY ISSUES 

These last points highlight problems 
which do not appear to have been well 
thought out. And this goes to the heart 
of my concern over the consolidation 
proposals in general, and the proposed 
realignment of DTRC Annapolis in par
ticular. Although the notion of consoli
dation appears beneficial at face value, 
the articulation of a future techno
logical strategy remains absent. 

DTRC Annapolis is the focus of the 
Nation's largest, most intensive R&D 
effort and capability for HM&E sys
tems-including stealth characteris
tics-of ships, submarines, and other 
vehicles. It is also the primary na
tional resource for ship and submarine 

machinery and materials R&D, and 
represents the primary U.S. capability 
for submarine and surface ship machin
ery electromagnetic and acoustic 
quieting technologies. And, according 
to the Navy report, DTRC Annapolis is 
the "key Navy resource for advanced 
in tergrated electric drive technology.'' 

After acknowledging these functions, 
and the priority of such functons, the 
Navy report then proposes separating 
several integrated functions, fragment
ing important R&D programs. A prime 
example is separation of the electrical 
research from the mechanical research 
in Annapolis. This is extremely short 
sighted, and will deny the Navy of a 
technical capability to control risks 
and costs of its integrated electric 
drive program. I cannot underestimate 
the importance of this program, and 
the grave consequences should it be re
structured. 

The Navy is currently embarking on 
a radical departure from mechanical 
shaft-driven systems of the last 100 
years. This program is the single most 
important development that will 
launch new, improved propulsion and 
ship arrangements capability for all fu
ture Navy ships. Annapolis is currently 
the key laboratory developing this 
emerging technology, and Carderock is 
not equipped to do it at all. 

Essentially, the integrated electric 
drive program will link the central 
power system for both propulsion and 
ships-power for all other ship func
tions. Congress has also been pressing 
for a parallel program in superconduct
ing machinery as the next generation 
of integrated electric drive to reduce 
weight by one half, and improve per
formance. DTRC Annapolis is the only 
lead laboratory for integrated electr-ic 
drive and superconducting machinery 
in existence. 

By moving the function, not only are 
we incurring new construction costs, 
but we will lose time in developing the 
technology, and risk losing expertise as 
well. This point highlights the lack of 
a strategic plan behind the laboratory 
restructuring. 

It should be noted that DTRC Annap
olis has sufficient space, buildings, and 
expertise to keep pace with these new 
naval and national thrusts. And in 
many cases, it is better suited than 
Carderock to continue many of these 
functions, particularly the integrated 
electric drive program. DTRC 
Carderock has unsuitable space/loca
tion for: First, land-based full scale 
models for integrated electric drive; 
second, acoustic test facilities for ship 
silencing; and third, accomodations for 
toxic metals/nonmetals work. 

These points demonstrate the fact 
that the proposed realignment of DTRC 
will not be cost effective and does not 
make policy sense. It is important to 
remember that the Base Closure Com
mission is a product of declining de
fense budgets and the need to utilize 
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our defense dollars wisely. We must be 
sure that the future defense infrastruc
ture is cost effective and efficient. Re
alignment for the sake of realignment, 
particularly if the return on the 
upfront costs is nonexistent, is not ac
ceptable. We need to be sure of the mis
sion, the savings, and the benefits of 
the consolidation plans. Looking at the 
proposed realignment of DTRC Annap
olis, I seriously question how well the 
overall consolidation plan has been 
thought out, for it is clear that the 
proposed realignment for DTRC Annap
olis certainly is not. 

Regarding the larger issue of includ
ing laboratories in the base closure 
process, the base closure list slates the 
vast majority of research labora
tories-including 90 percent of all Navy 
labs-for closure or realignment. Es
sentially, the DOD tacked the consoli
dation proposals, originally developed 
as part of the defense management re
view, for the Army and Navy's research 
and development laboratories onto the 
base closure list. 

My concern has always been that, by 
implementing these proposals through 
the 1991 base closure list, the DOD is 
effectively restructuring the entire 
Federal R&D system without sufficient 
oversight. The role of the Advisory 
Commission on the Consolidation and 
Conversion [CCC] of Defense Research 
Development Laboratories in the con
solidation process has been nullified, 
and there is not even enough time for 
the General Accounting Office to pro
vide an adequate cost analysis of the 
proposals. 

I would note here that there is no 
separate cost estimate regarding the 
Navy's laboratory consolidation pro
posal either in the Navy report, or in 
the recent GAO study presented to the 
Commission last week. Furthermore, 
as the GAO noted in testimony before 
this Commission, 

First, GAO did not have enough time 
to adequately review the numbers. 

Second, it did not even begin to re
view the cost/benefits of the proposed 
laboratory consolidation proposals. 
There is no separate mention of the 
cost of the Navy and Army proposals to 
overhaul our R&D infrastructure. 

Third, nor did GAO have enough time 
to analyze the actual source data fed 
into the Cobra model to determine its 
validity; GAO merely focused on the 
consistency of the data through the 
process. 

Fourth, the Navy's numbers are sus
pect. As the report states: 

"* * * the Navy had insufficient doc
umentation to support its efforts, 
which precluded GAO from evaluating 
the Navy's process * * *" and 

"The Navy did not establish required 
internal controls to ensure the accu
racy of the data used." and 

"GAO found cases where the services 
used inaccurate data in the [COBRA] 
model.'' 

Fifth, "* * * since the Navy did not 
document the rationale for its deci
sions, GAO was unable to analyze its 
specific closure and realignment rec
ommendations." 

Considering the fact that the consoli
dation is aimed at saving taxpayer dol
lars, it would behoove us to ensure that 
this goal is achieved. Unfortunately, 
the report issued by GAO on this point 
is not reassuring. 

Admittedly, much can be done to im
prove the current system to increase 
its efficiency, cost effectiveness, and to 
retain its personnel. However, to my 
knowledge, no congressional hearings 
have been held specifically on the con
solidation proposals, and the time
frame of the base closure process pre
cludes the kind of indepth analysis of 
the costs and benefits that such a 
major restructuring should require. 

Furthermore, such an overhaul of our 
technological infrastructure should 
take into consideration a number of is
sues which are not addressed in the 
consolidation proposals. These include 
not just questions of infrastructure, 
but also personnel and regulatory mat
ters. Wholesale statutory reform re
garding payscales, management prac
tices, future personnel trends, and reg
ulatory exemption is necessary. 

Moreover, the impact of the labora
tory issue transcends the budgetary is
sues of consolidation, and raises ques
tions about what the future mission of 
our R&D system will be, and who will 
carry it out. A recent article in "Wash
ington Technology" highlights the fu
ture role the DOD R&D system will 
play in determining priorities in the 
use of the 75.6 billion dollars' worth of 
Federal R&D. The article highlights 
the consequences of the future consoli
dations. 

The administration argues in a 
March 29, 1991, letter from former R&D 
director Charles Herzfeld that: 

The Department (of Defense) must conform 
to the dates established by Congress with re
gard to base closure. * * * the act also re
quires that the Department consider all 
military installations inside the United 
States equally. In order to comply with this 
legislation, the defense laboratories were not 
excluded from the Department's review of 
bases for closure or realignment. 

Admittedly, Congress passed a law 
which had conflicting provisions. How
ever, it is clear that by choosing to fol
low the base closure provisions exclu
sively, the laboratory restructuring 
proposals will be enacted without effec
tive oversight. 

The U.S. economy and our national 
defense are both technology-based, the 
cutting edge of development being done 
by the Federal R&D system. To allow 
Federal labs to continue to degenerate 
into second-rate facilities will ulti
mately have an adverse impact on the 
economy and our defense. Particularly 
in light of the future reliance upon 
technology to overcome numerically 
superior adversaries, it would behoove 

all concerned to ensure the restructur
ing is based on sound policy and is well 
thought out. 

The commission did, however, delay 
implementation until after January 1, 
1992. This delay was adopted so that 
the Federal Advisory Commission on 
the Consolidation and Conversion of 
Defense Research and Development 
Laboratories (Advisory Commission) 
would have time to review the rec
ommended realignments and closures. 

Given this action, it is apparent that 
the Base Closure Commission recog
nized that the Advisory Commission 
has a role to play in thoroughly re
viewing the proposed consolidations of 
our military research and development 
laboratories. However, there remains 
some controversy about the exact role 
of the Advisory Commission. The De
partment of Defense would prefer that 
the Advisory Commission bypass any 
substantive review of the actual pro
posal, and focus solely on how best to 
implement the base closure rec
ommendations. This would be a mis
take. 

Last year's Defense authorization
Public Law 101-510-which created the 
Advisory Commission provided a statu
tory charter to determine the feasibil
ity and desirability of various means to 
improve the operations of DOD labora
tories. To quote the actual language of 
the law, the Commission is charged 
with considering "conversion of some 
or all such laboratories to Govern
ment-owned, contractor-operated lab
oratories; modification of the missions 
and functions of some or all such lab
oratories; and consolidation or closure 
of some or all such laboratories." The 
Commission is also directed to deter
mine "a proposed schedule for each 
consolidation, closure, or conversion of 
a laboratory considered appropriate." 
The action by the Defense Base Closure 
Commission in no way alters this legis
lative mandate. 

My concern, which I have brought to 
the attention of this body in the past, 
has always been that the realignment 
of the Defense R&D system should be 
done in a manner which ensures the 
long-term viability and effectiveness of 
U.S. technological development. It is 
imperative, therefore, that the Advi
sory Commission on Laboratories ful
fill its mandate and provide a thorough 
analysis of the overall consolidation 
proposals as well as of the proposed in
dividual realignments. This is nothing 
more than the function of the Advisory 
Commission as defined by statute. 

In summary, I will continue to op
pose the base closure recommendations 
for the aforementioned reasons. I un
derstand the problems associated with 
reducing the military infrastructure, 
and am not opposed to base closures. I 
do not even oppose the consolidation of 
Federal R&D laboratories. What I am 
opposed to is the way in which these 
proposals have been fast tracked 
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through Congress. By supporting the 
Base Closure Commission's rec
ommendations we are abdicating our 
responsibility and acquiescing in the 
circumvention of the proper policy 
process. This is unconscionable. 

I would note that I have requested 
that the Armed Services Committee 
acknowledge the Advisory Commis
sion's mandate, and I have further re
quested that the Armed Services Com
mittee review the Advisory Commis
sion recommendations when they are 
released at the end of September. 
Given the magnitude of the restructur
ing, a congressional oversight hearing 
would be in order, particularly in light 
of the fact that no congressional hear
ings have ever been held on the serv
ices' laboratory consolidation propos
als. Our R&D infrastructure is too im
portant to allow such a major restruc
turing to occur without sufficient over
sight. 

Mr. FOGLIETTA. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Indiana [Mr. JONTZ]. 

Mr. JONTZ. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today in support of House Joint Reso
lution 308, disapproval of the base clos
ing recommendations, because I believe 
the Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission has given greater weight 
to financial considerations than mili
tary factors in its recommendations. In 
doing so the Commission has made a 
proposal which treats my home State 
of Indiana, our communities, and the 
thousands of military retirees who live 
and work there, unfairly. 

In the case of Grissom Air Force 
Base, located in my district, the Air 
Force's own data demonstrate that 
Grissom is militarily superior to sev
eral bases not included on the Commis
sion's target list. Grissom's location 
deep in the interior of the country 
makes the base better able to survive 
cruise missile and submarine-launched 
missile attacks. Currently half of all 
SAC bases, mostly along the eastern 
and western seaboards, lie within the 
range of such weapons. Any design for 
a stronger defense system should take 
advantage of opportunities to transfer 
missions from more vulnerable bases 
along the coasts to safer facilities such 
as Grissom. 

The ·fact is that Grissom's ratings are 
better than or comparable to at least 
four bases which the Commission did 
not target for closure but are also vul
nerable to nuclear attack. It appears, 
then, the reason Grissom has been se
lected is its relatively low cost of clo
sure and the projected short-term sav
ings which would result. During the 
Commission's consideration of 
Grissom, Commissioner Robert Stuart, 
who visited the base, said "It's a fine 
base, but return on investment and 
savings-that's our mission." In other 
words, cost consideration were given 
greater weight than military factors by 

the Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission. 

I think this is wrong, but at the same 
time, there is no question in my mind 
that the cost savings for closing 
Grissom that were estimated by the 
Pentagon are much too high, a problem 
exacerbated by the fact that the Com
mission has also recommended that Ft. 
Benjamin Harrison be closed. 

In its May 15 report, the GAO identi
fied several shortcomings in the 
COBRA model used to calculate the 
savings of a closed base, particularly as 
it related to future health care costs of 
military retirees paid by the Govern
ment. The report said: "the model ig
nores the cost of Medicare to the Fed
eral Government * * * While not a 
DOD cost, Medicare increases costs to 
the Federal Government. DOD decided 
to continue exclusing Medicare costs, 
and the revised COBRA model only ac
counts for the patient load that is ex
pected to transfer to military health 
insurance." The report concluded that 
"the associated Medicare costs will in
crease the total costs of closures." 

Mr. Chairman, Indiana would be the 
only State to lose all of its active bases 
in this round of closures. The Chair
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Colin 
Powell, told the Commission that there 
was little coordination of targeted clo
sures between branches and I believe 
the Commission has been insensitive to 
the consequences of closing both bases. 
The result of the combined closures 
would not only have a severe economic 
impact on our State but it would also 
leave thousands of military retirees 
and dependents, many of whom came 
to Indiana to be near these facilities, 
without the services to which they are 
entitled. Certainly bases should not be 
kept open solely to provide services to 
military retirees, but our commitment 
to these retirees should not be ignored 
merely because it is financial expedi
ent to do so. 

There are good military reasons for 
keeping Grissom open and, in doing so, 
we would also be able to meet our obli
gations to retirees. Closing Grissom 
would result in a double loss to our 
country: the elimination of an effective 
and efficient facility and the continued 
erosion of benefits to those who have 
served our country so well. 

The President, the Pentagon, and 
Congress all agree that new budget re
alities and security need mean that the 
United States can no longer afford and 
no longer requires military forces of 
the size we have maintained. It is for 
that reason that we must make sure 
that the force structure we do support 
is the most effective possible. The 
Commission's recommendations may 
leave us with a less expensive military 
force but it will also leave behind a less 
effective one. 

Mr. FOGLIETTA. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes and 20 seconds to the 

gentleman from California [Mr. 
CONDIT]. 

Mr. CONDIT. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today to speak on behalf of the one of 
the great Air Force bases in this coun
try-Castle Air Force Base located in 
my district. After providing 50 years of 
distinguished service to this Nation's 
defense, Castle is slated for closure in 
1995. 

I know that we must cut the defense 
budget. The declining force structure 
dictates that we must do this. Bases 
are going to have to close. When the 
Defense Department announced its pro
posed closure list on April 12 of this 
year, I kept an open mind. I wanted to 
know the justification for their placing 
Castle on the closure list. I would not 
have opposed closing the base had they 
had solid ground for their decision. But 
as the discussion on Castle wound its 
way through the Base Closure Commis
sion deliberations, I realized that clos
ing Castle Air Force Base at this time 
would be a costly and serious military 
mistake. 

The Defense Base Closure and Re
alignment Commission had a tall order 
before it. Commission Chairman Jim 
Courter is to be commended for making 
sure that he and the other Commis
sioners were accessible to us. But the 
evaluation of Castle Air Force Base, 
along with the other Strategic Air 
Command base proposed for closure, 
was flawed on a number of counts. 

First, Castle was miscategorized by 
the Pentagon, and this fundamental 
methodological error was pertpetuated 
by the Base Closure Commission staff 
throughout the Commission's proceed
ings. Castle Air Force Base is the loca
tion of the Strategic Air Command's B-
52/KC-135 Combat Crew Training 
School. Castle is a training facility. 
But neither did the Pentagon nor the 
Base Closure Commission staff treat it 
as such. Instead, they compared Castle 
with the 18 operational Strategic Air 
Command bases whose m1ss10ns are 
fundamentally different than the one 
carried out by Castle. 

Second, the proposed $100-million 
move of the Castle mission to Fairchild 
Air Force Base at this stage in the B-
52 lifecycle will almost require a sec
ond costly move of the KC-135 Combat 
Crew Training School since the Air 
Force has proposed to place all strate
gic bombers in the 21st century in 
midcontinental locations after the B-52 
leaves the inventory. Air refueling 
training will be hard to conduct in the 
Pacific Northwest if there are no bomb
er-receivers with which to train. 

Third, the Strategic Air Command 
bases under consideration by the Base 
Closure Commission during its final 
hours of deliberations did not receive 
the same full and balanced discussion 
afforded to all other military installa
tions which the Commission consid
ered. Instead, there was an attempt to 
lump all SAC bases together as a pack-
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age at 11 p.m. on June 30. Much to his 
credit, Chairman Jim Courter con
vinced the rest of his colleagues to 
take separate votes on each SAC base, 
but the procedural maneuvering cut 
into the time during which substantive 
discussion could have taken place on 
each base. 

In addition, the Base Closure Com
mission staff introduced new data and 
arguments on each SAC base at the 
eleventh hour of deliberations. No com
munity rebuttal was permitted, further 
clouding the discussion. 

I realize that the House today will, in 
all probability, sustain the report of 
the Commission. I, reluctantly, will 
vote in favor of disapproving its report 
because I sincerely believe that the 
taxpayers of this country will be short
changed by the closure of Castle Air 
Force Base at this time. I would like to 
thank all of those dedicated individ
uals who participated on Castle Air 
Force Base Task Force 2000 whose dili
gence and professionalism made a last
ing impression during the Commis
sion's deliberations. We must move on 
now to the next phase, so it is impor
tant that we maintain our unity and 
our strength. 

Mr. FOGLIETTA. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. NEAL]. 

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, the House will vote today 
on the recommendations of the Com
mission on Base Closure and Realign
ment as submitted to the Congress on 
July 10 by President Bush. Like many 
of my colleagues, the Commission has 
recommended for closure a military in
stallation in my home State. That in
stallation, Fort Devens, located in 
Ayer, MA, currently employs 6,700 
military and 2,600 civilian personnel, 
many of whom live in the north 
Worcester County portion of my dis
trict. If Fort Devens were to be closed, 
the economic impact this would have, 
particularly on the communities sur
rounding and servicing the base, would 
be devastating. This is the primary 
reason why I plan to vote to disapprove 
the recommendations of the Commis
sion. 

But I have another reason, one more 
personal. Three years ago, the very 
same Commission recommended that 
Fort Devens would remain open as a 
viable military installation. I was per
sonally assured that the Information 
Systems Command, currently located 
at Fort Huachuca, AZ, would be trans
ferred to Fort Devens. 

Thousands of dollars were spent in 
anticipation of this exchange. Busi
nesses relocated and homes were built 
to accommodate the expected influx of 
personnel. Like my constituents, I ex
pected the Department of Defense to 
keep their word and honor the commit
ment made to the men and women of 
Fort Devens. Unfortunately, the DOD, 
using the same criteria it used in 1988, 

broke their promise and recommended 
that Fort Devens be closed. As I said in 
my testimony before the Commission 
last May, the decision to close Fort 
Devens represents, in my opinion, a de
liberate breach of faith between the 
Department of Defense and the work
ing men and women of Massachusetts. 

By voting to disapprove the rec
ommendations of the Base Closure 
Commission, I am honoring my com
mitment to the people of north Worces
ter County by doing everything I can 
to keep Fort Devens open. 

In the end, Mr. Chairman, my con
stituents and I both learned a valuable 
lesson in this process, and that is when 
the Army says a base will be realigned, 
what they really mean is that its about 
to be closed. 

D 1810 
Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr. 

Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. FOGLI
E'ITA]. 

Mr. FOGLIETTA. Mr. Chairman, I 
want to end my participation in this 
debate by observing that I have con
sistently argued against delegating 
this important job to a commission. 
The people elected us to make deci
sions-not to delegate the job to 
unelected, unaccountable unexperts. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Chairman, I re
serve the balance of my time. 

It is flat wrong to say that we politi
cians never support the closure of mili
tary bases in their region. My col
league from Pennsylvania, CURT 
WELDON, has sought to close an Army 
Reserve facility in his region since he 
came to Congress. But the Army will 
not let him. Some of my colleagues 
from New York had the courage to sup
port shutting down the Staten Island 
Homeport Project. Stopping Staten Is
land will save at least $35.5 million a 
year. But the Navy opposes this posi
tion, and the Commission decided not 
to save these millions of dollars. 

Mr. Chairman, I say to the Members, 
let us do our jobs. Let us not hide be
hind political gimmicks and smoke and 
mirrors. Let us reassert our authority. 
Let us say no to a legacy of unfairness. 
I urge my colleagues to vote yes on 
Foglietta-Snowe. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Chairman, I re
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gen
tleman from Mississippi [Mr. MONT
GOMERY]. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask my colleagues to vote no on this 
resolution. In my opinion, the Base 
Closure Commission has been fair. It 
has been impartial and it has certainly 
been thorough. 

Most of my colleagues really gen
erally agree that the President of the 
United States and the Secretary of De
fense realize that the threat of the So
viet Union is not there any more and 

that we should cut our military by 25 
percent. One of the ways, and it is a 
tough way, that we can save money is 
by making the hard decision today and 
support the Commission recommenda
tions of base closure. 

Mr. Chairman, if Members believe in 
the base closure process, I ask them to 
vote no on this resolution. 

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

Mr. MONTGOMERY. I yield to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding to me. I just 
wanted to engage in a colloquy with 
the gentleman because some of the 
Members who have been at other meet
ings on Capitol Hill might not under
stand. This is a motion of disapproval, 
so those who want to support the Com
mission's findings and recommenda
tions will vote no; is that correct? 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Chairman, 
that is correct. And if Members do not 
support the Commission recommenda
tions, they would vote aye. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, as a leader in 
congressional efforts to root out waste, fraud, 
and abuse in the defense industry, I firmly 
support the goal of the bipartisan Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
[BRAG] to create a more efficient military op
eration by eliminating unnecessary expendi
tures and streamlining costs. 

I, however, have significant reservations 
about the recommendations of the BRAG re
port as they relate to the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers. The proposed reorganization of the 
corps for the Great Lakes region will violate 
the intent of the Commission by creating vast 
inefficiencies, frustrating international Great 
Lakes efforts, and damaging regional preser
vation and recreation goals. 

Standing in strong, widespread, and biparti
san company, I have organized a coalition of 
59 Great Lakes Members representing 5 
States to request that congressional hearings 
on this important issue be held by the end of 
the year. Attached is a copy of the written re
quest to Chairman ROBERT A. ROE, House 
Committee on Public Works and Transpor
tation. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington DC, July 24, 1990. 

Hon. ROBERT A. RoE, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works and 

Transportation, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Representing more 

than fifty Congressional Districts through
out five states in the Great Lakes Region, we 
are writing to you to express our deep con
cern over the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers' 
reorganization study proposing to eliminate 
the Detroit and Chicago Regional Offices and 
the St. Paul District Office, and to place ju
risdiction over the vast majority of the 
Great Lakes region in the Buffalo District 
Office. 

We are concerned that this proposal would 
create great inefficiencies and drastically 
undermine the ability of the Corps to provide 
planning, maintenance, and supervision to 
the Great Lakes Region. Consolidating the 
Great Lakes regional offices in the geo
graphically Eastern-most corner of the re
gion will present a significant impediment to 
providing supervision and oversight of the 



July 30, 1991 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 20361 
Corps' Great Lakes projects. Distancing 
major research institutions and agencies re
sponsible for formulating Great Lakes pres
ervation and management policies, and re
moving offices located closest to the most 
heavily concentrated Corps' Great Lakes 
projects will severely impede coordination 
and development. Additionally, closing the 
St. Paul District Office and moving its func
tions will jeopardize the Corps' close work
ing relationship with officials in five upper 
Midwest States and Canada. 

We share your view that the Corps' reorga
nization proposal demands careful congres
sional scrutiny by the Public Works and 
Transportation Committee and urge you to 
hold hearings on this important issue prior 
to the adjournment of the first session of the 
102nd Congress. Congress must have the op
portunity to review the Corps' recommenda
tions which were conducted without ap.y out
side review or analysis. Furthermore, we be
lieve that in choosing to ignore its own care
fully conducted studies ranking the Detroit, 
Chicago, and St. Paul offices above the Buf
falo office in every major category, the 
Corps has elevated the necessity of prompt 
and intensive Congressional review. 

We thank you for your attention to this re
quest and look forward to your response. 

Sincerely yours, 
John D. Dingell, David R. Obey, Philip R. 

Sharp, Bruce F . Vento, Sidney R. 
Yates, Barbara-Rose Collins, Robert H. 
Michel, Dan Rostenkowski, James L. 
Oberstar, Bob Traxler, William 0. Li
pinski, Frederick S. Upton, Les Aspin, 
William D. Ford. 

Peter J. Visclosky, David E. Bonior, Carl 
D. Pursell, George E. Sangmeister, 
Frank Annunzio, F. James Sensen
brenner, Jr. , Guy Vander Jagt, John 
Conyers, Jr., William S. Broomfield, 
Jim Moody, Henry J. Hyde, Dennis M. 
Hertel, Martin Olav Sabo, Marty 
Russo, Terry L. Bruce, Richard J. Dur
bin. 

Robert W. Davis, Sander M. Levin, J. 
Dennis Hastert, Dale Kildee, Lane 
Evans, Vin Weber, John Edward Porter, 
Gus Savage, Toby Roth, Timothy J. 
Penny, Charles A. Hayes, Jill Long, 
Paul B. Henry, Bob Carr, Howard 
Wolpe, Steve Gunderson. 

Glenn Poshard, Scott Klug, John W. Cox, 
Jr., Thomas W. Ewing, Gerry Sikorski, 
Andrew Jacobs, Jr., Tim Roemer, Dave 
Camp, Collin C. Peterson, Jim 
Ramstad, Jim Jontz, Cardiss Collins, 
Philip M. Crane. 

Members of Congress. 
Ms. MOLINARI. Mr. Chairman, I rise today 

to express my satisfaction with the Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission's 
full review of our Nation's military installations. 

As a Member with a Navy base in her dis
trict under consideration for possible closure in 
the base closure and realignment process, I 
worked very closely with the Commission and 
its staff. Throughout the deliberations, it was 
my experience that the Commission diligently 
sifted through the conflicting testimony and 
documentation, in order to make the best 
judgment for the good of our country. I ap
plaud the work of the Commission which in 
every instance, handled itself in the fair, open, 
and impartial manner originally intended by 
the law. 

While I am happy that the Commission de
cided not to close Naval Station New York, I 
am equally pleased that the evolution of base 
closings and realignment has moved forward 

in a positive, equitable, and nonpartisan man
ner. I am convinced that the decision to save 
my facility was based on a rational and fully 
capable system which ultimately worked ac
cording to plan. 

I am totally convinced that while not without 
controversy, this process is far superior to the 
unfair closure attempts made in this body last 
year. As you'll recall, Mr. Chairman, there was 
an attempt by a few Members to single out the 
Staten Island homeport for closure last Sep
tember. I stated to my colleagues during de
bate on that amendment, that microman
agement of installations by individual Members 
is no way to run the military. I asked that the 
Base Closure Commission be allowed to per
form its duties, which it has done, fairly and 
objectively. 

I have no illusions that Members whose 
bases were hit by the Commission's decision, 
will continue their vow to fight on. I know the 
pain to a local community through a closure 
can be devastating. There remains some 
kinds in the process which need to be fully 
worked out. For instance, I concur with my 
colleagues who believe that the Commission 
should consider a similar impartial process 
and study our overseas installations. 

It is my opinion however, that in this year's 
base closure recommendations, there does 
not appear to be substantial deviation from the 
original force-structure plan and criteria. Based 
on my own experiences and a full review of 
the Commission's final analysis, I will join the 
administration and Department of Defense in 
opposing the resolution to reject the 1991 
base closure recommendations. I can only 
hope that in 1993 and 1995, the evolution and 
impartiality of this process can continue in 
similar fashion. 

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise today 
to express my support for the measure pend
ing before us and my profound opposition to 
the recommendations to close the Philadelphia 
Naval Shipyard, the Philadelphia Naval Sta
tion, and to realign the Naval Air Development 
Center in Warminster. 

There are a number of reasons why I object 
to the list that the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission has put forward. 

First, I am deeply disturbed that the Com
mission did not choose to challenge the 
Navy's recommendations more thoroughly. 
Both the General Accounting Office and the 
Commission itself found the Navy's decision
making process to be both deficient and 
flawed in key respects. 

The GAO found itself "* • • unable to con
duct an extensive review of the process the 
Navy used to recommend bases for closure or 
realignment, because the Navy did not ade
quately document its decisionmaking process 
or the results of its deliberations. In addition," 
the GAO noted, "the Navy did not establish an 
internal control plan to ensure the validity and 
accuracy of information used in its assess
ment as required by OSD." 

The Base Closure Commission came to a 
similar conclusion, noting on May 22, that "the 
Navy group employed a great deal of subjec
tive judgment in drawing up their list of rec
ommendations for closure and realignment." 
The Commission continued, "[t]he GAO and 
the Commission staff have pointed to an 
alarming lack of information about the Navy's 
decision-making process." 

Because of these deficiencies in the Navy's 
decisionmaking process and flaws identified 
by the GAO and the Commission in the 
Navy's data inputs and calculations, the Com
mission asked that the Navy present additional 
information. 

In the case of the Naval Air Development 
Center, I asked the Navy for this information, 
too, in order to present a balanced case to the 
Commission. But despite the fact that this was 
supposed to be an open process, a process in 
which Members could participate on behalf of 
facilities of importance to their constituency, I 
did not receive information that was repeatedly 
requested by my office until Friday, June 28, 
just 2 days before the Commission cast its 
final votes. By then it was too late to rebut the 
Navy's claims with any degree of effective
ness. 

It is difficult for me to say this, as a former 
Marine captain, but I believe the Navy delib
erately stonewalled me. I believe there was a 
conscious decision taken by Navy officials to 
keep this information from members of the 
Philadelphia area congressional delegation for 
as long as possible. I know that other mem
bers of the delegation received similar treat
ment, and I assure you, Mr. Chairman, we are 
incensed about it. 

I believe the net result of this process was 
that Navy facilities in the Philadelphia area got 
short shrift in the Commission's evaluation 
process. Though I have not studied them as 
closely, I expect this applies to Navy facilities 
in other areas, too. 

Unlike other areas, however, I can tell the 
Members of this body that the Philadelphia 
area took the overwhelming hit on this list. Ac
cording to the Navy, we will lose some 60,000 
jobs in the Philadelphia area as a con
sequence of these recommendations, increas
ing overall unemployment by 2.1 percent. 
Local experts on the economy expect these 
totals to be even higher. Meanwhile, Philadel
phia's economic state is already a precarious 
one. 

Finally, I want to comment on the national 
security implications of the recommendations, 
which I expect Members will find to be the 
most critical factor of those that I would men
tion. 

Naval Complex Philadelphia, located on a 
1,425-acre site at League Island, is one of 
eight U.S. Navy shipyards nationwide and one 
of four located on the east coast. Throughout 
its history it has served our national security 
well. During World War II, the Philadelphia 
Naval Shipyard built 51 ships for our Nation's 
defense effort, including the battleships New 
Jersey and Wisconsin. It remains capable of 
building such ships today. 

Since the early 1980's, Philadelphia Naval 
Shipyard has been renowned for its highly 
successful work on a number of key Navy pro
grams. These include the aircraft carrier Serv
ice Life Extension Program [SLEP], which fully 
modernizes an existing carrier and provides it 
with another 15 to 20 years of life for one
fourth the cost of a new carrier; the New 
Theat Upgrade Program, which modernizes 
our older destroyers and cruisers to the state 
of the art in early warning and electronics ca
pabilities; and the overhaul, modernization, 
and repair of CG-47 class Aegis cruisers, 
among our Nation's newest and most sophisti
cated surface combatants. 
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The Department of the Navy's own strategic 

and operational requirements for Naval ship
yards mandate, among other things, that 
Naval shipyards: 

a. Provide responsive, geographically dis
persed, strike-free industrial capability in sup
port of fleet readiness. 

b. Ensure the availability of a qualified, 
ready work force whose priority of work can 
be controlled by the Navy to support changing 
operational commitments and emergent work. 

c. Provide an immediate mobilization indus
trial base for rapid expansion to support com
bat operations. 

These requirements further specify that the 
Navy maintain two shipyards on each coast 
capable of repairing aircraft carriers and three 
shipyards on each coast capable of installing, 
testing, and repairing current state of the art 
electronics and missile weapons sytems. 

The Philadelphia Naval Shipyard's infra
structural assets remain critical to meeting 
these requirements and ensuring that our na
tional security interests are preserved. 

Philadelphia Naval Shipyard has two of the 
three east coast public drydocks capable of 
accommodating U.S. Navy aircraft carriers. 
The remaining public drydock is located at 
Norfolk Naval Shipyard in Virginia. 

In recommending the closure of Philadelphia 
Naval Shipyard, the Navy has proposed that 
two private drydocks owned and operated by 
Newport News Shipbuilding Co. be utilized to 
meet the Navy's strategic and operational re
quirements. 

This proposal is wholly inadequate for a 
number of reasons. 

First, the two drydocks at Newport News 
Shipbuilding Co. will be occupied by the car
riers CVN-7 4 and CVN-75, which are now 
being built, and by other carrier work, for 
years to come. It is unlikely that these dry
docks will be available for emergent work. 

Second, Newport News Shipbuilding Co.'s 
proximity to Norfolk does not provide for a 
geographically dispersed industrial capability, 
as the Navy's own requirements dictate. Aside 
from providing a virtually singular target to any 
potential adversary, the Navy would risk the 
possibility that a regional disaster, like a hurri
cane, might severely debilitate· its ability to 
service aircraft carriers on the east coast. 

In addition, as Newport News Shipbuilding 
Co. is privately owned, the requirement for a 
work force "whose priority of work can be con
trolled by the Navy" would not be met. Fur
thermore, Newport News' employee population 
is not a strike-free one. 

Finally, current Navy plans call for Norfolk's 
aircraft carrier-capable drydock to be used for 
nuclear modernization efforts. If Newport 
News' drydocks are filled with CVN-7 4 and 
CVN-75 and the Navy is to be able to provide 
for emergent carrier work, the Norfolk drydock 
would have to be kept vacant. Scheduled 
modernization work for other carriers could not 
go forward. 

In addition to providing a truly vital capability 
to drydock aircraft carriers, however, Philadel
phia Naval Shipyard has three of the five east 
coast public drydocks capable of docking the 
Navy's larger combatants and auxiliaries. 
These include our CG-47 class Aegis cruis
ers, our LHD-1 and LHA-1 class amphibious 
assault ships, our DD-963 and DDG-993 

class destroyers, and our AOE-1 class supply 
ships. 

It is supremely instructive to observe that 
the Navy's own analysis notes that: 

While the Navy fleet in general is 
downsizing by 19 percent, the types of ships 
worked on by the Naval Shipyards is 
downsizing by only 1 percent, and in some 
cases is increasing (large Amphibious and 
Aegis ships). Thus, the need for certain fa
cilities to accomplish this work is not dimin
ished. 

If we deactivate the drydocks at Philadel
phia, we will be seriously undermining our 
ability to service these vessels. 

America's network of public shipyards en
sures that we retain the capabilities that are 
essential to our national security. The fact is 
that private shipyards, by their very nature, 
cannot be a substitute for an effective, reliable 
constellation of public shipyards. 

If we allow Philadelphia Naval Shipyard's in
frastructure to be closed down and its work 
force to be dispersed, this superb facility and 
its capabilities will simply cease to exist. The 
Navy's plan calls for mothballing the most im
portant assets at the yard. But I can assure 
Members that the city of Philadelphia will seek 
to have these properties turned over for devel
opment. Meanwhile, the reconstitution of an 
equally capable facility, with a competent, 
well-trained work force, would require a monu
mental expenditure of funds and many years 
to complete. 

For all of these reasons, Members of the 
House should reject the Base Closure Com
mis:;ion's recommendations. 

But the fact is these are not the only rea
sons the House should reject the Base Clo
sure Commission's recommendations. The 
recommendations also call for the total re
alignment of the Naval Air Development Cen
ter [NADC], located in Warminster, PA. NADC 
is the Navy's principal center for naval aviation 
research and development, and its role is to 
develop, simulate, and measure the perform
ance of advanced systems and components 
proposed for future generations of naval air
craft and related technologies. This includes 
determining future aircraft configurations, de
veloping products to meet naval aviation 
needs, and supporting these products up to 
and including the time of fleet usage. NADC 
conducts a full spectrum of systems and tech
nology research and development. 

The Navy's recommendations for base clo
sure-realignment call for the consolidation of 
all R&D and test and evaluation [T &E] func
tions into four new warfare centers and a 
Navy corporate laboratory. Among the new 
warfare centers would be a new Naval air war
fare center, which would represent a consoli
dation of R&D and T&E functions in the fields 
of aviation and air-delivered weapons. 

Under this consolidation plan, NADC would 
be virtually closed, with some 1,845 positions 
relocated to the Naval Air Test Center [NA TC] 
facility at Patuxent River, MD. According to the 
Navy, 1, 702 of the relocated positions would 
be civilian employee positions. 

I believe that the Navy's plan to relocate the 
NADC research and development mission to 
the NATC test and evaluation facility in Patux
ent River, MD, is a serious mistake for a num
ber of reasons. 

First, I do not believe the Navy properly esti
mated the dollar costs of this proposed re
alignment. This is especially important in light 
of the General Accounting Office's calculation 
that a SO-percent increase in the one-time 
costs associated with NADC's realignment 
would increase the payback period to 100 
years or more. 

Second, I do not believe the Navy properly 
considered the Congress' requirement that a 
global analysis of the Department of Defense's 
laboratory structure be undertaken, as was set 
forth in section 246 of the National Defense 
Authorization Act for fiscal year 1991-Public 
Law 101-510. You will recall that this section 
called for the establishment of an Advisory 
Commission on Consolidation and Conversion 
of Defense Research and Development Lab
oratories. In my view, the congressional intent 
was clearly that a panel with the expertise to 
consider the gamut of questions related to 
DOD labs, including the desirability of joint 
service facilities, review the entire lab network. 
I believe the Base Closure Commission ex
ceeded its authority when it reviewed the lab 
complex. 

Third, I do not believe the Navy used the 
proper determinants in evaluating NADC's 
military value, with the result that the Navy 
has severely underestimated the serious na
tional security implications of its actions. 

To assess military value and determine fu
ture needs, the Navy grouped similar facili
ties-like shipyards, naval air stations, naval 
stations, et cetera-and conducted a capacity 
analysis for each of these categories of facili
ties. This process called for a pooling of data 
on the similar resources available at the facili
ties within the given category and for deter
mining whether there was a surplus or deficit 
of these resources within the category or with
in a given facility. This information was then 
used to determine whether facilities in a given 
category could be closed without imperiling 
the Navy's ability to support its forces or its 
ability to fulfill its mission requirements. 

In the case, however, of Navy facilities in
volved in R&D, like NADC, or T&E, this eval
uation was problematic. This is because, as 
the Navy noted in its "Detailed Analysis of 
Base Closure and Realignment Recommenda
tions" (p. F1 ), 

[e]ach of the RDT&E activities have 
unique aspects which make them suited to 
do a specific range of RDT&E activities. 
Their missions, internal structure , mode of 
operation and facilities are different. For 
this reason, there are no metrics which can 
be used across the entire category to evalu
ate the activities. 

In an effort to resolve this dilemma, the 
Navy devised a plan to consolidate these op
erations based on the type of platform that is 
the focus of the given R&D or T&E facility's 
work. The plan calls for the consolidation of 
the administrative functions of all these facili
ties under four warfare centers and the cor
porate laboratory. In some cases-as in the 
case of NADC-it also called for the realign
ment of technical functions. 

In devising this plan, the Navy essentially 
relegated all of its R&D and T&E facilities to 
a generic lab category. It did so despite the 
quite different missions that these facilities 
have-differences that the Navy, as noted 
above, itself admits exist. 
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This point cannot be overstated, because 

implicit in this general categorizatiorr-and 
more specifically, in the proposal to move 
NADC's research and development functions 
to the NA TC test and evaluation center-is a 
Navy perception that laboratory facilities are 
little more than the sum of their supporting 
structures. 

An evaluation on this basis, however, fails 
completely to consider the impact of realign
ment on the specific current or future mission 
requirements of NADC or on the future oper
ational readiness of the fleet. These are the 
real issues. They are first and foremost a 
function of the personnel at R&D facilities like 
NADC. It is these personnel-with their collec
tive technical prowess and institutional mem
ory-who ensure that our fleet's R&D needs 
are met. 

I believe an administrative consolidation 
makes sense. There is no point in having du
plicative administrative or support functions 
underway in the current budget environment. 

What I object to is the empirically unwise 
decision to disrupt ongoing programs as a 
consequence of the realignment of technical 
functions-which is what has been called for 
in the case of NADC. 

The Navy is seeking the relocation of some 
of the Navy's best scientists, engineers, and 
thinkers from a major metropolitan area that 
features the gamut of educational and cultural 
resources to a location in rural Maryland. In 
deference to my friends here from Maryland, 
the area around Patuxent River is indeed a 
quaint and rustic setting. But the fact is it of
fers little in the way of educational or cultural 
opportunities to scientists and engineers who 
have or are pursuing advanced degrees. Op
portunities for spouse employment in St. 
Marys County, in which the Patuxent River fa
cility is located and which has a population of 
76,000, are limited. 

Despite these considerations, the Navy at 
one point in this process predicted that "up to 
80 percent" of the personnel at NADC invited 
to move to Patuxent River would do so-letter 
from Assistant Secretary of the Navy, Gerald 
Cann, to Hon. PETER KOSTMAYER, April 23, 
1991. It was later conceded by the Navy that 
the 80-percent figure was unrealistic. Even so, 
in its COBRA model for NADC, the Navy cal
culated that an equally untenable 62.3 percent 
of the NADC personnel asked to move would 
do so. 

This does not square with previous surveys 
which have found that a much lower percent
age of affected employees move in the event 
of realignments and closures. In the case of 
the closure of the Rodman Laboratory at Rock 
Island, IL, in 1977 and the relocation of its 
functions to the Picatinny Arsenal in New Jer
sey, fewer than 100 of the 1, 150 eligible em
ployees elected to move. When the Frankford 
Arsenal in Philadelphia closed and its func
tions were transferred to Picatinny, a mere 7 
percent of the scientifiic and engineering per
sonnel involved opted to move. Importantly, 
the distance between Frankford and Picatinny 
is closer than that between NADC and NATC. 

Moreover, the Navy's figures are for NADC 
employees. It must be considered that the 
NADC contractor base-some 1,500 employ
ees in the NADC area-will also be signifi
cantly diminished in the event of realignment. 

Few of the contracting firms working with 
NADC have the resources to relocate all of 
their personnel and their families. 

As the Navy's ability to meet its current and 
future mission requirements and to ensure the 
operational readiness of the fleet are depend
ent on preserving, to the maximum extent pos
sible, this technical personnel base, this is a 
crucial factor in determining whether our na
tional security needs will be met if NADC is 
moved. 

This is a critical point. The current state of 
naval aviation should induce serious concern 
in any interested observer. In recent months 
the Navy's most important aviation programs 
have been canceled. These include the A-12 
fighter-bomber, which was to be the Navy's 
premier carrier-based attack aircraft and follow 
on to the A-6 Intruder; the Naval Advanced 
Technology Fighter [NA TF], which was to be 
the next generation fleet air superiority fighter 
and replacement for the F-14 Tomcat fighter; 
and the Advanced Tactical Support Aircraft 
[ATSA], which was to be a new common plat
form to replace EA-68 Prowler electronic war
fare aircraft, E-2C Hawkeye fleet airborne 
warning control system [AWACS] aircraft, and 
8-3 Viking carrier-based antisubmarine war
fare [ASW] aircraft. The Navy has also can
celed the P-7 long-range ASW aircraft, which 
had been destined to replace the land-based 
P-3 Orion antisubmarine aircraft. 

The result of these cancellations-affecting 
virtually every key fixed-wing naval aviation re
quirement-is that the Navy must improve its 
existing aircraft to meet its needs in the 1990's 
and beyond. Significant upgrades of both the 
F/A-18 and the F-14D have been requested 
to meet interim Navy needs, and the House 
fiscal year 1992 Defense authorization bill 
calls in addition for the development of an im
proved F-14 quickstrike variant and the full 
development of the V-22 Osprey tiltrotor air
craft. Additional Navy A-6 bombers likely will 
have to be rewinged and improved to provide 
a continued ability to offer surface target me
dium strike capabilities until the new A-X at
tack aircraft is available, sometime after the 
year 2000. The EA-68, E-2C, and S-3 will 
need improvements to give them continued 
life, while the budget request includes funds to 
initiate the upgrading of the P-3 ASW aircraft 
into an Orion II model. Every one of these pro
grams will rely heavily on NADC for critical de
velopment and technical support. 

The impact of NADC's realignment on the 
timetables for these projects cannot be any
thing but severely detrimental. For example, 
the F/A-18E/F Hornet, the next model in the 
F/A-18 series of highly successful Navy fight
er-attack aircraft, is due to first fly in January 
1995. The F/A-18E/F program involves 
lengthening the fuselage and increasing the 
size of the wings of the current F/A-18. These 
modifications, according to the Defense De
partment, will eventually enable the F/A-18E/ 
F to replace older F-14 models in providing 
long-range air defense of our aircraft carriers. 
NADC, which is responsible for critical devel
opment work on the F/A-18E/F, is due to 
move its R&D functions to Patuxent River in 
1995 and its combat systems functions to 
China Lake in 1995. How could this proposed 
move of NADC functions have anything but 
severe negative impact on the timely develop-

ment and deployment of this extremely impor
tant new aircraft? 

In addition to strictly aviation work, NADC is 
also intimately involved in work on airborne 
ASW technologies like sonobuoys. Efforts to 
improve the LAMPS ASW helicopter are being 
undertaken at NADC, and all LAMPS ASW 
helicopters life-cycle software support is pro
vided by NADC. These technologies are criti
cal. Despite the recent decline in the Soviet 
threat, Soviet submarine systems have re
cently undergone a dramatic qualitative im
provement and remain a principal concern of 
the Navy. Soviet SSBN's remain capable of 
destroying United States targets within min
utes. The latest edition of the highly authori
tative "Jane's Fighting Ships" termed the mag
nitude of the Soviet submarine program 
"frightening," especially in light of problems in 
the Soviet economy. A number of developing 
nations are also acquiring submarine capabili
ties that should be viewed as disconcerting, to 
say the least. What impact will NADC's re
alignment have on these crucial programs? 

NADC is also intimately involved in research 
and development on the gamut of our most 
advanced naval aviation technologies. Highly 
advanced night vision capabilities, helmet
mounted and head-tracking technologies, laser 
eye-protection systems, advanced aircraft con
trol and cockpit display technologies, sophisti
cated low observable aerodynamic design 
work, radar upgrades, efforts to achieve 
supermanueverability and to enable pilots to 
withstand the g-forces associated with such 
capabilities-up to 20 g's-all these projects 
and many more will be thrown into jeopardy if 
NADC is moved. 

One has to ask how the Navy realistically 
expects to meet its current and future aviation 
requirements and preserve operational readi
ness if it is dismantling and moving its sole 
center for aviation development work at such 
a decisive time. Can it possibly be true that 
the technology base necessary to effect these 
modifications-the people of NADC and the 
contractors with whom they work-will be un
affected if current work relationships are bro
ken up? 

As we saw just months ago, America's clear 
edge in military technology can be parleyed 
into decisive military victory with, most criti
cally, the minimal loss of U.S. and allied lives. 
The military superiority witnessed in Operation 
Desert Storm was directly related to the U.S. 
investment in military R&D and the excellence 
of our R&D laboratories. Our R&D facilities 
played not just a supporting role, but provided 
up-to-the-minute responses to critical require
ments. During Operation Desert Storm, NADC 
was called upon and successfully arranged for 
the urgent delivery of nuclear-biological-chemi
cal [NBC] crew protection suits to American 
aviators. What would occur if a second Desert 
Storm scenario arose in the 1994-95 time
frame, when NADC would be in a state of dis
array, in the midst of a huge relocation? What 
straits would we find ourselves in as a nation 
if a new crisis unfolded and key R&D person
nel, having moved on from NADC, were sim
ply not available? 

Mr. Chairman, I have laid out before the 
House the reasons why I believe the rec
ommendations of the Base Closure Commis
sion do not serve the Nation's interests. I am 
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under no illusion that persuading the majority 
of this body on this issue will be an easy task. 
But I would ask my colleagues here today to 
take into consideration the arguments I have 
set forth, in particular with regard to the impact 
these recommendations would have on our 
national security. I believe an objective analy
sis will lead Members to vote in favor of this 
resolution. 

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, while I rec
ognize that some of our domestic military 
bases will eventually need to be realigned or 
closed due to the downsizing of our military 
structure, I am greatly concerned about the 
Commission's recommendations to realign the 
Army Corps of Engineers. This Congress has 
not had adequate time to thoroughly explore 
all the ramifications of this aspect of the re
port. It is imperative that before we undertake 
a step of such magnitude that this legislative 
body have adequate time to review the impli
cations and consequences of such a move, 
and to date, that simply has not happened. It 
is argued that we have prospective opportunity 
to fix the realignment, but I think that process 
is backward. We should do the job properly in 
the first instance. 

If reorganizing the Army Corps of Engineers 
is to be pursued, this needs to be done as a 
separate matter from considering the issue of 
closure of domestic military bases. Each corps 
district office has special talents and a wealth 
of historical knowledge about each particular 
geographic area of this country that must be 
preserved and taken into account in address
ing this Nation's vast infrastructure needs. 
While I do believe that efficiency and improve
ment are worthy goals and ones that should 
be pursued, I have strong reservations about 
the net effect of the quality of service to our 
local communities and to this Nation as a 
whole if the Army Corps of Engineers realign
ment is pursued as recommended. 

Mr. RIDGE. Mr. Chairman, today I rise in 
strong support of House Joint Resolution 308, 
introduced by my colleague from Pennsylva
nia, Congressman TOM FOGLIETIA. This reso
lution disapproves the recommendations made 
by the Defense Base Closure and Realign
ment Commission. 

In addition to the justified objections that 
have been raised regarding the unfair process 
followed to determine those bases to be 
closed, I would also like to take this oppor
tunity to reiterate my concerns regarding the 
impact on the Commonwealth of Pennsylva
nia. 

In the past several weeks and months since 
this process began, it has become apparent 
that Pennsylvania will shoulder a dispropor
tionate share of the civilian job losses as a re
sult of the Commission's recommendations. 
This comes at a particularly difficult time as 
the Commonwealth is already suffering from 
the downturn in the economy and from severe 
budgetary woes. 

Mr. Chairman, the Philadelphia Naval Ship
yard and Station as well as the Warminister 
Naval Air Development Center are both tar
geted on the Commission's list. The irony of 
the Commission's decision to include these fa
cilities is that valid reasons exist for keeping 
both of these facilities open. It has become 
apparent to me-and to the other Members 
who have carefully scrutinized the record over 

the past several months-that a skilled and 
dedicated work force exists at these facilities. 
Moreover, Philadelphia is the Navy's most 
cost-effective and productive naval shipyard in 
the Nation. 

The estimated impact on the commonwealth 
is staggering. The Philadelphia closure alone 
will cost the State 23,000 jobs. This number 
becomes even more significant when com
pared to that of other States. Pennsylvania 
bears the burden of 31 percent of the direct ci
vilian job loss. This is the highest percentage 
reduction of au· the Stat~s in the Nation; 52 
percent of the direct civilian jobs the Navy 
would cut nationwide would be Pennsylvania 
jobs. 

Despite these figures, I find it astonishing 
that the base closure and realignment report 
states: "While causing an oversupply of hous
ing in an already slow market, no additional 
impacts are anticipated." 

The author of this short-sighted statement 
fails to take into consideration the many costs 
that will be borne by the Commonwealth, in
cluding the $53 to $69 cost of unemployment 
compensation. In addition, the State will lose 
approximately $25 million in revenues from in
come taxes, sales receipt taxes and business 
taxes. The Governor's office has estimated 
that approximately $100 million of the Com
monwealth's budget will be negatively im
pacted by Philadelphia's closure. 

Any State would be hard-pressed to absorb 
such costs, yet Pennsylvania faces a more dif
ficult challenge as a result of the State budg
etary short-fall. The damage to State pro
grams caused by budgetary constraints will 
only be exacerbated by the impact of closing 
these two valuable Pennsylvania facilities. 

A long battle was fought to keep both 
Warminister and Philadelphia a part of the Na
tion's military future and a part of Pennsylva
nia's economy. This effort failed in part be
cause of a review process that did not meet 
congressional intent-it was neither fair nor 
objective. 

Mr. REED. Mr. Chairman, like many of my 
colleagues, I have reviewed very carefully the 
recommendations of the Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission. And although it was 
difficult to reach a decision on this matter, I 
decided to oppose this resolution and support 
the commission's recommendations. 

The Naval Construction Battalion located in 
Davisville, RI, has been recommended for clo
sure. I disagree with this decision because I 
feel closing CBC Davisville does not serve the 
goals of efficiency or the security of our Na
tion. In 1988 Naval Facility lnsp. Gen. Capt. 
Warren M. Garbe, reported that he found "a 
team spirit and a unity not commonly seen 
* * * and that the facility is in many cases, a 
model for others." All areas surveyed by the 
inspector general were rated satisfactory, the 
highest grade possible. In 1989, the CBC fa
cilities participated in a mobilization exercise. 
CBC Davisville ranked No. 1. The reason 
Davisville ranked No. 1 is simple-the 
Davisville work force is intensely proud, and 
has had a strong tradition of Yankee ingenuity 
and frugality since the facility's creation. In
deed, Port Heuneme was included on the pro
posed closure list in 1988, not Davisville. The 
base also has excellent transportation facilities 
including direct rail, interstate highway, and a 
deep water port. 

Moreover, I am concerned with the future of 
the men and women who work at this base, 
and I plan to do all I can to minimize any dis
ruption the closure of CBC Davisville causes. 

Nevertheless, I will support the commis
sion's recommendations for a number of rea
sons. 

As a former military officer, I recognize the 
simple fact that our future strategic and mili
tary needs have changed. The cold war is 
over and our future defense strategies must 
recognize fundamental alterations in the inter
national climate such as the reunification of 
Germany. Simply put-if we have fewer 
troops, we need fewer bases. 

The second major reason I support the 
commission's decisions is the need to cut de
fense spending, especially in light of our 
present budget deficit. A strong national de
fense is crucial, however, we must work to 
build a strong domestic economy. True na
tional security involves investing in the future 
of our Nation and channelling resources to 
needs here at home such as education and 
health care. 

Third, when I reviewed the entire report, in
cluding the recommendation to expand the 
Naval Underwater Systems Center in Newport, 
RI, I believe the overall objectives of the com
mission's decisions demonstrate that the Base 
Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 created 
a process which will serve the best interests of 
our Nation's defense. 

I recognize that we had our day in court. I 
initially contacted the Commission and authori
ties at Department of Defense and the Navy to 
express my dismay at the proposal. I also tes
tified, on behalf of myself and Senators PELL 
and CHAFEE, before the Commission here in 
Washington, and the employees of Davisville 
also presented their case in Boston. Our ef
forts on behalf of Davisville were thorough and 
exhaustive. But despite our arguments and the 
merits of our case the Commission made the 
decision to close Davisville. 

At the same time, there are still ways we 
can make the process more equitable. I refer 
to the legislation Chairman ASPIN has intro
duced and which I have cosponsored and will 
be considered on the floor today. This resolu
tion would expand the scope of the current 
Base Closure and Realignment Act to include 
the examination of U.S. military installations 
overseas. We all recognize the changes in the 
international climate;· the need to cut defense 
spending, and our planned reductions in 
forces. Therefore, the next round of base clos
ings should include all bases, domestic and 
foreign, in the next round of closures. 

Today's vote reflects concern for the secu
rity of the Nation and economic development 
at home. I hope my colleagues will support 
legislative efforts to help workers from these 
closed facilities adjust to the civilian job mar
ket. We must also realize that although the 
closure or realignment of a military installation 
can have short-term negative effects, in the 
long run civilian commercial uses of closed fa
cilities create more prosperous and stable op
portunities for economic growth and employ
ment. 

Mr. KOSTMA YER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today in reluctant support of House Joint Res
olution 308, a resolution to disapprove the 
base closure list. I say reluctant support be-
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cause I have for years now been a proponent 
of the base closure process and I continue to 
believe the general process has merit. 

But let me say, Mr. Chairman, that while the 
general process has merit, the process this 
year has suffered from a series of fatal flaws. 

The GAO lacked sufficient time to do the job 
we asked them to do. 

The Base Closure Commission lacked the 
time to properly evaluate facilities on the list. 

Proponents of individual facilities were un
able to respond to Defense Department infor
mation that in many cases was delivered to 
the Base Closure Commission at the last 
minute. 

Facilities proposed for closure or realign
ment simply didn't get the thoughtful hearing 
they were due. 

My facility, the Naval Air Development Cen
ter, in Warminster, PA-a Navy laboratory that 
employs nearly 3,000 people-was never 
even mentioned by name the day the Base 
Closure Commission voted to relocate it to 
Maryland. 

Instead, the NADC realignment was 
clumped together with more than a dozen 
other Navy laboratories and approved en bloc. 

Adding insult to injury, on the very last day 
of its deliberations the Base Closure Commis
sion added $60 million to the cost of the 
NADC transfer and extended its payback pe
riod from 9 to 29 years without even realizing 
it. They did so by voting to keep in place a St. 
lnigoes, MD, engineering activity the Navy 
planned to move to make way for NADC per
sonnel. 

It's hard to believe, but the Base ·Closure 
Commission apparently didn't know enough 
about the realignment of NADC to realize that 
it was part of chain reaction that had to in
clude moving one activity out of St. lnigoes, 
MD, before the NADC could be moved in. 

Unfortunately for America's taxpayers, the 
Base Closure Commission made these deci
sions-and presumably several others-with
out realizing their consequences. And so if this 
list is approved the Navy will begin a reloca
tion of the Naval Air Development Center that 
won't save us one penny until at least the year 
2025. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not presume to speak 
with authority on the wisdom of all the clo
sures and realignments on this list. But I am 
intimately familiar with the process that led to 
the inclusion of almost all the Navy's Re
search and Development Laboratories on the 
base closure list, and I can tell you that proc
ess was flawed almost from beginning to end. 
And I know for certain that the transfer of the 
Naval Air Development Center will neither 
save the taxpayers money nor enhance our 
national defense. 

For that reason, I will support this resolution 
of disapproval, and I urge my colleagues to do 
the same. 

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposi
tion to the resolution. 

Everyone recognizes that our current and 
future defense budgets simply cannot support 
our present military infrastructure. And, regard
less of how painful base closings are for im
pacted communities, bases must be closed. 

Many serious and legitimate concerns were 
raised as to the political nature of the base 
closure recommendations when Secretary 

Cheney released his first list in January 1990. ommendations and oppose the resolution of 
Because of these concerns, Congress in- disapproval. 
eluded legislation as part of the fiscal year Mr. COLEMAN of Missouri. Mr. Chairman, I 
1991 Defense authorization bill which put in rise today to express my disapproval of a pro
place a clear, objective, arid fair process for posal wrongly included by Commission on 
closing bases. Under these provisions, a bi- Base Realignment and Closure in the Com
partisan commission was appointed to conduct mission's recommendations regarding military 
a thorough review of the Defense Secretary's bases. I am referring to the Commission's de
base closure recommendations. cision to exercise jurisdiction over the reorga-

The seven Commissioners, and particularly nization of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 
the Commission Chairman, our former col- The Commission was created by Congress 
league Jim Courter, are to be commended with the specific purpose of examining the pro
highly for the open, objective, and independ- posed realignment and closure of military 
ent manner in which they approached this bases. Like many Members from both Houses 
very difficult task. Each Member of Congress and on both sides of the aisle, I submitted tes
and each affected community were given full timony to the BRAC Commission, arguing that 
access to the Commission. The Commission the reorganization of the Corps of Engineers is 
listened to testimony, scrubbed the numbers, not within the Commission's purview. 
and made its recommendations on the merits The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has a 
of each base. significant civil works mission; in Kansas City, 

In my own district, the Sacramento Army civil works projects include the management of 
Depot was included on Defense Department's numerous lakes throughout Missouri, Iowa, 
list of proposed closures. Unlike other commu- Kansas, and Nebraska, controlling the Mis
nities, though, the Sacramento community souri River flows, and continuing their impor
agreed that the Sacramento Army Depot tant role in other water resource issues. When 
should be closed when it went before the Secretary Cheney announced his intention to 
Commission. We also stated, however, that in separate the reorganization of the corps from 
order to achieve the greatest cost savings, the BRAC-91 process, it was my understand
bases must be closed in a businesslike man- ing that the committees with jurisdiction over 
ner. lnterservice rivalries had to be overcome the nonmilitary functions would determine if 
and the consolidation of facilities across serv- such a reorganization is necessary, and if so, 
ice lines had to be a part of any serious effort assist in developing the criteria by which the 
to streamline our military base infrastructure. Corps will be reorganized. 
Cross-service consolidation and interservicing Something as important as the reorganiza
are the only ways to eliminate redundant, tion of the Corps of Engineers-which will af
underutilized facilities throughout all three Mili- feet not only the Corps' employees, but mem
tary Departments. bers of communities who depend on a strong 

During its deliberations, the Commission re- working relationship with the corps-demands 
jected conventional Pentagon rivalries and careful congressional scrutiny. 
continued to be impressed by the notion of I have strong reservations about the inclu
interservicing that the Sacramento community sion of the Corps reorganization plan in the 
advocated. In its final report, while the Com- BRAC process because such a decision is 
mission recommends the closure of the Sac- outside the Commission's jurisdiction. It is un
ramento Army Depot, the Commission also re- fortunate that a decision as significant as this, 
quires that the workload at the Army Depot be in terms of its long-term impact, will be made 
competed between the Sacramento Air Logis- in the absence of congressional ability to sep
tics Center at McClellan Air Force Base and arate and address the issues surrounding the 
five other Army facilities. This requirement re- Corps of Engineers. Members who might op
jects the original DOD plan which called for pose reorganization of the corps are now 
moving all of the Army depot's workload with- forced to base their vote on an unrelated deci
out any competition to other Army facilities sion regarding the closure and realignment of 
around the country. military bases. 

Rather than continue to separate logistics It is also unfortunate that words to this effect 
functions according to each military depart- in opposition to the exercise of jurisdiction by 
ment, the Commission's recommendation tries Commission have been ignored, but I feel it is 
to achieve even greater savings by eliminating important to continue my opposition to this 
DOD-wide duplication of maintenance activi- part of this process. 
ties and enhancing the interservicing of main- Mr. SYNAR. Mr. Chairman, on July 1, 1991, 
tenance and logistics functions. In addition, the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
and most importantly of all, the Commission's Act of 1990 released its recommendations, 
recommendation, with respect to the Sac- which called for closing 34 installations and re
ramento Army Depot, will establish a real aligning activities at 48 others. According to 
world competition to determine where the the Commission's analysis, these actions 
workload can be performed most effectively would save $2.3 billion between 1992 and 
and at the least cost. Furthermore, it enables 1997 and $1.5 billion annually after that. 
the Sacramento community, which already has I will not oppose the BRAC Commissions 
the trained personnel and know-how, to com- recommendations. The Commission followed 
pete for this workload to keep jobs in Sac- - the mandate of Congress to provide a fair 
ramento, but move the work to McClellan Air process that will result in the reasonable and 
Force Base. appropriate closure and realignment of our 

In the final analysis, the Commission's rec- country's military bases, and will save our 
ommendations will save money and is in the country billions of dollars. 
best interest of the Department of Defense I am disappointed, however, that the Com
and the American taxpayer. I urge my col- mission's final recommendations include the 
leagues to support the Commission's rec- Corps of Engineers reorganization proposal. I 
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do not believe Public Law 101-510 gives the 
Commission the authority to propose reorga
nization of the corps. Unlike the Commission's 
expansive study of military base closures, the 
Commission virtually ignored to review and 
evaluate the mission and purpose of the 
Corps of Engineers in its final plan. 

This study, developed without congressional 
consultation, calls for 14 corps district offices 
to be closed or realigned and reducing the 
number of division offices from 1 O to 6. While 
Congress has previously authorized a study of 
corps organization structure, the development 
of a specific, detailed reorganization plan was 
neither contemplated nor authorized by the 
legislative, oversight or appropriations commit
tees. Such a major reorganization demands 
careful congressional scrutiny. In this case, 
however, the corps has done its reorganiza
tion study without any outside review or analy
sis. 

The realignment of the corps will not be initi
ated until July 1, 1992, unless legislation is 
enacted by the Congress providing an alter
native realignment by July 1 , 1992, in which 
event the Secretary of Defense will initiate the 
realignment as determined by the legislation. 

As chairman of the Government Operations 
Subcommittee on Environment, Energy, and 
Natural Resources I am charged with over
sight of the civil activities of the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers. Through my chairmanship 
of this subcommittee and my 13 years of serv
ice on behalf of the Second District of Okla
homa, I have become very familiar with the 
corps and the Tulsa district office's perform
ance of its civilian activities. 

The Tulsa district office has major water 
project management responsibilities affecting 
thousands of consumers and businesses in 
Oklahoma and surrounding States. The Tulsa 
district office oversees almost 50 percent of all 
corps · municipal industrial water contracts; 121 
municipal industrial water projects in all. The 
water management responsibilities include 
managing 140 miles of the 445-mile McClel
lan-Kerr River Navigation Waterway, operating 
37 lakes and reservoirs, and monitoring the 
hydropower control on 50 State and Bureau of 
Reclamation lakes. The Tulsa corps office is 
also responsible for managing 14.7 percent of 
all lands managed by the corps, some 1.12 
million acres. 

Furthermore, the Environment, Energy, and 
Natural Resources Subcommittee has con
ducted considerable oversight investigations 
over the past 7 years into the serious environ
mental problems facing the Departments of 
Energy and Defense. Because of the sut:r 
committee's jurisdiction over EPA, the sut:r 
committee continually follows that Agency's 
progress in carrying out its Superfund cleanup 
responsibilities. In this respect, I am sure the 
Commission is well aware that, because of 
technical and engineering expertise, the Tulsa 
district office plays an increasingly critical sup
port role in all these efforts-work which may 
well be jeopardized by the corps' new closure 
and realignment proposals. 

Indeed, the corps' own reorganization study 
emphasizes that the Carp's Support for Others 
Program is "* * * oriented toward the EPA 
Superfund, DOD Environmental Restoration, 
work for the Department of Energy and other 
Federal agencies, and foreign military sales. 

Although workload is difficult to predict, there 
are very strong possibilities of significant in
creases, both in size and complexity. Thus, 
we predict an upward trend in the Support for 
Others mission." 

Moreover, the next paragraph goes on to 
highlight the importance of the corps' environ
mental work for DOD, stating the Department 
expects "* * * a significant long-term work
load increase due to the Defense Environ
mental Restoration Program [DERP] and the 
environmental compliance programs." 

I am hard pressed to believe it can be in the 
Nation's interest to undertake a reorganization 
proposal which might adversely affect the 
corps' ability to assist its sister agencies in 
these critically important environmental res
toration efforts-environmental problems 
which, as you know, have been neglected for 
decades. 

Given the vast responsibility of the Tulsa 
district office, I have concerns that this deci
sion has not been reviewed with the increas
ing management responsibilities or long-term 
savings in mind. I believe Congress should 
carefully scrutinize the purported savings esti
mated by the corps from the proposed consoli
dation of district offices. I am not convinced 
that the 37 reservoirs, detailed water manage
ment functions, and more than 1 million acres 
of land currently the responsibility of the Tulsa 
office will be better managed from locations in 
two other States several hundred miles farther 
away from the projects. 

The kinds of serious questions and con
cerns I have addressed are not unique to the 
Tulsa district office. Indeed, compelling ques
tions have been raised with respect to the va
lidity of the corps' assertions about the need 
for many of these closures and realignments 
and the corps' suggestions of overall efficiency 
improvements. So many, in fact, that my Sut:r 
committee on Environment, Energy, and Natu
ral Resources has initiated an oversight review 
of the corps' realignment proposals. 

The subcommittee will use the information 
to thoroughly evaluate the soundness of the 
proposal and forward this information to the 
appropriate legislative committees. The sut:r 
committee findings will be essential for any 
new plan the Congress will develop. 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, as 
the House considers disapproving the Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission's 
report, I would like to call to the attention of 
my colleagues a provision of that report which 
has not been adequately addressed in the up
roar over the proposed base closures. This 
provision is BRAC's recommendation regard
ing the realignment of the Army Corps of Engi
neers. A part of this recommendation is the 
consolidation of all the Great Lakes Region 
Corps offices, including the Detroit office, into 
one office at Buffalo. While the BRAC report 
has delayed implementing this recommenda
tion until next year, it asserts its plan to do so 
if the committees of jurisdiction in the House 
and the Senate do not undertake the appro
priate review and achieve the passage of leg
islation reorganizing the corps in some form. I 
joined my friend Congressman JOHN DINGELL, 
along with 57 other Great Lakes regional col
leagues, in urging Chairman ROE to heed 
BRAC's warning and lead his committee in 
studying this reorganization plan and coming 

up with a better one. I submit a copy of this 
letter for the RECORD. 

The impact of eliminating all of the Great 
Lakes region Army Corps of Engineers offices 
will certainly be detrimental. Congress cannot 
abdicate its responsibility in this matter by al
lowing BRAC's unscrutinized recommenda
tions to be implemented. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, July 24, 1990. 

Hon. RoBERT A. RoE, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works and 

Transportation, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Representing more 

than 50 Congressional districts throughout 5 
States in the Great Lakes Region, we are 
writing to you to express our deep concern 
over the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers' reor
ganization study proposing to eliminate the 
Detroit and Chicago Regional Offices and the 
St. Paul District Office, and to place juris
diction over the vast majority of the Great 
Lakes region in the Buffalo District Office. 

We are concerned that this proposal would 
create great inefficiencies and drastically 
undermine the ability of the Corps to provide 
planning, maintenance, and supervision to 
the Great Lakes region. Consolidating the 
Great Lakes regional offices in the geo
graphically Eastern-most corner of the re
gion will present a significant impediment to 
providing supervision and oversight of the 
Corps' Great Lakes projects. Distancing 
major research institutions and agencies re
sponsible for formulating Great Lakes pres
ervation and management policies, and re
moving offices located closest to the most 
heavily concentrated Corps' Great Lakes 
projects will severely impede coordination 
and development. Additionally, closing the 
St. Paul District Office and moving its func
tions will jeopardize the Corps' close work
ing relationship with officials in five upper 
Midwest States and Canada. 

We share your view that the Corps' reorga
nization proposal demands careful congres
sional scrutiny by the Public Works and 
Transportation Committee and urge you to 
hold hearing on this important issue prior to 
the adjournment of the first session of the 
102d Congress. Congress must have the op
portunity to review the Corps' recommenda
tions which were conducted without any out
side review or analysis. Furthermore, we be
lieve that in choosing to ignore its own care
fully conducted studies ranking the Detroit, 
Chicago, and St. Paul offices above the Buf
falo office in every major category, the 
Corps have elevated the necessity of prompt 
and intensive congressional review. 

We thank you for your attention to this re
quest and look forward to your response. 

Sincerely yours, 
John D. Dingell, David R. Obey, Philip R. 

Sharp, Bruce F. Vento, Sidney R. 
Yates, Barbara-Rose Collins, Robert H. 
Michel, Dan Rostenkowski, James L. 
Oberstar, Bob Traxler, William 0. Li
pinski, Frederick S. Upton, Les Aspin, 
William D. Ford. 

Peter J. Visclosky, David E. Bonior, Carl 
D. Pursell, George E. Sangmeister, 
Frank Annunzio, F. James Sensen
brenner, Jr., Guy Vander Jagt, John 
Conyers, Jr., William S. Broomfield, 
Jim Moody, Henry J. Hyde, Dennis M. 
Hertel, Martin Olav Sabo, Marty 
Russo, Terry L. Bruce, Richard J . Dur
bin. 

Robert W. Davis, Sander M. Levin, J . 
Dennis Hastert, Dale Kildee, Gus Sav
age, Toby Roth, Timothy J. Penny, 
Charles A. Hayes, Jill Long, Paul B. 
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Henry, Bob Carr, Howard Wolpe, Steve 
Gunderson. 

Glenn Poshard, Scott Klug, John W. Cox, 
Jr., Thomas W. Ewing, Gerry Sikorski, 
Andrew Jacobs, Jr., Tim Roemer, Dave 
Camp, Collin C. Peterson, Jim 
Ramstad, Jim Jontz, Cardiss Collins, 
Philip M. Crane. 

Members of Congress. 
Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

back the balance of my time. 
Mr. FOGLIETTA. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr. 

Chairman, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time for debate 
has expired. 

Pursuant to section 2908 of Public 
Law 101-510, the Committee rises. 

Accordingly, the Committee rose; 
and the Speaker pro tempore [Mr. DER
RICK] having assumed the chair, Mr. 
MFUME, Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the 
joint resolution (H.J. Res. 308) dis
approving the recommendations of the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission, reported the joint resolu
tion back to the House. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to section 2908 of Public Law 101-
510, the question is on passage of the 
joint resolution. 

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

Mr. MONTGOMERY. 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 60, nays 364, 
not voting 9, as follows: 

Alexander 
Andrews (NJ) 
Atkins 
Bentley 
Borski 
Bruce 
Burton 
Camp 
Campbell (CO) 
Condit 
Costello 
Coughlin 
Coyne 
Davis 
DeLa.uro 
Donnelly 
Durbin 
Early 
Emerson 
Evans 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Alla.rd 
Anderson 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (TX) 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Archer 
Armey 
A spin 
Au Coin 

[Roll No. 232] 
YJ}AS--00 

Foglietta. 
Frost 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Geren 
Gray 
Ha.yes (LA) 
Hertel 
Holloway 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Jacobs 
Jontz 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kolter 
Kostma.yer 
Mccloskey 
McDa.de 
McMillen (MD) 

NAYS-364 
Bacchus 
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Hochbrueckner 
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Horton 
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Ma.rlenee 
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Pa.cka.rd 
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Payne (VA) 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Porter 
Po shard 
Price 
Pursell 
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Ramstad 
Rangel 
Ravenel 
Ra.y 
Reed 
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Richardson 
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Rostenkowski 
Roth 
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Russo 
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Sanders 
Sa.ngmeister 
Sa.ntorum 
Sa.rpa.lius 
Savage 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Scheuer 
Schiff 
Schulze 
Schwner 
Sensenbrenner 
Serra.no 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
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Slaughter (NY) 
Slaughter (VA) 
Smith(FL) 
Smith (IA) 
Smith(NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith(TX) 
Solarz 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
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Stallings 
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Vuca.novich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Washington 
Waters 
Weber 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 

NOT VOTING-9 
Hefner 
Hopkins 
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Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Wylie 
Yates 
Young(AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Roemer 
Wa.xma.n 
Yatron 

Mrs. LLOYD and Mr. ACKERMAN 
changed their vote from "yea" to 
"nay." 

Messers. MCMILLEN of Maryland, 
MCDADE, and SWETT changed their 
vote from "nay" to "yea." 

So the joint resolution was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 

GENERAL LEA VE 
Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani

mous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days in which to re
vise and extend their remarks on House 
Joint Resolution 308, the joint resolu
tion just considered, on the House 
Joint Resolution 313, the joint resolu
tion passed earlier today. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
CONDIT). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Wiscon
sin? 

There was no objection. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, during 

rollcall vote No. 232 on House Joint 
Resolution 308, I was unavoidably de
tained. Had I been present I would have 
voted "no". 

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

There was no objection. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the provisions of clause 5 of rule 
I, the Chair announces that he will 
postpone further proceedings today on 
each motion to suspend the rules on 
which a recorded vote or the yeas and 
nays are ordered, or on which the vote 
is objected to under clause 4 of rule 
xv. 

Such rollcall votes, if postponed, will 
be taken tomorrow. 

HOLLYWOOD AND TELEVISION: 
THE WAR ON STANDARDS 

(Mr. DORNAN of California asked 
and was given permission to address 
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the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks and include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr. 
Speaker, this morning I would like to 
extend my remarks with two articles 
submitted for the RECORD, one from 
the Los Angeles Times by Robert 
Lichter that is entitled "Prime Time 
Goes Politically Correct." 

Listen to this opening paragraph: 
Hollywood, not content to entertain, 

pushes its liberal agenda on the masses; the 
result is advotainment. 

The nation's television critics who descend 
on Los Angeles this month to preview the 
new prime-time offerings will see a fantasy 
world derived less from the lives of the view
ing audience than from Hollywood's political 
agenda. Prime-time fare is mutating into a 
kind of "advotainment" that places enter
tainment in the service of political advo
cacy. Given the current political cast of the 
creative community there is no doubt about 
the new direction of prime time: TV is 
going PC. 

That "PC" means "politically cor
rect." 

In addition to Mr. Lichter's article I 
would put in one from the American 
Legion magazine called "The War on 
Standards," by one of the best tele
vision and motion picture critics ex
tant today, Michael Medved. The sub
title of the article is "Ugliness Has 
Been Enshrined as a New Standard as 
the Ability to Shock Becomes a Re
placement for the Ability to Inspire." 

The articles referred to are as fol
lows: 

PRIME TIME GOES POLITICALLY 
CORRECT 

(By S. Robert Lichter) 
Hollywood, not content to entertain, 

pushes its liberal agenda on the masses; the 
result is advotainment. 

The nation's television critics who descend 
on Los Angeles this month to preview the 
new prime-time offerings will see a fantasy 
world derived less from the lives of the view
ing audience than from Hollywood's political 
agenda. Prime-time fare is mutating into a 
kind of "advotainment" that places enter
tainment in the service of political advo
cacy. Given the current political cast of the 
creative community, there is no doubt about 
the new direction of prime time: TV is 
going PC." 

Examples of "politically correct" program
ming are legion. Last season, viewers of 
"L.A. Law" learned that the U.S. Army in
discriminately butchered Panamanian civil
ians during the 1989 invasion. On "thirty
something," angst-ridden Michael quit his 
advertising agency because it blacklisted an 
actor opposed to the Gulf War. Next season 
promises more of the same, as the "new his
tory" filters down to the small screen. On 
"I'll Fly Away," a white district attorney 
and his black housekeeper will fight racism 
in the 19508 South. On "Home Front," re
turning World War II veterans and their 
wives will confront job discrimination, 
sexism and changing social mores. 

Sometimes TV's PC sensibility is ex
pressed in plot lines based on headlines. 
Thus, "Shannon's Deal" featured a CIA-run 
drugs-for-weapons scheme that recalled the 
Iran-Contra scandal. One of "My Two Dads" 
went to jail for dumping pollution into an oil 

company's toilets, to protest against the 
way they "treat our world like a toilet." 
Other times the producers' politics are built 
right into a lead character, like "Rosie 
O'Neill's" Establishment-fighting public de
fender. Finally, PC politics pop up in lines of 
dialogue. "Murphy Brown" calls Jesse Helms 
"an embarrassment to primates," and stu
dents on "Head of the Class" learn that the 
Reagan Administration was where "fact and 
fiction finally came together." Could anyone 
imagine similar cracks about, say, Jesse 
Jackson and Jimmy Carter turning up on 
prime time? 

No longer content merely to entertain, 
television's creators increasingly seek to 
educate their audience. The stars of hit 
shows spend their nights battling social in
justice on the tube and their days testifying 
before Congress on the issues they drama
tize. Thus, a docudrama on Oliver North's 
career aired while the controversial colonel's 
trial was in progress. * * * 

Prime time wasn't always like this. Until 
the late 1960's, television's alternate reality 
was dominated by the private lives of tradi
tional families and the protection of society 
by high-minded law enforcers. Social institu
tions worked, moral codes were clear-cut, 
life's problems were manageable and the peo
ple in charge could usually be trusted to 
manage them pretty well. At that point tele
vision discovered a brand of left-wing popu
lism that began to populate the airwaves 
with evil business executives and crooked 
cops, families buffeted by social inequities 
and maverick good guys who had to fight the 
system in order to make it work. These 
trends gradually intensified to produce the 
current prime-time social agenda, which fea
tures heavy criticism of social institutions 
from business to the justice system; endorse
ment of feminism, environmentalism and 
liberal sexual mores, and championing the 
victims of social prejudices from racism to 
homophobia. 

There is much to be said for a genre of pop
ular entertainment that engages real-world 
issues rather than running from them. The 
problem is that these issues are filtered 
through the prism of Hollywood's singular 
political consciousness. Television preaches 
a kind of Porsche populism that reflects the 
industry's socially liberal and cosmopolitan 
sensibility. Our survey of top writers, pro
ducers and studio executives found that 
three out of four place themselves on the po
litical left and four out of five vote Demo
cratic in presidential elections. 

Even more telling is our finding that two
thirds of Hollywood's creative elite believe 
that TV entertainment should play "a major 
role in promoting social reform." Holly
wood's insular political culture, combined 
with its increasing zeal for social activism, 
raises the possibility that issue-oriented pro
gramming will degenerate into political 
propaganda. Not everyone has qualms about 
this. 

Feminist producer Linda Bloodworth
Thomason ("Designing Women") says 
bluntly, "It's 23 minutes of prime-time tele
vision ... to address any topic I want. I'd be 
lying if I didn't say I put my personal opin
ions in. I do get my own propaganda in." Lit
tle wonder that producers have begun work
ing closely with activist groups to integrate 
their messages in the prime-time schedule 
on a continuing basis. 

Conspicuously absent from prime time's 
laundry list of "socially responsible" images 
are portrayals of such middle American con
cerns as religious faith, old-fashioned patri
otism, and even occasional respect for au-

thori ty. Far from reflecting the concerns of 
its audience, Hollywood is challenging life in 
America to imitate art. The goal is to guide 
middle-American tastes in the direction of 
intellectual and political trends emanating 
from New York and Los Angeles. 

It may seem unlikely that the great Amer
ican dream machine should opt for social en
gagement over escapism, but no more so 
than academia's recent turn from education 
toward indoctrination. In both cases the rise 
of PC proceeded from a similar mind-set. As 
producer and industry activist Lynne Guber 
puts it, "If (viewers) think they're being 
preached to, they must ask themselves how 
they created the situation of having to be 
preached to. The reason we have to tell them 
what is happening is because they created 
the problem themselves in the first place." 

THE WAR ON STANDARDS 

(By Michael Medved) 
Everywhere around us, in every realm of 

artistic endeavor, we see evidence of the re
jection of traditional standards of beauty 
and worth. In the visual arts, in literature, 
in film, in music of both popular and classi
cal variety, ugliness has been enshrined as a 
new standard, as we accept the ability to 
shock as a replacement for the old ability to 
inspire. 

In film, the art form which I most regu
larly consider, the process of degradation has 
already reached levels that should lead all 
thoughtful critics to despair for the future of 
the medium. Indescribable gore drenches the 
modern screen, even in movies allegedly 
made for families. And the most perverted 
forms of sexuality-loveless, decadent, bru
tal and sometimes incestuous-are showing 
regularly at a theater near you. 

Perhaps you haven't seen The Gritters, a 
critical favorite of the last few months. 
Oscar winner Anjelica Huston co-stars with 
John Cusak in a story about the sexual ten
sion between a mother-and-son team of con 
artists. In the climactic sequence. Huston at
tempts to seduce her boy in order to steal his 
money, but this heart-warming family re
union ends with blood spurting endlessly 
from his severed jugular vein. 

This kind of work is regularly described as 
high art, along with another sort of ugliness 
that is even more commonly celebrated on 
movie screens today. Film after film centers 
on characters who are, fundamentally, des
picable-amoral losers who give us nothing 
to admire, nor even to care about. 

In years past, in the heyday of Gary Coo
per, Jimmy Stewart and Katharine Hepburn, 
Hollywood was accused of creating char
acters who were larger than life, more deeply 
lovable and admirable than people in the 
real world. Today, the movie business regu
larly offers us characters who are smaller 
than life, who are less decent, less intel
ligent, less noble than our own friends and 
neighbors. Four years ago, George Roche 
wrote an eloquent and important book that 
highlighted the threat within our culture to 
those values of civilization and faith that 
many of us hold most dear. The name of the 
book was A World Without Heroes. And that is 
precisely the sort of world that Hollywood 
portrays again and again on screen. It is a 
world in which ugliness and emptiness 
emerge as the new standard for our society. 

The second front in this war against stand
ards involves an attack on the family that 
seems to gather new force with every passing 
year. For thousands of years, society has ac
knowledged the fact that a permanent part
nership between a man and a woman, for the 
purpose of nurturing children, offers the best 
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chance of human happiness and fulfillment. 
This fundamental notion has not only been 
challenged in recent years, it has been as
saulted with unparalleled ferocity by some of 
the most powerful forces in our culture. 

The popular music business, for instance, 
has become a global enterprise of staggering 
proportions that generates billions of dollars 
every year through the simple-minded glori
fication of animal lust. 

Once upon a time, parents worried about 
the impact of idolized crooners like Frank 
Sinatra, Elvis Presley, or the Beatles, but 
these performers were tender, wholesome ro
mantics compared to today's music scene. 
The singers of yesterday certainly exploited 
sexuality as part of their appeal, but the fan
tasies they purveyed in their songs still cen
tered on long-term emotional relationships 
between men and women. What is most 
striking about the popular music of the mo
ment is the cold, bitter and sadistic edge to 
the vision of fleeting sex it promotes. 

Another message of the music that is 
ceaselessly reinforced by television and mov
ies is the perverse but pervasive idea that 
"kids know best." Teen-agers are regularly 
portrayed as the source of all wisdom, sanity 
and sensitivity, while their parents are 
shown as hopeless, benighted clowns. With 
Bart Simpson regularly turning up on all 
lists of the most admired Americans, we've 
certainly come a long way from the Andy 
Hardy model, with young Mickey Rooney 
learning life's lessons from his father, the 
stern but kindly judge. This new idea that 
children have all the answers, and have to 
show the older generation how to live and 
how to adjust to the brave new world around 
them, is a hold over from the destructive ob
sessions of the '60s youth culture, and it poi
sons the climate for family life. 

According to the Census Bureau, two
thirds of all American adults are currently 
married, but movies today focus overwhelm
ingly on single people. If you want to test 
this premise, all you have to do is pick up a 
copy of any metropolitan newspaper and 
read the entertainment section to see what's 
playing at your local theaters. The number 
of films about single people will outnumber 
the films about married people by a ratio of 
five or six to one. And even those relatively 
rare films that do make an attempt to show 
life within a family will most often depict a 
marriage that is radically dysfunctional. 

Apparently, some stern decree has gone 
out from the upper reaches of the Hollywood 
establishment that love between married 
people must never be portrayed on screen. If 
a wedding occurs in the course of a film, it 
invariably marks the conclusion of a ro
mance, never the beginning nor the middle of 
the love relationship. 

Even those films that seem to celebrate 
the joys of child-rearing display a contemp
tuous attitude toward marriage. A few years 
ago, Hollywood discovered that babies could 
serve as a major draw at the box office, and 
attempted to lure moviegoers with a series 
of diapers-and-formula fantasies. The three 
most successful of these films, Three Men and 
a Baby, Look Who's Talking, and Baby Boom, 
featured single people in the parental roles. 
The underlying message could hardly be 
more clear: Infants may be cute and cuddly 
and desirable, but they are best enjoyed 
without the inconvenient entanglements of 
marriage. This is precisely the sort of irre
sponsible message that encourages the tragic 
epidemic of out-of-wedlock births that is 
sweeping the country. 

With its single-minded focus on unmarried 
characters, the movie industry converts the 

idea that it's exciting to live on your own, 
but boring and stifling to live within a mar
riage. The unspoken assumption is that mar
ried people never experience anything that's 
interesting enough to be dramatized in a fea
ture film. There are many sociological and 
psychological reasons that couples break up, 
but can anyone doubt that the popular cul
ture's determined assault on the traditional 
family has contributed to the problem? 

This brings us to the third front in the cur
rent culture wars, and perhaps the most cru
cial battlefield of all, and that is the attempt 
to undermine organized religion. A war 
against standards leads logically and inevi
tably to hostility to religion, because it is 
religious faith that provides the ultimate 
basis for all standards. The God of the Bible 
is not a moral relativist, and He is definitely 
judgmental. The very nature of the Judeo
Christian God is a Lord who makes distinc
tions. To the extent that we as human beings 
feel that we are created in God's image, we 
make distinctions too, and we have stand
ards. 

That is a position that is honored by mil
lions upon millions of our fellow citizens, but 
it is regularly ridiculed in the mass media. 
One of the national television networks has 
chosen to promote its most popular show 
with a scene that mocks a family saying 
grace. With the Simpsons solemnly gathered 
around their cartoon dinner table, Bart in
tones: "Dear God, we pay for all this stuff 
ourselves, so thanks for nothing." 

Meanwhile, the federal government pays to 
display a crucifix immersed in a jar of the 
artist's own urine; and the nation's most 
prominent vocalist, Madonna, abuses Chris
tian symbols and sacraments in sexually ex
plicit music videos commonly viewed by 
children. 

When I try to discuss some of these issues 
with working professionals in the entertain
ment industry, they usually offer the same 
response: "Nobody's forcing people to see 
these movies," they'll say. "If you object to 
the messages that you're getting from a 
piece of creative work, then you can exercise 
your right to avoid that film, or to switch 
that channel on your TV set, or to turn your 
radio off. If something offends you, then it's 
easy to tune it out." 

Unfortunately, they're wrong. Popular cul
ture is an overwhelming and omnipresent 
force in this society; not even the most de
termined and conscientious efforts can effec
tively insulate you, or your children, from 
its powerful reach. The point is that you can 
say to yourself, "I'll just tune out the mes
sages of the media," but it's not possible 
today. In the past, if you talked about popu
lar culture, you meant going to a movie the
ater perhaps once a week and paying your 
money to see a single show. But modern 
technoloical advances have brought us boom 
boxes, and Walkmans and VCRs, television 
and MTV. The messages, the images, are ev
erywhere around us, and seep into every cor
ner of our lives. 

Is it a coincidence that the war on stand
ards in art, music, television and film, cor
responds with increasingly destructive be
havior on the part of the young people who 
are the most devoted consumers of these 
media? Is there no connection between the 
media's obsession with crime and violence 
and the fact that the number of 14 to 17 year 
olds who were arrested in 1990 was 30 times 
what it was in 1950? 

The rate of out-of-wedlock births in this 
country has increased by 500 percent since 
1960, and 1 out of 10 of all teen-age girls will 
become pregnant in 1991. The Centers for 

Disease Control recently reported that more 
than a quarter of American females have en
gaged in sexual intercourse by age 15--five 
times the rate that prevailed as recently as 
1970. How can media moguls plausibly main
tain that these behavioral trends have noth
ing to do with the sex-drenched popular cul
ture that plays such a central, all-consuming 
role in lives of so many young Americans? 

Ironically, the leaders of the entertain
ment industry downplay the significance of 
their own work, insisting that the fantasies 
they have created have no influence on any
one. The networks and the studios have com
missioned studies from various experts to 
support their appallingly illogical conten
tion that violence on screen has no connec
tion to violence in real life, and intensely 
sexual material does nothing to encourage 
promiscuity. 

This same industry then turns around and 
asks advertisers to pay hundreds of thou
sands of dollars for 30 seconds of air time in 
the hope that this fleeting exposure will di
rectly alter the public's buying behavior. 
Don't they grasp the internal contradiction 
here? On the one hand, we're told that an 
hour of television programming has no real 
world consequences whatsoever, and on the 
other we're led to believe 60-second spots 
that occasionally interrupt this program are 
powerful enough to change public percep
tions of everything from canned goods to 
candidates. 

The industry is right when it touts the im
pact of media images, but I can't accept the 
contention that motion pictures, and song 
lyrics, and music videos and TV shows are 
somehow less influential than commercials. 
That is why the current war on standards in 
the popular culture is such an important 
struggle for America's future. I believe that 
this will be the issue of the 1990s, the issue of 
values, of trying to maintain standards 
against those who are seeking to erase them 
altogether. 

There's a tendency at both ends of the po
litical spectrum to confuse this question 
with absolutist claims about the need for 
censorship versus the protection of the First 
Amendment. Expanded censorship is not the 
answer, and attempts to move in that direc
tion will prove counter-productive. 

The key issues in the current conflict 
won't be decided in the halls of Congress or 
the offices of the federal bureaucracy. They 
will be settled, as fundamental questions are 
always settled most effectively in America, 
through the application of free-market prin
ciples and displays of private-sector deter
mination and resourcefulness. 

Part of this process will no doubt involve 
sponsor boycotts, direct protests, letter
wri ting campaigns and other forms of orga
nized pressure. These tolls are far more ap
propriate than new governmental regulation, 
which is at best, a blunt, sloppy and ineffec
tive instrument. A group called CLEAR TV
Christian Leaders for Responsible Tele
vision-already has enjoyed some notable 
success. They recently pushed Burger King, 
one of the largest advertisers on network 'tel
evision, to take out a series of newspaper ads 
in which the company pledged its support for 
family values, and promised to apply those 
values in judging any future TV shows it will 
sponsor. 

While environmentalists are employing all 
means available to persuade major corpora
tions to stop polluting our air and water, we 
should use similar persuasion to prevent the 
further pollution of our culture. It's high 
time to broaden our sense of corporate re
sponsibility to include a serious consider-
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ation of the long-term impact of the enter
tainment that a company may produce or 
sponsor. 

As part of the continuing stru ~gle, we 
must do more than protest the bad; we 
should also begin promoting the good, and 
providing uplifting alternatives to the trash 
that currently dominates the stene. It's a 
sad fact that talented individuals with tradi
tional convictions or religious scruples have 
too often shunned active involvement in 
show business because of that arena's long
standing reputation for sleaziness. Unfortu
nately, this means abandoning the field to 
the sickos and sybarites, and you see the re
sults on your television and movie screens. 
Let the call go out immediately: The out
numbered good guys in Hollywood des
perately need reinforcements. 

Keep in mind that the entertainment in
dustry is one area of endeavor in which a few 
gifted individuals can still make an enor
mous difference. The American people have 
shown that they are ready to respond when 
given the opportunity, as in the utterly un
expected $100 million success of a whole
some, life-affirming film project like Driving 
Miss Daisy. 

Even more recently, an unheralded, low
budget picture called China Cry dem
onstrated once again that good values can 
mean good box office. This off-beat produc
tion, funded by a determined group of evan
gelical Christians, may not be the greatest 
film ever made, but it's a heartfelt, passion
ate piece of movie making about a young 
woman who undergoes a religious conversion 
while suffering persecution at the hands of 
the Chinese communists. Without well
known stars or any promotion budget to 
speak of, this audacious little picture has 
drawn an amazing response from the public, 
averaging more than $6,000 per screening in 
its first weeks of release. This means that in 
multiplex theaters where it has played 
alongside big budget major studio produc
tions, it has easily clobbered films such as 
Rocky or Goodfellas or Predator II. We need 
more films like China Cry, but we'll only get 
them if concerned individuals are willing to 
roll up their sleeves to dirty their hands, and 
to get to work, outside the mainstream if 
necessary, to change the direction of popular 
culture. 

The change, when it comes, will amount to 
nothing less than a grassroots revolution. It 
won't flow from the top down, but from the 
bottom up. If we place all our faith in a few 
bigwigs in Los Angeles, or New York, or 
Washington, nothing will happen. We must 
rely instead on a thousand different centers 
of energy and dedication, in every corner of 
these United States, to make sure that popu
lar culture will once again reflect, and en
courage, the fundamental goodness of our 
people. 
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FOOD, AGRICULTURE, CONSERV A
TION, AND TRADE ACT AMEND
MENTS OF 1991 
Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Speaker, I 

move to suspend the rules and pass the 
bill (H.R. 3029) entitled, "Food, Agri
culture, Conservation, and Trade Act 
Amendments of 1991," as amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H.R. 3029 

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

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 
This Act may be cited as the "Food, Agri

culture, Conservation, and Trade Act 
Amendments of 1991". 
SEC. 2. TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

The table of contents for this Act is as fol
lows: 
Sec. 1. Short title. 
Sec. 2. Table of contents. 

TITLE I-AGRICULTURAL COMMODITY 
PROGRAMS 

Sec. 101. References. 
Sec. 102. Conserving use acres. 
Sec. 103. Double cropping of 0192 acres. 
Sec. 104. Announcement of acreage reduction 

programs for rice. 
Sec. 105. Corn and sorghum bases. 
Sec. 106. Cover crops on reduced acreage. 
Sec. 107. Production of black-eyed peas for 

donation. 
Sec. 108. Cotton user marketing certificates. 
Sec. 109. Malting barley. 
Sec. 110. Deficiency payments for wheat and 

feed grains. 
Sec. 111. Minor oilseeds loan rates. 
Sec. 112. Sugar. 
Sec. 113. Crop acreage base. 
Sec. 114. Miscellaneous amendments to the 

Agricultural Act of 1949. 
Sec. 115. Miscellaneous amendments to the 

Food, Agriculture, Conserva
tion, and Trade Act of 1990. 

Sec. 116. Miscellaneous amendments to the 
Agricultural Adjustment Act. 

Sec. 117. Miscellaneous amendments to the 
Agricultura.l Adjustment Act of 
1938. 

Sec. 118. Section redesignation. 
Sec. 119. Other miscellaneous commodity 

amendments. 
Sec. 120. Sense of Congress regarding im

ported barley. 
TITLE II-CONSERVATION 

Sec. 201. Amendments to the Food, Agri-
culture, Conservation, and 
Trade Act of 1990. 

Sec. 202. Amendment to the Soil Conserva
tion and Domestic Allotment 
Act. 

Sec. 203. Amendments to the Food Security 
Act of 1985. 

TITLE III-TRADE RELATED TECHNICAL 
CORRECTIONS 

Sec. 301. Superfluous punctuation in farmer 
to farmer provisions. 

Sec. 302. Punctuation correction in Enter
prise for the Americas Ini tia
ti ve. 

Sec. 303. Spelling correction in section 604. 
Sec. 304. Missing word in section 606. 
Sec. 305. Punctuation error in section 607. 
Sec. 306. Typographical correction in section 

612. 
Sec. 307. Erroneous quotation. 
Sec. 308. Elimination of superfluous words. 
Sec. 309. Erroneous cross reference correc-

tion. 
Sec. 310. Punctuation correction. 
Sec. 311. Date correction. 
Sec. 312. Missing subtitle heading correction. 
Sec. 313. Redesignation of subsection. 
Sec. 314. Date correction to section 404. 
Sec. 315. Date correction to section 411. 
Sec. 316. Redesignation of section. 
Sec. 317. Cross reference correction. 
Sec. 318. Placement clarification. 
Sec. 319. Punctuation correction. 
Sec. 320. Redesignation. 
Sec. 321. Elimination of obsolete cross ref

erence. 
Sec. 322. Conforming amendment relating to 

the Environment for the Ameri
cas Board. 

July 30, 1991 
Sec. 323. Correcting clerical errors in section 

204 of the 1978 Trade Act. 
Sec. 324. Capitalization correction. 
Sec. 325. Correction of error in date. 
Sec. 326. Correction of typographical error. 

Sec. 327. Cross reference correction. 
Sec. 328. Elimination of superfluous word. 
Sec. 329. Cross reference correction. 
Sec. 330. Amendment to section 602. 
Sec. 331. Section 407 corrections. 
Sec. 332. Section 407(b) amendment. 
Sec. 333. Supplemental views in annual re

port. 
Sec. 334. Consultations with Congress. 

TITLE IV-RESEARCH 

Sec. 401. Competitive, special, and facilities 
research grants. 

Sec. 402. National Agricultural Research, Ex
tension, and Teaching Policy 
Act of 1977. 

Sec. 403. Rural development and small farm 
research and education. 

Sec. 404. National Genetic Resources Pro
gram. 

Sec. 405. Alternative agricultural research 
and commercialization. 

Sec. 406. Deer tick research. 
Sec. 407. Miscellaneous research provisions. 

TITLE V-CREDIT 

Sec. 501. Amendments to the Consolidated 
Farm and Rural Development 
Act. 

Sec. 502. Amendments to the Farm Credit 
Act of 1971. 

Sec. 503. Effective date. 

TITLE VI-CROP INSURANCE AND 
DISASTER ASSISTANCE 

Sec. 601. Federal crop insurance. 
Sec. 602. Disaster relief. 

TITLE VII-RURAL DEVELOPMENT 

Sec. 701. Amendments to the Consolidated 
Farm and Rural Development 
Act. 

Sec. 702. Amendments to the Food, Agri-
culture, Conservation, and 
Trade Act of 1990. 

Sec. 703. Amendments to the Rural Elec
trification Act of 1936. 

TITLE VIII-AGRICULTURAL PROMOTION 

Sec. 801. Short title. 
Sec. 802. Pecans. 
Sec. 803. Mushrooms. 
Sec. 804. Potatoes. 
Sec. 805. Limes. 
Sec. 806. Soybeans. 
Sec. 807. Honey. 

Sec. 808. Cotton. 
Sec. 809. Fluid milk. 
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TITLE IX-MISCELLANEOUS TECHNICAL 

CORRECTIONS 
Sec. 901. Technical and other corrections 

relating to food and nutrition pro
grams. 

Sec. 902. Organic certification. 
Sec. 903. Agricultural fellowships. 
Sec. 904. Outreach and assistance for so

cially disadvantaged farmers and 
ranchers. 

Sec. 905. Protection of pets. 
Sec. 906. Critical agricultural materials. 
Sec. 907. Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, 

and Rodenticide Act and related provi
sions. 

Sec. 908. Grain standards. 
Sec. 909. Packers and stockyards. 
Sec. 910. Redundant language in Warehouse 

Act. 
Sec. 911. Perishable agricultural commod

ities. 
Sec. 912. Exemption of pizza from defini

tion of meat food product. 
TITLE I-AGRICULTURAL COMMODITY 

PROGRAMS 
SEC. 101. REFERENCES. 

Except as otherwise specifically provided, 
whenever in this title a section is amended, 
repealed, or referenced, such amendment, re
peal, or reference shall be considered to be 
made to that section of the Agricultural Act 
of 1949 (7 U.S.C. 1421 et seq.). 
SEC. 102. CONSERVING USE ACRES. 

(a) RICE.-Section lOlB(c)(l) of such Act (7 
U.S.C. 1441-2(c)(l)) is amended by striking 
subparagraph (E) and inserting the following 
new subparagraph: 

"(E) ALTERNATIVE CROPS.-The Secretary 
shall permit, subject to such terms and con
ditions as the Secretary may prescribe, all or 
any part of acreage otherwise required to be 
devoted to conservation uses as a condition 
of qualifying for payments under subpara
graph (D) to be devoted to--

"(i) sweet sorghum, guar, sesame, castor 
beans, crambe, high-erucic acid oilseeds, mil
let, plantago ovato, triticale, rye, or mung 
beans; 

"(11) commodities for which no substantial 
domestic production or market exists but 
that could yield industrial raw material 
being imported, or likely to be imported, 
into the United States; or 

"(iii) commodities grown for experimental 
purposes, including kenaf and milkweed.". 

(b) COTTON.-Section 103B(c)(l) of such Act 
(7 U.S.C. 1444-2(c)(l)) is amended by striking 
subparagraph (E) and inserting the following 
new subparagraph: 

"(E) ALTERNATIVE CROPS.-The Secretary 
shall permit, subject to such terms and con
ditions as the Secretary may prescribe, all or 
any part of acreage otherwise required to be 
devoted to conservation uses as a condition 
of qualifying for payments under subpara
graph (D) to be devoted to--

"(i) sweet sorghum, guar, sesame, castor 
beans, crambe, high-erucic acid oilseeds, mil
let, plantago ovato, triticale, rye, or mung 
beans; 

"(ii) commodities for which no substantial 
domestic production or market exists but 
that could yield industrial raw material 
being imported, or likely to be imported, 
into the United States; or 

"(iii) commodities grown for experimental 
purposes, including kenaf and milkweed.''. 

(C) FEED GRAINS.-Section 105B(c)(l)(F) of 
such Act (7 U.S.C. 1444f(c)(l)(F)) is amended 
by striking clause (i) and inserting the fol
lowing new clause: 

"(i) INDUSTRIAL AND OTHER CROPS.-The 
Secretary shall permit, subject to such 

terms and conditions as the Secretary may 
prescribe, all or any part of acreage other
wise required to be devoted to conservation 
uses as a condition of qualifying for pay
ments under subparagraph (E) to be devoted 
to-

"(!) sweet sorghum, guar, sesame, castor 
beans, crambe, high-erucic acid oilseeds, mil
let, plantago ovato, triticale, rye, or mung 
beans; 

"(II) commodities for which no substantial 
domestic production or market exists but 
that could yield industrial raw material 
being imported, or likely to be imported, 
into the United States; or 

"(ill) commodities grown for experimental 
purposes, including kenaf and milkweed.••. 

(d) WHEAT.-Section 107B(c)(l)(F) of such 
Act (7 U.S.C. 1445b-3a(c)(l)(F)) is amended by 
striking clause (i) and inserting the follow
ing new clause: 

"(i) INDUSTRIAL AND OTHER CROPS.-The 
Secretary shall permit, subject to such 
terms and conditions as the Secretary may 
prescribe, all or any part of acreage other
wise required to be devoted to conservation 
uses as a condition of qualifying for pay
ments under subparagraph (E) to be devoted 
to-

"(!) sweet sorghum, guar, sesame, castor 
beans, crambe, high-erucic acid oilseeds, mil
let, plantago ovato, triticale, rye, or mung 
beans; 

"(II) commodities for which no substantial 
domestic production or market exists but 
that could yield industrial raw material 
being imported, or likely to be imported, 
into the United States; or 

"(ill) commodities grown for experimental 
purposes, including kenaf and milkweed.". 
SEC. 103. DOUBLE CROPPING OF 0192 ACRES. 

(a) FEED GRAINS.-Section 105B(c)(l)(F) of 
such Act (7 U.S.C. 1444f(c)(l)(F)) is further 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new clause: 

"(iii) DOUBLE CROPPING.-The Secretary 
shall permit, subject to such terms and con
ditions as the Secretary may prescribe, all or 
any portion of the acreage otherwise re
quired to be devoted to conservation uses as 
a condition of qualifying for payments under 
subparagraph (E) that is devoted to an indus
trial, oilseed, or other crop pursuant to 
clause (i) or (ii) to be subsequently planted 
during the same crop year to any crop de
scribed in subparagraph (B), (C), or (D) of 
section 504(b)(l). The planting of soybeans as 
such subsequently planted crop shall be lim
ited to farms determined by the Secretary to 
have an established history of double crop
ping soybeans during at least three of the 
preceding five years. In implementing this 
clause, the Secretary shall require the pro
ducer to agree to forgo eligibility to receive 
a loan under section 205 for the crop of any 
oilseed produced on the farm under this 
clause.". 

(b) WHEAT.-Section 107B(c)(l)(F) of such 
Act (7 U.S.C. 1445b-3a(c)(l)(F)) is further 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new clause: 

"(iii) DOUBLE CROPPING.-The Secretary 
shall permit, subject to such terms and con
ditions as the Secretary may prescribe, all or 
any portion of the acreage otherwise re
quired to be devoted to conservation uses as 
a condition of qualifying for payments under 
subparagraph (E) that is devoted to an indus
trial, oilseed, or other crop pursuant to 
clause (i) or (ii) to be subsequently planted 
during the same crop year to any crop de
scribed in subparagraph (B), (C), or (D) of 
section 504(b)(l). The planting of soybeans as 
such subsequently planted crop shall be lim-

ited to farms determined by the Secretary to 
have an established history of double crop
ping soybeans during at least three of the 
preceding five years. In implementing this 
clause, the Secretary shall require the pro
ducer to agree to forgo eligibility to receive 
a loan under section 205 for the crop of any 
oilseed produced on the farm under this 
clause.". 

(C) ESTABLISHMENT OF DOUBLE CROPPING 
H!STORY.-Section 503(a) of such Act (7 
U.S.C. 1463(a)) is amended by adding at the 
end the following new paragraph: 

"(4) ESTABLISHMENT OF DOUBLE CROPPING 
HISTORY.-For purposes of establishing and 
maintaining crop acreage base and planting 
history pursuant to a practice of double 
cropping for the 1991 through 1995 crops, a 
crop acreage base planted to a crop, other 
than the specific program crop, under sec
tion 504 shall be considered to be planted to 
the specific program crop.••. 
SEC. 104. ANNOUNCEMENT OF ACREAGE REDUC

TION PROGRAMS FOR RICE. 
Section lOlB(e)(l) of such Act (7 U.S.C. 

1441-2(e)(l)) is amended by striking subpara
graph (C) and inserting the following new 
subparagraph: 

"(C) ANNOUNCEMENTS.-
"(i) PRELIMINARY ANNOUNCEMENT.-If the 

Secretary elects to implement an acreage 
limitation program for any crop year, the 
Secretary shall make a preliminary an
nouncement of any such program not later 
than December 1 of the calendar year preced
ing the year in which the crop is harvested. 
The announcement shall include, among 
other information determined necessary by 
the Secretary, an announcement of the uni
form percentage reduction in the rice crop 
acreage base described in paragraph (2)(A). 

"(ii) FINAL ANNOUNCEMENT.-Not later than 
January 31 of the calendar year in which the 
crop is harvested, the Secretary shall make 
a final announcement of the program. The 
announcement shall include, among other in
formation determined necessary by the Sec
retary, an announcement of the uniform 
precentage reduction in the rice crop de
scribed in paragraph (2)(A). ". 
SEC. 105. CORN AND SORGHUM BASES. 

Section 105B(e)(2) of such Act (7 U.S.C. 
1444f(e)(2)) is amended by adding at the end 
the following new subparagraph: 

"(H) CORN AND SORGHUM BASES.-Notwith
standing any other provision of this Act, 
with respect to each of the 1992 through 1995 
crops of corn and grain sorghum-

"(i) the Secretary shall combine the per
mitted acreages established under subpara
graph (D) for such farm for a crop year for 
corn and grain sorghum; and 

"(ii) for each crop year, the sum of the 
acreage planted and considered planted to 
corn and grain sorghum, as determined by 
the Secretary under this section and title V, 
shall be prorated to corn and grain sorghum 
based upon the ratio of the crop acreage base 
for the individual crop of corn or grain sor
ghum, as applicable, to the sum of the crop 
acreage bases for corn and grain sorghum es
tablished for each crop year.". 
SEC. 106. COVER CROPS ON REDUCED ACREAGE. 

(a) RICE.-Section 101B(e)(4)(B) of such Act 
(7 U.S.C. 1441-2(e)(4)(B)) is amended by strik
ing clause (i) and inserting the following new 
clause: 

"(i) REQUIRED.-
"(!) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in 

subclause (II) and paragraph (2), a producer 
who participates in an acreage reduction 
program established for a crop of rice under 
this subsection shall be required to plant to, 
or maintain as, an annual or perennial cover 
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50 percent (or more at the option of the pro
ducer) of the acreage that is required to be 
removed from the production of rice, but not 
to exceed 5 percent (or more at the option of 
the producer) of the crop acreage base estab
lished for the crop. 

"(II) ARID AREAS.-Subclause (l) shall not 
apply with respect to arid areas (including 
summer fallow areas), as determined by the 
Secretary. If the Secretary determines any 
county in a State to be arid, the respective 
State committee established under section 
8(b) of the Soil Conservation and Domestic 
Allotment Act (16 U.S.C. 590h(b)) may des
ignate any other county or counties or all of 
such State as arid for the purposes of this 
paragraph. 

"(III) APPROVAL OF COVER CROPS AND PRAC
TICES.-The State committee, after receiving 
recommendations from the county commit
tees, shall approve appropriate crops planted 
or maintained as cover, including, as appro
priate, annual or perennial native grasses 
and legumes or other vegetation. Such State 
committee shall establish the final seeding 
date for the planting of such cover and shall 
approve appropriate cover crops or practices, 
after consul ting the Soil Conservation Serv- · 
ice State Conservationist regarding whether 
the crops or practices will sufficiently pro
tect the land from weeds and wind and water 
erosion. After the Secretary establishes the 
State technical committee for the State pur
suant to section 1261 of the Food Security 
Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3861), the State com
mittee shall consult with the technical com
mittee (rather than the Soil Conservation 
Service State Conservationist) regarding 
whether the crops or practices will suffi
ciently protect the land from weeds and wind 
and water erosion.". 

(b) COTTON.-Section 103B(e)(4)(B) of such 
Act (7 U.S.C. 1444-2(e)(4)(B)) is amended by 
striking clause (i ) and inserting the follow
ing new clause: 

" (i) REQUIRED.-
"(!) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in 

subclause (II) and paragraph (2), a producer 
who participates in an acreage reduction 
program established for a crop of upland cot
ton under this subsection shall be required 
to plant to, or maintain as, an annual or pe
rennial cover 50 percent (or more at the op
tion of the producer) of the acreage that is 
required to be removed from the production 
of upland cotton, but not to exceed 5 percent 
(or more at the option of the producer) of the 
crop acreage base established for the crop. 

"(II) ARID AREAS.-Subclause (I) shall not 
apply with respect to arid areas (including 
summer fallow areas), as determined by the 
Secretary. If the Secretary determines any 
county in a State to be arid, the respective 
State committee established under section 
8(b) of the Soil Conservation and Domestic 
Allotment Act (16 U.S.C. 590h(b)) may des
ignate any other county or counties or all of 
such State as arid for the purposes of this 
paragraph. 

"(III) APPROVAL OF COVER CROPS AND PRAC
TICES.-The State committee, after receiving 
recommendations from the county commit
tees, shall approve appropriate crops planted 
or maintained as cover, including, as appro
priate, annual or perennial native grasses 
and legumes or other vegetation. Such State 
committee shall establish the final seeding 
date for the planting of such cover and shall 
approve appropriate cover crops or practices, 
after consulting the Soil Conservation Serv
ice State Conservationist regarding whether 
the crops or practices will sufficiently pro
tect the land from weeds and wind and water 
erosion. After the Secretary establishes the 

State technical committee for the State pur
suant to section 1261 of the Food Security 
Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3861), the State com
mittee shall consult with the technical com
mittee (rather than the Soil Conservation 
Service State Conservationist) regarding 
whether the crops or practices will suffi
ciently protect the land from weeds and wind 
and water erosion.". 

(c) FEED GRAINS.-Section 105B(e)(4)(B) of 
such Act (7 U.S.C. 1444f(e)(4)(B)) is amended 
by striking clause (i) and inserting the fol
lowing new clause: 

"(i) REQUIRED.-
"(!) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in 

subclause (II) and paragraph (2), a producer 
who participates in an acreage reduction 
program established for a crop of feed grains 
under this subsection shall be required to 
plant to, or maintain as, an annual or peren
nial cover 50 percent (or more at the option 
of the producer) of the acreage that is re
quired to be removed from the production of 
feed grains, but not to exceed 5 percent (or 
more at the option of the producer) of the 
crop acreage base established for the crop. 

"(II) ARID AREAS.-Subclause (I) shall not 
apply with respect to arid areas (including 
summer fallow areas), as determined by the 
Secretary. If the Secretary determines any 
county in a State to be arid, the respective 
State committee established under section 
8(b) of the Soil Conservation and Domestic 
Allotment Act (16 U.S.C. 590h(b)) may des
ignate any other county or counties or all of 
such State as arid for the purposes of this 
paragraph. 

"(III) APPROVAL OF COVER CROPS AND PRAC
TICES.-The State committee, after receiving 
recommendations from the county commit
tees, shall approve appropriate crops planted 
or maintained as cover, including, as appro
priate, annual or perennial native grasses 
and legumes or other vegetation. Such State 
committee shall establish the final seeding 
date for the planting of such cover and shall 
approve appropriate cover crops or practices, 
after consulting the Soil Conservation Serv
ice State Conservationist regarding whether 
the crops or practices will sufficiently pro
tect the land from weeds and wind and water 
erosion. After the Secretary establishes the 
State technical committee for the State pur
suant to section 1261 of the Food Security 
Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3861), the State com
mittee shall consult with the technical com
mittee (rather than the Soil Conservation 
Service State Conservationist) regarding 
whether the crops or practices will suffi
ciently protect the land from weeds and wind 
and water erosion.". 

(d) WHEAT.-Section 107B(e)(4)(B) of such 
Act (7 U.S.C. 1445b-3a(e)(4)(B)) is amended by 
striking clause (i) and inserting the follow
ing new clause: 

"(i) REQUIRED.-
"(!) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in 

subclause (II) and paragraph (2), a producer 
who participates in an acreage reduction 
program established for a crop of wheat 
under this subsection shall be required to 
plant to, or maintain as, an annual or peren
nial cover 50 percent (or more at the option 
of the producer) of the acreage that is re
quired to be removed from the production of 
wheat, but not to exceed 5 percent (or more 
at the option of the producer) of the crop 
acreage base established for the crop. 

"(II) ARID AREAS.-Subclause (I) shall not 
apply with respect to arid areas (including 
summer fallow areas), as determined by the 
Secretary. If the Secretary determines any 
county in a State to be arid, the respective 
State committee established under section 

8(b) of the Soil Conservation and Domestic 
Allotment Act (16 U.S.C. 590h(b)) may des
ignate any other county or counties or all of 
such State as arid for the purposes of this 
paragraph. 

"(III) APPROVAL OF COVER CROPS AND PRAC
TICES.-The State committee, after receiving 
recommendations from the county commit
tees, shall approve appropriate crops planted 
or maintained as cover, including, as appro
priate, annual or perennial native grasses 
and legumes or other vegetation. Such State 
committee shall establish the final seeding 
date for the planting of such cover and shall 
approve appropriate cover crops or practices, 
after consulting the Soil Conservation Serv
ice State Conservationist regarding whether 
the crops or practices will sufficiently pro
tect the land from weeds and wind and water 
erosion. After the Secretary establishes the 
State technical committee for the State pur
suant to section 1261 of the Food Security 
Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3861), the State com
mittee shall consult with the technical com
mittee (rather than the Soil Conservation 
Service State Conservationist) regarding 
whether the crops or practices will suffi
ciently protect the land from weeds and wind 
and water erosion.". 
SEC. 107. PRODUCTION OF BLACK-EYED PEAS 

FOR DONATION. 
(a) 50/92 PROGRAM FOR COTTON.-Section 

103B(c)(l)(D) of such Act (7 U.S.C. 1444-
2(c)(l)(D)) is amended by adding at the end 
the following new clause: 

"(ix) BLACK-EYED PEAS FOR DONATION.-The 
Secretary shall permit, under such terms 
and conditions as will ensure optimum pro
ducer participation, all or any part of the 
acreage required to be devoted to conserva
tion uses as a condition for qualifying for 
payments under this subparagraph to be de
voted to the production of black-eyed peas if 
the producer agrees to donate the harvested 
peas from such acreage to a food bank, food 
pantry, or soup kitchen (as defined in para
graphs (3), (4), and (7) of section llO(b) of the 
Hunger Prevention Act of 1988 (7 U.S.C. 612c 
note)) that is approved by the Secretary.". 

(b) ACREAGE REDUCTION PROGRAM.-Section 
103B(e)(2) of such Act (7 U.S.C. 1444-2(e)(2)) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subparagraph: 

"(G) BLACK-EYED PEAS FOR DONATION.-The 
Secretary shall permit, under such terms 
and conditions as will ensure optimum pro
ducer participation, producers on a farm to 
plant black-eyed peas on not more than one
half of the reduced acreage on the farm if the 
producer agrees to donate the harvested peas 
from such acreage to a food bank, food pan
try, or soup kitchen (as defined in para
graphs (3), (4), and (7) of section llO(b) of the 
Hunger Prevention Act of 1988 (7 U.S.C. 612c 
note)) that is approved by the Secretary.". 
SEC. 108. COTTON USER MARKETING CERTIFI-

CATES. 
(a) IssuANCE.-Section 103B(a)(5)(E) of such 

Act (7 U.S.C. 1444-2(a)(5)(E)) is amended-
(1) by striking clause (i) and inserting the 

following new clause: 
"(i) lSSUANCE.-Subject to clause (iv), dur

ing the period beginning August 1, 1991, and 
ending July 31, 1996, the Secretary shall 
issue marketing certificates to domestic 
users and exporters for documented pur
chases by domestic users and sales for export 
by exporters made in the week following a 
consecutive four-week period in which-

"(!) the Friday through Thursday average 
price quotation for the lowest-priced United 
States growth, as quoted for Middling (M) 
one and three-thirty seconds inch cotton, de
livered C.I.F. Northern Europe exceeds the 
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Northern Europe price by more than 1.25 
cents per pound; and 

"(II) the prevailing world market price for 
upland cotton (adjusted to United States 
quality and location), established under sub
paragraph (C), does not exceed 130 percent of 
the current crop year loan level for the base 
quality of upland cotton, as determined by 
the Secretary."; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
clause: 

"(iv) ExCEPTION.-The Secretary shall not 
issue marketing certificates under clause (i) 
if, for the immediately preceding consecu
tive 10-week period, the Friday through 
Thursday average price quotation for the 
lowest priced United States growth, as 
quoted for Middling (M) one and three-thirty 
seconds inch cotton, delivered C.I.F. North
ern Europe, adjusted for the value of any cer
tificate issued under this subparagraph, ex
ceeds the Northern Europe price by more 
than 1.25 cents per pound.". 

(b) PREVAILING WORLD MARKET PRICE.
Section 103B(a)(5)(C)(ii) of such Act (7 U.S.C. 
1444-2(a)(5)(C)(ii)) is amended by striking 
"and (B)" and inserting ", (B), and (E)". 
SEC. 109. MALTING BARLEY. 

Section 105B of such Act (7 U.S.C. 1444f) is 
amended-

(1) in subsection (e)(2)(G), by adding at the 
end the following new sentence: "The Sec
retary shall make an annual determination 
of whether to exempt such producers from 
compliance with any acreage limitation 
under this paragraph and shall notify the 
Committee on Agriculture of the House of 
Representatives and the Committee on Agri
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry of the Sen
ate of such determination before announcing 
such determination."; and 

(2) by striking subsection (p) and inserting 
the following new subsection: 

"(p) MALTING BARLEY.-
"(1) ASSESSMENT REQUIRED.-ln order to 

help offset costs associated with deficiency 
payments made available under this section 
to producers of barley, the Secretary shall 
provide for an assessment for each of the 1991 
through 1995 crop years to be levied on any 
producer of malting barley produced on a 
farm that is enrolled for the crop year in the 
production adjustment program under this 
section. The Secretary shall establish such 
assessment at not more than five percent of 
the value of the farm program payment yield 
established for barley produced on the farm 
during each of the 1991 through 1995 crop 
years. 

"(2) VALUE OF MALTING BARLEY.-The Sec
retary may establish the value of such malt
ing barley at the lesser of the State or na
tional weighted average market price of 
malting barley for the marketing year. In 
calculating the State or national weighted 
average market price, the Secretary may ex
clude the value of malting barley which is 
contracted for sale by producers prior to 
planting. 

"(3) ExCEPTION TO ASSESSMENT.-ln coun
ties where malting barley is produced, par
ticipating barley producers may certify to 
the Secretary prior to computation of final 
deficiency payments that part or all of the 
producer's production was (or will be) sold or 
used for nonmalting purposes. The portion 
certified as sold or used for nonmalting pur
poses shall not be subject to the assess
ment.". 
SEC. 110. DEFICIENCY PAYMENTS FOR WHEAT 

AND FEED GRAINS. 

Section 114(c) of such Act (7 U.S.C. 1445j(c)) 
is amended-

(1) in the material preceding the para
graphs, by striking "sections" and inserting 
"section"; 

(2) by redesignating paragraph (3) as para
graph (4); and 

(3) by striking paragraph (2) and inserting 
the following new paragraphs: 

"(2) With respect to feed grains, 75 percent 
of the final projected deficiency payment for 
the crop, reduced by the amount of the ad
vance, shall be made available as soon as 
practicable after the end of the first five 
months of the applicable marketing year. 

"(3) With respect to wheat, the final pro
jected deficiency payment for the crop, re
duced by the amount of the advance, shall be 
made available as soon as practicable after 
the end of the first five months of the appli
cable marketing year. Such projected pay
ment shall be based on the national weighted 
average market price received by producers 
during the first five months of the market
ing year for the crop, as determined by the 
Secretary, plus 10 cents per bushel.". 
SEC. 111. MINOR O~EED WAN RATES. 

Section 205(c) of such Act (7 U.S.C. 1446f(c)) 
is amended-

(!) in paragraph (2), by striking "flaxseed" 
and inserting "flaxseed, individually,"; 

(2) in paragraph (3), by striking "that, in 
the case of cottonseed, in no event less" and 
inserting "in no event shall the level for 
such oilseeds (other than cottonseed) be 
less"; and 

(3) by adding after and below paragraph (3) 
the following new sentence: 
"To ensure that producers have an equitable 
opportunity to produce an alternative crop 
in areas of limited crop options, the Sec
retary may limit, insofar as practicable, ad
justments in the loan rate established under 
paragraph (2) applicable to a particular re
gion, State, or county for the purpose of re
flecting transportation differentials such 
that the regional, State, or county loan rate 
does not increase or decrease by more than 
plus or minus nine percent from the basic 
national loan rate.". 
SEC. 112. SUGAR. 

(a) SUGAR PRICE SUPPORT.-Section 206 of 
such Act (7 U.S.C. 1446g) is amended-

(1) in subsection (e), by striking "announce 
the loan rate" and inserting "announce and 
publish in the Federal Register the basic 
loan rates for beet sugar and cane sugar"; 

(2) in subsection (g)-
(A) by inserting "and sugar cane" after "In 

the case of sugar beet"; and 
(B) by inserting "or sugar cane" after 

"sugar beets" both places it appears; and 
(3) in subsection (i)-
(A) by striking the period at the end of 

paragraph (1) and inserting "that has been 
marketed in normal commercial channels."; 

(B) by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph (2) and inserting "that have been 
marketed in normal commercial channels."; 
and 

(C) by striking paragraph (3) and inserting 
the following new paragraph: 

"(3) COLLECTION.-
"(A) TIMING.-Marketing assessments re

quired under this subsection shall be col
lected during the marketing year on a 
monthly basis and shall be remitted to the 
Commodity Credit Corporation within 30 
days after the end of each month of the mar
keting year. Any cane sugar or beet sugar 
processed during a marketing year that has 
not been marketed by August 31 of that year 
shall be subject to assessment on that date. 
Such sugar shall not be subject to a second 
assessment at the time that it is marketed. 
For purposes of this paragraph, the term 

'marketing year' means the period beginning 
on September 1 of a year and ending on Au
gust 31 of the next year. 

"(B) MANNER.-Subject to subparagraph 
(A), marketing assessments shall be col
lected under this subsection in the manner 
prescribed by the Secretary and shall be non
refundable.". 

(b) SECURITY lNTERESTS.-Section 405 of 
such Act (7 U.S.C. 1425) is amended by strik
ing subsection (b) and inserting the following 
new subsection: 

"(b) SUGARCANE AND SUGAR BEETS.-The 
security interests obtained by the Commod
ity Credit Corporation as a result of the exe
cution of security agreements by the proc
essors of sugarcane and sugar beets shall be 
superior in rank to any and all statutory and 
common law liens on raw cane sugar and re
fined beet sugar in favor of the producers of 
sugarcane and sugar beets and any and all 
prior recorded and unrecorded liens on the 
crops of sugarcane and sugar beets from 
which the sugar was derived. The preceding 
sentence shall not affect the application of 
section 401(e)(2).". 

(c) SUGAR INFORMATION REPORTING.-Sec
tion 359a of the Agricultural Adjustment Act 
of 1938 (7 U.S.C. 1359aa) is amended-

(1) in subsection (a)-
(A) by striking "cane sugar refiners" and 

inserting "sugarcane processors, cane sugar 
refiners,"; and 

(B) by striking "person's importation," 
and inserting "person's production, importa
tion,"; 

(2) by redesignating subsections (b) and (c) 
as subsections (c) and (d); 

(3) by inserting after subsection (a) the fol
lowing new subsection: 

"(b) DUTY OF PRODUCERS TO REPORT.-
"(l) YIELD AND ACRES.-All producers of 

sugarcane or sugar beets shall report, in the 
manner prescribed by the Secretary-

"(A) the producer's sugarcane or sugar 
beet yields and acres planted to sugarcane or 
sugar beets for all of the 1985 through 1989 
crop years; and 

"(B) on an annual basis, beginning with 
the 1991 crop year, the producer's sugarcane 
or sugar beet yield and acres planted to sug
arcane or sugar beets for each of the 1991 
through 1995 crop years. 

"(2) ALTERNATIVE REPORTING METHODS.- If 
a producer cannot provide the information 
required in paragraph (1), alternative meth
ods of establishing yields and acres planted 
to sugarcane or sugar beets may be used as 
prescribed by the Secretary."; and 

(4) in subsection (d), as redesignated by 
paragraph (2), by striking "data on imports" 
and inserting "data on production, imports". 

(d) SUGAR CARRYOVER STOCKS.-Section 
359b(a) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act 
of 1938 (7 U.S.C. 1359bb(a)) is amended-

(1) in paragraph (l)(A), by inserting before 
the semicolon the following: "and the quan
tity of sugar that would provide for reason
able carryover stocks"; 

(2) in paragraph (l)(C)(i), by striking "the 
quantity of estimated consumption" and in
serting "the sum of the quantity of esti
mated consumption and reasonable carry
over stocks"; and 

(3) in paragraph (2), by striking "consump
tion," and inserting "consumption, stocks,". 

(e) ESTABLISHMENT OF SUGAR MARKETING 
ALLOTMENTS.-Section 359c of the Agricul
tural Adjustment Act of 1938 (7 U.S.C. 1359cc) 
is amended-

(1) in subsection (b)(l), by striking "from 
the estimated sugar consumption" and in
serting "from the sum of the estimated 
sugar consumption and reasonable carryover 
stocks"; and 
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(2) in subsection (g)(l), by striking "man

ner, or" and inserting "manner, establish 
such marketing allotments for a fiscal year 
or any portion of such fiscal year, or". 
SEC. 113. CROP ACREAGE BASE. 

(a) PLANTING FLEXIBILITY.-Section 503(c) 
of such Act (7 U.S.C. 1463(c)) is amended-

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (6) and (7) 
as paragraphs (7) and (8) respectively; and 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (5) the fol
lowing new paragraph: 

"(6) acreage in addition to an amount not 
to exceed 20 percent of the crop acreage base 
for a crop of feed grains or wheat if-

"(A) the acreage is planted to dry peas, 
lentils, alfalfa, mung beans, or high-erucic 
acid oilseeds, any industrial, experimental, 
or other crop permitted under section 
105B(c)(l)(F)(i) or 107B(c)(l)(F)(i), or any 
other crop designated by the Secretary; and 

"(B) payments are not received by produc
ers under sections 105B(c)(l)(E), and 
107B(c)(l)(E), as the case may be;". 

(b) ADJUSTMENT OF BASES.- Section 503(h) 
of such Act (7 U.S.C. 1463(h)) is amended-

(1) by striking "The county" and inserting 
" (1) The county"; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

"(2) RESTORATION OF CROP ACREAGE BASE.
"(A) IN GENERAL.-For the 1992 through 

1995 crop years, the county committee shall 
allow an eligible producer to increase indi
vidual crop acreage bases on the farm, sub
ject to subsection (a)(2), above the levels of 
base that would otherwise be established 
under this section, in order to restore the 
total of crop acreage bases on the farm for 
the 1992 through 1995 crop years to the same 
level as the total of crop acreage bases on 
the farm for 1990. 

"(B) ELIGIBLE PRODUCER DEFINED.-For the 
purposes of this paragraph, the term 'eligible 
producer' means a producer of upland cotton 
or rice who, the appropriate county commit
tee determines-

"(i) was required to reduce one or more in
dividual crop acreage bases on the farm in 
1991 in order to comply with subsection (a)(2) 
and the change in the calculation of cotton 
and rice crop acreage bases to a three-year 
formula as provided in section 1101 of the 
Food, Agriculture, Conservation, and Trade 
Act of 1990; and 

" (ii) has participated in the price support 
program in 1991 and each subsequent year 
through the current year. 

"(C) RULEMAKING.-The Secretary shall 
issue regulations to carry out this para
graph. " . 
SEC. 114. MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS TO THE 

AGRICULTURAL ACT OF 1949. 
The Agricultural Act of 1949 (7 U.S.C. 1421 

et seq.) is further amended-
(1) in section lOlB(c)(l)(B) (7 U.S.C. 1441-

2(c)(l)(B)), by redesignating the second 
clause (ii) as clause (iii); 

(2) in section 103B(a) (7 U.S.C. 1444-2(a))
(A) in paragraph (l)(B), by striking "up

land cotton," and inserting "upland cot
ton),"; and 

(B) in paragraph (3), by striking " the date 
of enactment of this Act" and inserting "No
vember 28, 1990"; 

(3) in section 105B(c)(l)(B)(iii)(!V)(bb) (7 
U.S.C. 1444f(c)(l)(B)(iii)(!V)(bb)) by striking 
"(bb) BARLEY CALCULATIONS.-" and insert
ing "(bb) BARLEY CALCULATIONS.-"; 

(4) in section 105B(g) (7 U.S.C. 1444f(g))
(A) in paragraph (1), by striking "sub

section (d)" and inserting "subsection (e)"; 
and 

(B) in paragraph (6)(E), by striking "is" 
both places it appears and inserting "are"; 

(5) in section 107B(g)(l) (7 U.S.C. 1445b-
3a(g)(l)), by striking "subsection (d)" and in
serting "subsection (e)"; 

(6) in section 110 (7 U.S.C. 1445e)-
(A) in subsection (n), by striking "the date 

of enactment of this section" and inserting 
"November 28, 1990"; and 

(B) in the subsection (k) at the end of such 
section-

(i) by striking "(k)" and inserting "(p) RE
VIEW.-" ; and 

(ii) by striking "subsection (e)(l)" and in
serting "this section"; 

(7) by redesignating subsection (b) of sec
tion 201 (7 U.S.C. 1446) (as amended by sec
tion 1161(b)(3) of the Food, Agriculture, Con
servation, and Trade Act of 1990 (Public Law 
101-624; 104 Stat. 3521)) as subsection (c); 

(8) in section 202(a) (7 U.S.C. 1446a), by 
striking "Administrator" both places it ap
pears and inserting "Secretary of Veterans 
Affairs' '; 

(9) in section 204(h)(3) (7 U.S.C. 1446e(h)(3)), 
by adding at the end the following new sen
tence: "A refund under this subsection shall 
not be considered as any type of price sup
port or payment for purposes of sections 1211 
and 1221 of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 
U.S.C. 3811 and 3821)."; 

(10) in section 406(b)(4) (7 U.S.C. 1426(b)(4)), 
by striking "the date of enactment of the 
subsection" and inserting "November 28, 
1990,"; and 

(11) in section 426 (7 U.S.C. 1433e)
(A) in subsection (c)-
(i) by striking "division" in paragraphs (1) 

and (6) and inserting "Division"; and 
(ii) by striking "subsection (e)" in para

graph (7) and inserting "subsection (f)" ; 
(B) in subsection (f), by striking "county 

or State" and inserting "State or county"; 
(C) in subsection (g), by striking "County 

Committees" and inserting "county commit
tees"; and 

(D) in subsection (h), by striking "section 
8(e)" and inserting "section 8(b)". 
SEC. 115. MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS TO THE 

FOOD, AGRICULTURE, CONSERVA· 
TION, AND TRADE ACT OF 1990. 

The Food, Agriculture, Conservation, and 
Trade Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-624; 104 
Stat. 3359) is amended-

(1) in section 404(a) (7 U.S.C. 1444f-l(a); 104 
Stat. 3419)-

(A) in the material preceding the para
graphs, by inserting "(through the Commod
ity Credit Corporation)" after "Secretary of 
Agriculture"; and 

(B) in paragraph (1)-
(i) by striking "(hereafter" and inserting 

", hereinafter in this section"; and 
(ii) by striking "105B of the Agricultural 

Act of 1949 (as added by section 401 of this 
Act)" and inserting "105B(a) of the Agricul
tural Act of 1949 (7 U.S.C. 1444f(a))"; 

(2) in section 1124 (7 U.S.C. 1445e note; 104 
Stat. 3506), by striking "warehouse" both 
places it appears and inserting "warehouse
men"; 

(3) in section 1353 (7 U.S.C. 1622 note; 104 
Stat. 3567), by striking "et seq" and insert
ing "et seq."; 

(4) in section 2241 (7 U.S.C. 1421 note; 104 
Stat. 3963)-

(A) in subsection (a)(4)(A), by inserting 
"extra long staple cotton," after "upland 
cotton," each place it appears; 

(B) in subsection (b)(l) , by inserting "extra 
long staple cotton," after "upland cotton,"; 
and 

(C) in subsection (b)(4), by inserting "extra 
long staple cotton," after "upland cotton,"; 

(5) in section 2243(b)(2)(A) (7 U.S.C. 1421 
note; 104 Stat. 3966), by striking "to harvest" 
and inserting "for harvest"; 

(6) in section 2249 (7 U.S.C. 1421 note; 104 
Stat. 3972), by striking "chapter" and insert
ing "subchapter" each place it appears; 

(7) in section 2250(b)(l) (7 U.S.C. 1421 note; 
104 Stat. 3973), by striking "cotton" and in
serting "upland cotton, extra long staple 
cotton"; 

(8) in section 2257 (7 U.S.C. 1421 note; 104 
Stat. 2974), by striking "chapter" and insert
ing "subchapter" each place it appears; 

(9) in section 2258 (7 U.S.C. 1421 note; 104 
Stat. 3975), by striking "chapter" and insert
ing "subchapter"; 

(10) in section 2259 (7 U.S.C. 1421 note; 104 
Stat. 3975), by striking "chapter" and insert
ing "subchapter"; 

(11) in section 2263 (7 U.S.C. 1421 note; 104 
Stat. 3975), by striking "chapter" and insert
ing "subchapter" each place it appears; 

(12) in section 2265 (7 U.S.C. 1421 note; 104 
Stat. 3976), by striking "chapter" and insert
ing "subcha.pter"; 

(13) in section 2266(a.) (7 U.S.C. 1421 note; 
104 Stat. 3976), by striking "subchapter" and 
inserting "chapter"; 

(14) in section 2267 (7 U.S.C. 1421 note; 104 
Stat. 3976)-

(A) in subsection (a) by striking "sub
chapter" and inserting "chapter" ea.ch place 
it appears; and 

(B) in subsection (b) by striking "chapter 
1" and inserting "this chapter"; 

(15) in section 2268(b) (7 U.S.C. 1421 note; 
104 Stat. 3976), by striking "subcha.pter" and 
inserting "chapter" each place it appears; 
and 

(16) in section 2271 (7 U.S.C. 1421 note; 104 
Stat. 3977), by striking "payment of" and in
serting "payments or". 
SEC. 116. MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS TO THE 

AGRICULTURAL ADJUSTMENT ACT. 
The Agricultural Adjustment Act (7 U.S.C. 

601 et seq.), reenacted with amendments by 
the Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act 
of 1937, is amended-

(1) in section 8b(b)(2) (7 U.S.C. 608b(b)(2)), 
by striking "(7 U.S.C. 1445c-2)" and inserting 
"(7 U.S.C. 1445c-3)"; and 

(2) in section 8c(5)(B) (7 U.S.C. 608c(5)(B)), 
is amended by striking "and," before clause 
(f) and inserting", and". 
SEC. 117. MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS TO THE 

AGRICULTURAL ADJUSTMENT ACT 
OF 1938. 

The Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 (7 
U.S.C. 1281 et seq.) is amended-

(1) in section 319(1) (7 U.S.C. 1314e(l))-
(A) by inserting "in a State" after "one 

farm"; 
(B) by striking "of Tennessee"; and 
(C) by adding at the end the following new 

sentence: "This subsection shall apply only 
to the States of Tennessee and Virginia."; 

(2) in section 358e(h)(2) (7 U.S.C. 
1359a(h)(2)), as redesignated by section 118(a) 
of this Act, by striking "nuts" and inserting 
''peanuts''; 

(3) in section 374(a) (7 U.S.C. 1374(a))-
(A) by inserting after "30 inch rows" the 

following: "(or, at the option of those cotton 
producers who had an established practice of 
using 32 inch rows before the 1991 crop, 32 
inch rows)"; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following new 
sentence: "For the 1992 through 1995 crops, 
the rules establishing the requirements for 
eligibility for conserving use for payment 
acres shall be the same rules as were in ef
fect for 1991 crops."; and 

(4) in section 379(a) (7 U.S.C. 1379(a))-
(A) by striking "or" at the end of para

graph (4); 
(B) by striking the period at the end of 

paragraph (5) and inserting"; or"; 
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(C) by striking "; or" at the end of para

graph (6) and inserting a period; and 
(D) by redesignating paragraph (7) as sub

section (c), moving such subsection to appear 
after subsection (b), and conforming the left 
margin of such subsection to subsection (b). 
SEC. 118. SECTION REDESIGNATION. 

(a) SECTION REDESIGNATION.-Sections 359 
and 359a of part VI of subtitle B of title III 
of the Agricultura.l Adjustment Act of 1938 (7 
U.S.C. 1359, 1359a) are redesignated as sec
tions 358d and 358e, respectively. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS AS RESULT OF 
REDESIGNATIONS.-

(1) PRICE SUPPORT PROGRAM.-The Agricul
tural Act of 1949 (7 U.S.C. 1421 et seq.) is 
amended-

(A) in section 108A(3)(A) (7 U.S.C. 1445c-
2(3)(A)), by striking "section 359" each place 
it appears and inserting "section 358d"; and 

(B) in section 108B(c)(l) (7 U.S.C. 1445c-
3(c)(l)), by strjking "sections 359 and 359a" 
each place it appears and inserting "sections 
358d and 358e". 

(2) MARKETING QUOTAS.-The Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938 (7 U.S.C. 1281 et seq.) 
is amended-

(A) in section 358(v)(3) (7 U.S.C. 1358(v)(3)), 
by striking "section 359(c)" and inserting 
"section 358d(c)"; 

(B) in section 358-l(e)(3) (7 U.S.C. 1358-
l(e)(3)), by striking "section 359(c)" and in
serting "section 358d(c)"; 

(C) in section 358d (7 U.S.C. 1359), as redes
ignated by subsection (b}-

(i) by striking "section 359(a)" in sub
section (b) and inserting "subsection (a)"; 
and 

(ii) by striking "section 108B" each place it 
appears in subsections (m)(l)(C), (p)(l), and 
(r)(2)(A) and inserting "section 108A"; and 

(D) in section 358e(b)(l) (7 U.S.C. 
1359a(b)(l)), as redesignated by subsection 
(b), by striking "section 359(c)" and inserting 
"section 358d(c)". 
SEC. 119. OTHER MISCELLANEOUS COMMODITY 

AMENDMENTS. 
(a) MISSING LANGUAGE.-Section 

1001(2)(B)(iv) of the Food Security Act of 1985 
(7 U.S.C. 1308(2)(B)(iv)) is amended by insert
ing "section" before "107B(c)(l)". 

(b) EXTRA LANGUAGE.-Section 1001A(a)(2) 
of the Food Security Act of 1985 (7 U.S.C. 
1308-l(a)(2)) is amended by striking "0 to". 

(C) MISSING LANGUAGE.-Section 5(i)(3) of 
the Agriculture and Consumer Protection 
Act of 1973 (7 U.S.C. 612c note) is amended by 
striking "(42 U.S.C. 1396d(5)))" and inserting 
"(42 u.s.c. 1396d(5))))". 
SEC. 120. SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING IM· 

PORTED BARLEY. 
(a) FINDINGS.-The Congress finds the fol

lowing: 
(1) Significant quantities of barley are cur

rently being imported into the United States 
from Scandinavian origins, and there is rea
son to believe that such imports will con
tinue in the future. 

(2) Such imported barley is being pur
chased at a price artificially established at a 
level significantly below that of domesti
cally produced barley due to unfair and pred
atory export subsidies and schemes employed 
by the exporting countries of origin. 

(3) It is likely that the continued importa
tion of such quantities of subsidized barley 
will significantly and adversely affect pro
ducers of domestic barley and impair the op
erations of existing farm commodity pro
grams for barley in the United States. 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.-Based on these 
findings, it is the sense of Congress that the 
Secretary of Agriculture and the President 
of the United States should immediately and 

aggressively employ all available options 
under existing laws, including those under 
section 22 of the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act (7 U.S.C. 624), reenacted with amend
ments by the Agricultural Marketing Agree
ment Act of 1937, in order to prevent mate
rial damage to the producers of domestic 
barley and to prevent material interference 
with and increased outlays under the pro
grams established pursuant to section 105B 
of the Agricultural Act of 1949 (7 U.S.C. 
1444f). 

TITLE II-CONSERVATION 
SEC. 201. AMENDMENTS TO THE FOOD, AGRI-

CULTURE, CONSERVATION, AND 
TRADE ACT OF 1990. 

(a) AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 1451.-Section 
1451 of the Food, Agriculture, Conservation, 
and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 5822) is 
amended-

(1) in subsection (b)(l)(D), by striking "(e)" 
and inserting "(f)"; 

(2) in subsection (d), by inserting "each or• 
before "the calendar"; 

(3) in subsection (f)(5), by striking "assist
ing" and inserting "assist"; and 

(4) in subsection (h)(7)(B)-
(A) in clause (i), by inserting before the pe

riod at the end of the first sentence the fol
lowing: ". but only to the extent that such 
number exceeds the number of acres result
ing from the reduction in payment acres 
under section 1101 of the Omnibus Budget 
Reconciliation Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-
508; 104 Stat. 1388-1)"; and 

(B) in clause (ii), by striking "under" and 
all that follows through "Agricultural" and 
inserting "under section 101B(c)(l)(D), 
103B(c)(l)(D), 105B(c)(l)(E), or 107B(c)(l)(E) of 
the Agricultural". 

(b) AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 1466.-Section 
1466 of such Act (7 U.S.C. 4201 note) is amend
ed-

(1) in subsection (c), by striking "Funds" 
and inserting "funds"; and 

(2) in each of subsections (e) and (f), by 
striking "section (b)" and inserting "sub
section (b)". 

(C) AMENDMENT TO SECTION 1468(a)(2).-Sec
tion 1468(a)(2) of such Act (7 U.S.C. 4201 note) 
is amended by striking "Funds" and insert
ing "funds". 

(d) AMENDMENT TO SECTION 1483(c).-Sec
tion 1483(c) of such Act (7 U.S.C. 5503(c)) is 
amended by inserting "and" after "Animal". 

(e) AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 1499.-Section 
1499 of such Act (7 U.S.C. 5506) is amended

(1) in the 4th sentence of subsection (a}
(A) by inserting "Agricultural" before 

"Environmental"; and 
(B) by striking "1612" and inserting "1472"; 
(2) in subsection (b), by striking "AFFECT" 

and inserting "EFFECT"; and 
(3) in subsection (c), by inserting "and" 

after "Animal". 
(f) NEW SECTION.-
(!) EDUCATION PROGRAM.-Such Act is fur

ther amended by inserting after section 1499 
the following new section: 
"SEC. 1499A. EDUCATION PROGRAM REGARDING 

HANDLING OF AGRICULTURAL 
CHEMICALS AND AGRICULTURAL 
CHEMICAL CONTAINERS. 

"The Secretary of Agriculture shall direct 
the Extension Service to operate a program 
in each State to catalogue the Federal, 
State, and local laws and regulations which 
govern the handling of unused or unwanted 
agricultural chemicals and agricultural 
chemical containers in such State. The pro
gram established under this section shall 
also make available to producers of agricul
tural commodities and the general public, 
and provide upon request, educational mate-

rials developed or collected by the pro
gram.''. 

(2) The table of contents in section l(b) of . 
such Act (104 Stat. 3359) is amended by in
serting after the item relating to section 1499 
the following new item: 
"Sec. 1499A. Education program regarding 

handling of agricultural chemi
cals and agricultural chemical 
containers.". 

(g) EFFECTIVE DATE.-Except in the case of 
the amendment made by subsection (f), the 
amendments made by this section shall take 
effect as if such amendments had been in
cluded in the Food, Agriculture, Conserva
tion, and Trade Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-
624) at the time such Act became law. 
SEC. 202. AMENDMENT TO THE SOIL CONSERVA· 

TION AND DOMESTIC ALLOTMENT 
ACT. 

The 13th sentence of the 5th undesignated 
paragraph of section 8(b) of the Soil Con
servation and Domestic Allotment Act (16 
U.S.C. 590h(b)) is amended by inserting", ex
cept that, in the case of a person elected to 
be a national officer or State president of the 
National Association of Farmer Elected 
Committeemen, the limitation shall be four 
consecutive terms" before the period. 
SEC. 203. AMENDMENTS TO THE FOOD SECURITY 

ACT OF 1985. 
Section 1232(a)(7) of the Food Security Act 

of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3832(a)(7)) is amended-
(1) by striking "fall and winter"; and 
(2) by striking "for an applicable reduction 

in rental payment" and inserting "and oc
curs during the 7-month period in which 
grazing of conserving use acreage is allowed 
in a State under the Agricultural Act of 1949 
or after the producer harvests the grain crop 
of the surrounding field for a reduction in 
rental payment commensurate with the lim
ited economic value of such incidental graz
ing". 

TITLE III-TRADE RELATED TECHNICAL 
CORRECTIONS 

SEC. 301. SUPERFLUOUS PUNCTUATION IN FARM
ER TO FARMER PROVISIONS. 

Section 501(a)(3) of the Agricultural Trade 
Development and Assistance Act of 1954 (7 
U.S.C. 1737(a)(3)) is amended by striking the 
comma after "public". 
SEC. 302. PUNCTUATION CORRECTION IN ENTER· 

PRISE FOR THE AMERICAS INITIA
TIVE. 

Section 603(a)(3) of the Agricultural Trade 
Development and Assistance Act of 1954 (7 
U.S.C. 1738b(a)(3)) is amended by inserting a 
hyphen between "Inter" and "American". 
SEC. 303. SPELLING CORRECTION IN SECTION 

604. 

Section 604(a)(2) of the Agricultural Trade 
Development and Assistance Act of 1954 (7 
U.S.C. 1738c(a)(2)) is amended by striking 
"Avaliability" and inserting "Availability". 
SEC. 304. MISSING WORD IN SECTION 606. 

Section 606(c) of the Agricultural Trade 
Development and Assistance Act of 1954 (7 
U.S.C. 1738e(c)) is amended by inserting "ac
counts" after "Corporation" the last place it 
appears. 
SEC. 305. PUNCTUATION ERROR IN SECTION 607. 

Section 607(a) of the Agricultural Trade 
Development and Assistance Act of 1954 (7 
U.S.C 1738f(a)) is amended by striking the 
quotation mark before "Fund" and inserting 
it after "Fund" the last place it appears. 
SEC. 306. TYPOGRAPHICAL CORRECTION IN SEC

TION 612. 
Section 612(a)(l) of the Agricultural Trade 

Development and Assistance Act of 1954 (7 
U.S.C 1738k(a)(l)) is amended by striking 
"462), and-" and inserting "2281 et seq.);". 
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SEC. 307. ERRONEOUS QUOTATION. 

(a) In General.-Section 1515(b) of the 
Food, Agriculture, Conservation, and Trade 
Act of 1990 is amended by striking "title 1 
and" and inserting "titles 1 and". 

(b) Effective Date.-The amendment made 
by subsection (a) shall take effect on the 
date the amendment made by such section 
1515(b) took effect. 
SEC. 308. ELIMINATION OF SUPERFLUOUS 

WORDS. 
The Food for Progress Act of 1985 (7 U.S.C. 

17360) is amended in subsection (1) by strik
ing "September 30,'' where it appears imme
diately before "December 31" . 
SEC. 309. ERRONEOUS CROSS REFERENCE COR

RECTION. 
The Food for Progress Act of 1985 (7 U.S.C. 

17360) is amended in subsection (m) by strik
ing "this Act" each place it appears and in
serting " this section". 
SEC. 310. PUNCTUATION CORRECTION. 

Section 103(d)(2) of the Agricultural Trade 
Act of 1978 (7 U.S.C. 5603(d)(2)) is amended by 
inserting a close parenthesis mark before the 
final period. 
SEC. 311. DATE CORRECTION. 

Section 203(g)(3) of the Agricultural Trade 
Act of 1978 (7 U.S.C. 5623(g)(3)) is amended by 
striking out "the date of enactment of this 
Act" and inserting "November 28, 1990,''. 
SEC. 312. MISSING SUBTITLE HEADING CORREC· 

TION. 
Title II of the Agricultural Trade Act of 

1978 is amended by inserting after the title 
heading the following: 

"Subtitle A-Programs 
SEC. 313. REDESIGNATION OF SUBSECTION. 

Section 301 of the Agricultural Trade Act 
of 1978 (7 U.S.C. 5651) is amended by redesig
nating subsection (g) as subsection (f). 
SEC. 314. DATE CORRECTION TO SECTION 404. 

Section 404 of the Agricultural Trade Act 
of 1978 (7 U.S.C. 5664) is amended by striking 
out "the date of enactment of this Act" and 
inserting "November 28, 1990,". 
SEC. 315. DATE CORRECTION TO SECTION 411. 

Section 416(e) of the Agricultural Trade 
Act of 1978 (7 U.S.C. 5676(e)) is amended by 
striking out "the effective date of this sec
tion" and inserting "November 28, 1990,". 
SEC. 316. REDESIGNATION OF SECTION. 

The Agricultural Trade Act of 1978 is 
amended by redesignating section 506 as sec
tion 505. 
SEC. 317. CROSS REFERENCE CORRECTION. 

Section 601 of the Agricultural Trade Act 
of 1978 (7 U.S.C. 5711) is amended by striking 
"section 104" each place it appears and in
serting "section 103". 
SEC. 318. PLACEMENT CLARIFICATION. 

Section 1532 of the Food, Agriculture, Con
servation, and Trade Act of 1990 is amended 
by striking "thereof' and inserting "of title 
I". 
SEC. 319. PUNCTUATION CORRECTION. 

Section 108 (b) of the Agricultural Act of 
1954 (7 U.S.C. 1748) is amended by striking 
the period at the end of paragraph (l)(B) and 
inserting a semicolon. 
SEC. 320. REDESIGNATION. 

The Food for Progress Act of 1985 (7 U.S.C. 
17360) is amended by redesignating sub
sections (1) and (m) (as amended by sections 
308 and 309) as subsections (k) and (1), respec
tively. 
SEC. 321. ELIMINATION OF OBSOLETE CROSS 

REFERENCE. 
Section 108(b)(4) of the Agricultural Act of 

1954 (7 U.S.C. 1748(b)(4)) is amended by strik
ing "the trade assistance office" and all that 
follows through "section 201),". 

SEC. 322. CONFORMING AMENDMENT RELATING 
TO THE ENVIRONMENT FOR THE 
AMERICAS BOARD. 

Section 610(b)(l) of the Agricultural Trade 
Development and Assistance Act of 1954 (7 
U.S.C. 1738i(b)(l)) is amended-

(1) in subparagraph (A}-
(A) by striking "five" and inserting "six"; 

and 
(B) by inserting "at least one of whom 

shall be a representative of the Department 
of Agriculture" after " Government" ; and 

(2) in subparagraph (B), by striking "four" 
and inserting "five". 
SEC. 323. CORRECTING CLERICAL ERRORS IN 

SECTION 204 OF THE 1978 TRADE 
ACT. 

Section 204(d) of the Agricultural Trade 
Act of 1978 (7 U.S.C. 5624) is amended-

(!) by striking "AGENCY OR PRIVATE PAR
TIES" in the heading and inserting "AGEN
CIES"; and 

(2) by striking "government" and inserting 
"Government" . 
SEC. 324. CAPITALIZATION CORRECTION. 

Section 403(i)(2)(C) of the Agricultural 
Trade Development and Assistance Act of 
1954 (7 U.S.C. 1733(i)(2)(C)) is amended by 
striking "Committees" and inserting "com
mittees" . 
SEC. 325. CORRECTION OF ERROR IN DATE. 

Section 409, 410(a), 410(b), 410(c), and 411(e) 
of the Agricultural Trade Development and 
Assistance Act of 1954 are each amended by 
striking "the date of enactment of this Act" 
and inserting "November 28, 1990". 
SEC. 326. CORRECTION OF TYPOGRAPmCAL 

ERROR. 
Section 406(b)(5)(D) of the Agricultural 

Trade Development and Assistance Act of 
1954 (7 U.S.C. 1736(b)(5)(D)) is amended by 
striking "items" and inserting "time". 
SEC. 327. CROSS REFERENCE CORRECTION. 

Section 407(c)(l)(A) of the Agricultural 
Trade Development and Assistance Act of 
1954 (7 U.S.C. 1736a(c)(l)(A)) is amended by 
striking "this section" and inserting "title 
I" . 
SEC. 328. ELIMINATION OF SUPERFLUOUS WORD. 

Section 407(c)(l)(C) of the Agricultural 
Trade Development and Assistance Act of 
1954 (7 U.S.C. 1736a(c)(l)(C)) is amended by 
striking "other" . 
SEC. 329. CROSS REFERENCE CORRECTION. 

Section 411(a) of the Agricultural Trade 
Development and Assistance Act of 1954 (7 
U.S.C. 1736e(a)) is amended by striking "this 
title" and inserting "title I of this Act". 
SEC. 330. AMENDMENT TO SECTION 602. 

Section 602(a)(2) of the Agricultural Trade 
Act of 1978 (7 U.S.C. 5712(a)(2)) is amended by 
striking "in accordance with subsection (c)". 

, SEC. 331. SECTION 407 CORRECTIONS. 
(a) SUBSECTION (c)(4).-Section 407(c)(4) of 

the Agricultural Trade Development and As
sistance Act of 1954 (7 U.S.C. 1736a(c)(4)) is 
amended-

(!) by inserting "provides or" after "in 
which such person"; and 

(2) by striking "if the person is" and in
serting "of a person". 

(b) ELIMINATION OF WORD.-Section 407(d) 
of the Agricultural Trade Development and 
Assistance Act of 1954 is amended by striking 
"other". 
SEC. 332. SECTION 407(b) AMENDMENT. 

Section 407(b)(l) of the Agricultural Trade 
Development and Assistance Act of 1954 (7 
U.S.C. 1736a(b)(l)) is amended by striking "or 
agricultural commodity donated". 
SEC. 333. SUPPLEMENTAL VIEWS IN ANNUAL RE· 

PORT. 
Section 614 of the Agricultural Trade De

velopment and Assistance Act of 1954 (7 
U.S.C. 1738m) is amended-

(1) by inserting "(a)" before "Not later"; 
and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
"(b) SUPPLEMENTAL VIEWS IN ANNUAL RE

PORT.-Each member of the Board shall be 
entitled to receive a copy of any report to be 
transmitted to the Congress pursuant to this 
section at least 14 days before the report is 
to be so transmitted, to have 14 days within 
which to prepare and submit supplemental 
views with respect to the implementation of 
this chapter for inclusion in such report, and 
to have those views included in the report 
when it is so transmitted.". 
SEC. 334. CONSULTATIONS wrm CONGRESS. 

The Agricultural Trade Development and 
Assistance Act of 1954 is amended by insert
ing after section 614 the following: 
"SEC. 615. CONSULTATIONS wrm CONGRESS. 

"The President shall consult with the ap
propriate congressional committees on a 
periodic basis to review the operation of the 
Facility under this chapter and the eligi
bility of countries for benefits from the Fa
cility under this chapter.". 

TITLE IV-RESEARCH 
SEC. 401. COMPETITIVE, SPECIAL, AND FACILI· 

TIES RESEARCH GRANTS. 
(a) SHORT TITLE.-Subsection (a) of section 

2 of Public Law 89-106 (7 U.S.C. 450i) is 
amended-

(1) by inserting "(1)" before "In order"; 
and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

"(2) SHORT TITLE.-This section may be 
cited as the 'Competitive, Special, and Fa
cilities Research Grant Act'.". 

(b) OTHER AMENDMENTS.-Such section is 
further amended-

(1) in subsection (b)(lO), by striking "and" 
after "1993,"; 

(2) in subsection (e}-
(A) by striking "RECORD KEEPING.-" and 

inserting ''INTER-REGIONAL RESEARCH 
PROJECT NUMBER 4.-"; 

(B) in paragraphs (1) and (7), by striking 
"this section" and inserting "this sub
section"; 

(C) in paragraphs (2), (3), (4), (5)(C), and 
6(A), by striking "IR-4 program" and insert
ing "IR-4 Program"; 

(D) in paragraph (5)(B}-
(i) by striking "registration," and insert

ing "registrations,"; and 
(ii) by inserting "and" at the end of the 

subparagraph; and 
(E) in paragraph (6)-
(i) by striking "within one year of the date 

of the enactment of this paragraph" and in
serting "not later than November 28, 1991,"; 
and 

(ii) by inserting a comma after 
"reregistrations" in the first sentence; 

(3) in subsection (f), by striking "LIMITS ON 
OVERHEAD COSTS.-" and inserting "RECORD 
KEEPING.-"; 

(4) in subsection (g), by striking "AUTHOR
IZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.-" and inserting 
"LIMITS ON OVERHEAD COSTS.-"; 

(5) in subsection (h}-
(A) by striking "RULES.-" and inserting 

"AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.-"; 
(B) by striking "subsection (b) of this sec

tion" and inserting "subsections (b) and (e)"; 
and 

(C) by striking "the provisions of"; 
(6) in subsection (i}-
(A) by striking "APPLICATION OF OTHER 

LAWS.-" and inserting "RULES.-"; 
(B) by striking "is authorized to" and in

serting "may"; and 
(C) by striking "the provisions or'; 
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(7) in subsection (j) (as redesignated by sec

tion 1497(1) of the Food, Agriculture, Con
servation, and Trade Act of 1991 (104 Stat. 
3630)), by inserting "APPLICATION OF OTHER 
LAWS.-" after "(j)"; and 

(8) by redesignating subsections (j), (k), 
and (1) (as inserted by section 1615(b) of that 
Act (104 Stat. 3731)) as subsections (k), (1), 
and (m), respectively. 

SEC. 402. NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH, 
EXTENSION, AND TEACHING POLICY 
ACT OF 1977. 

The National Agricultural Research, Ex
tension, and Teaching Policy Act of 1977 (7 
U.S.C. 3101 et seq.) is amended-

(1) in section 1407(e) (7 U.S.C. 3122(e)) by 
striking the semicolon at the end of para
graph (7) and inserting a period; 

(2) in section 1408 (7 U.S.C. 3123)-
(A) in subsection (e), by striking "govern

ment" and inserting "Government"; and 
(B) in subsection (g)(l), by striking "Feder

ally" and inserting "federally"; 
(3) in sections 1404(18) and 1408A(a) (7 

U.S.C. 3103(18), 3123a(a)), by inserting "and" 
after "Science"; 

(4) in section 1408A(c)(2)(H) (7 U.S.C. 
3123a(c)(2)(H)), by striking "farmerworkers" 
and inserting "farmworkers"; 

(5) in section 1412 (7 U.S.C. 3127), by strik
ing "and Advisory Board" in subsections (b) 
and (c) and inserting ", Advisory Board, and 
Technology Board"; 

(6) in section 1419(b) (7 U.S.C. 3154(b)), by 
striking "subsection (c)" and inserting "sub
section (d)"; 

(7) in section 1432 (7 U.S.C. 3194), by strik
ing "SEC. 1432. (a)"; 

(8) in section 1446(e) (7 U.S.C. 3222a(e)), by 
striking "objective or" and inserting "objec
tive of''; 

(9) in section 1458(a) (7 U.S.C. 3291(a)), by 
striking the period at the end of paragraph 
(3) and inserting a semicolon; 

(10) in section 1463(a) (7 U.S.C. 3311), by 
striking "subtitle Hand"; and 

(11) by striking section 1473E (7 U.S.C. 
3319e). 

SEC. 403. RURAL DEVELOPMENT AND SMALL 
FARM RESEARCH AND EDUCATION. 

(a) PROGRAMS AUTHORIZED.-Section 502 of 
the Rural Development Act of 1972 (7 U.S.C. 
2662) is amended-

(1) in subsection (f)-
(A) by striking the subsection heading and 

inserting "COMPETITIVE GRANTS FOR FINAN
CIALLY STRESSED FARMERS, DISLOCATED 
FARMERS, AND RURAL FAMILIES.-"; and 

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking "during 
the period beginning on the date of the en
actment of this Act and ending on" and in
serting "until"; and 

(2) in the subsections following subsection 
(g)-

(A) by striking "(b) RURAL DEVELOPMENT 
EXTENSION" and inserting "(h) RURAL DEVEL
OPMENT EXTENSION''; 

(B) by striking "(h) RURAL HEALTH" and 
inserting "(i) RURAL HEALTH"; 

(C) by striking "(h) RESEARCH GRANTS.-" 
and inserting "(j) RESEARCH GRANTS.-"; and 

(D) arranging such subsections to appear in 
the proper order. 

(b) DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS.-Section 
503(c)(l) of that Act (7 U.S.C. 2663(c)(l)) is 
amended-

(1) by striking "the provisions of section 
502(e) of this title" and inserting "sub
sections (e) and (i) of section 502"; and 

(2) by striking "objectives of section 502(e) 
of this title" and inserting "objectives of 
those subsections". 

SEC. 404. NATIONAL GENETIC RESOURCES PRO. 
GRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Subtitle c of title XVI of 
the Food, Agriculture, Conservation, and 
Trade Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-624; 104 
Stat. 3744) is amended-

(1) in the subtitle heading, by striking 
"Genetics" and inserting "Genetic"; and 

(2) in section 1633(a) (7 U.S.C. 5842(a)), by 
striking "Resources program" and inserting 
"Resources Program". 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.-The item relating 
to such subtitle in section l(b) of such Act 
(104 Stat. 3359) is amended to read as follows: 

"Subtitle C-National Genetic Resources 
Program". 

SEC. 405. ALTERNATIVE AGRICULTURAL RE
SEARCH AND COMMERCIALIZATION. 

Section 1658(d) of the Alternative Agricul
tural Research and Commercialization Act 
of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 5902(d)) is amended-

(1) by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph (2) and inserting"; and"; and 

(2) by striking "; and" at the end of para
graph (3) and inserting a period. 
SEC. 406. DEER TICK RESEARCH. 

Section 1672 of the Food, Agriculture, Con
servation, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 
5925) is amended-

(1) in subsection (i), by striking "Agricul
tural Research Service" and inserting "Sec
retary of Agriculture , acting through the 
Cooperative State Research Service, to make 
competitive grants"; and 

(2) in subsection (k)(l), by striking "Except 
for research funded under subsection (i), re
search" and inserting "Research". 
SEC. 407. MISCELLANEOUS RESEARCH PROVI

SIONS. 
Title XVI of the Food, Agriculture, Con

servation, and Trade Act of 1990 (Public Law 
101-624; 104 Stat. 3703) is amended-

(1) in section 1619(b)(8) (7 U.S.C. 5801(b)(8)), 
by striking "Marianas Islands" and inserting 
"Mariana Islands"; 

(2) in section 1628(c) (7 U.S.C. 5831(c)), by 
striking "education" and inserting "edu
cational"; 

(3) in section 1629(c)(l) (7 U.S.C. 5832(c)(l)), 
by striking "insure" and inserting " ensure"; 

(4) in section 1634(1) (7 U.S.C. 5843(1)), by 
striking "committee established" and in
serting "council established"; 

(5) in section 1638(b)(5) (7 U.S.C. 5852(b)(5)), 
by striking "National Sciences Foundation" 
and inserting "National Science Founda
tion"; 

(6) in section 1639(a) (7 U.S.C. 5853(a)). by 
striking "Act" and inserting "subtitle"; 

(7) in section 1652(b)(l) (7 U.S.C. 5883(b)(l)), 
by striking "pheremones" and inserting 
''pheromones''; 

(8) in section 1668(g)(2) (7 U.S.C. 5921(g)(2)), 
by striking "WITHOLDINGS" and inserting 
''WITHHOLDINGS''; 

(9) in section 1670(d) (7 U.S.C. 5923(d)), by 
striking "acquaculture" and inserting 
''aquaculture''; 

(10) in section 1672(c) (7 U.S.C. 5925(c)), by 
redesignating paragraphs (A) through (I) as 
paragraphs (1) through (9), respectively; 

(11) in section 1673(f) (7 U.S.C. 5926(f)), by 
striking "programs or" and inserting "pro
grams of''; 

(12) in section 1674 (7 U.S.C. 5927)-
(A) in subsection (d)(3)(A), by striking 

"Schedules" and inserting "Schedule"; and 
(B) in subsection (f), by striking "Commit

tee" both places it appears and inserting 
"Committees"; 

(13) in section 1675(c) (7 U.S.C. 5928(c))-
(A) by striking paragraph (1) and inserting 

the following new paragraph: 

"(1) ESTABLISHMENT.-Notwithstanding 
subsection (g)(l), the Secretary shall estab
lish not more than four centers."; and 

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking "PERIODS 
AND PREFERENCES.-Grants" and inserting 
the following: "OPERATING GRANTS.-The 
Secretary shall make grants to operate the 
centers established under paragraph (1). 
Such grants shall be competitively awarded 
based on merit and relevance in reference to 
meeting the purposes specified in subsection 
(a). Such grants"; 

(14) in section 1677 (7 U.S.C. 5930)-
(A) by striking "Reservation" each place it 

appears in subsections (a), (b), and (e) and in
serting "reservation"; 

(B) by striking "Reservations" both places 
it appears in subsection (a) and inserting 
"reservations"; and 

(C) by striking "Tribal" in subsection (c) 
and inserting "tribal"; 

(15) in section 1678(d) (7 U.S.C. 5931(d)), by 
striking "Teaching, and Extension" and in
serting "Extension, and Teaching"; and 

(16) in section 1681(a)(2), (7 U.S.C. 
5934(a)(2)), by striking "teacheal mite" and 
inserting "tracheal mite". 

TITLE V-CREDIT 
SEC. 501. AMENDMENTS TO THE CONSOLIDATED 

FARM AND RURAL DEVELOPMENT 
ACT. 

(a) AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 304.-Section 
304 of the Consolidated Farm and Rural De
velopment Act (7 U.S.C. 1924) is amended

(1) by striking subsection (a); and 
(2) by redesignating subsection (d) as sub

section (a) and moving such subsection to 
appear before subsection (b). 

(b) AMENDMENT TO SECTION 312(a).-Section 
312(a) of such Act (7 U.S.C. 1942(a)) is amend
ed by striking "systems." and all that fol
lows and inserting "systems (for purposes of 
this subtitle, the term 'solar energy' means 
energy derived from sources (other than fos
sil fuels) and technologies included in the 
Federal Non-nuclear Energy Research and 
Development Act of 1974), (12) training in 
maintaining records of farming and ranching 
operations for limited resource borrowers re
ceiving loans under section 310D, and (13) 
borrower training under section 359. " . 

(c) AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 331.-
(1) DIRECT AMENDMENTS.-Section 331(b)(4) 

of such Act (7 U.S.C. 1981(b)(4)) is amended
(A) by striking "this title"; and 
(B) by striking " 1949 from" and inserting 

"1949, from". 
(2) INDIRECT AMENDMENTS.-
(A) CLARIFICATION OF REPEAL.-Section 1805 

of the Food, Agriculture, Conservation, and 
Trade Act of 1990 (104 Stat. 3819) is amended 
by striking subsections (b) and (c) and in
serting the following: 

"(b) PAYMENT OF ACCRUED INTEREST.-Sec
tion 331 (7 U.S.C. 1981) is amended in the sec
ond undesignated subsection by striking 
paragraph (h) and redesignating paragraphs 
(i) and (j) as paragraphs (h) and (i), respec
tively.". 

(B) CLARIFICATION OF TECHNICAL CORREC
TIONS.-Section 2388(d)(l) of the Food, Agri
culture, Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 
(104 Stat. 4052) is amended-

(i) by inserting ", as amended by section 
1805(b) of this Act," before "is amended"; 

(ii) in clause (i) of subparagraph (A), by 
striking "(h), and (i)" and inserting "and 
(h)"; 

(iii) by striking clause (iv) and redesignat
ing clauses (v), (vi), and (vii) of subparagraph 
(A) as clauses (iv), (v), and (vi), respectively; 

(iv) in clause (iv) of subparagraph (A) (as so 
redesignated by clause (iii) of this subpara
graph), by striking "(i)" and inserting " (h)" ; 
and 
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(v) in clause (vi) of subparagraph (A) (as so 

redesignated by clause (iii) of this subpara
graph}-

(I) by striking "(j)" and inserting "(i)"; 
and 

(II) by striking "(10)" and inserting "(9)" . 
(d) AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 333(2)(A).-Sec

tion 333(2)(A) of the Consolidated Farm and 
Rural Development Act (7 U.S.C. 1983(2)(A)) 
is amended by redesignating clauses (1), (2), 
and (3), as clauses (i), (ii), and (iii), respec
tively. 

(e) AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 353.- Section 
353 of such Act (7 U.S.C. 2001) is amended

(1) in subsection (c)(6)(A)(ii), by striking 
"the date of enactment of this paragraph" 
and inserting "November 28, 1990"; and 

(2) in subsection (m), by striking 
" 335(e)(l)(A)" and inserting " 335(e)(l)" . 

(f) AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 363.-Section 
363 of such Act (7 U.S.C. 2006e) is amended

(1) by striking "3801(a)(16))" and inserting 
"3801(a)(16)))"; and 

(2) by striking "prior to the date of enact
ment of this section" and inserting "before 
November 28, 1990". 
SEC. 502. AMENDMENTS TO THE FARM CREDIT 

ACT OF 1971. 
(a) AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 1.ll(a).-Sec

tion 1.ll(a) of the Farm Credit Act of 1971 (12 
U.S.C. 2019(a)) is amended-

(1) by striking "(a) Agricultural or Aquatic 
Purposes" and inserting the following: 

"(a) AGRICULTURAL OR AQUATIC PURPOSES"; 
(2) by striking "(1) In general" and insert

ing the following: 
"(1) IN GENERAL"; and 
(3) by striking "(2) Limitation on loans for 

basic processing and marketing operations" 
and inserting the following: 

"(2) LIMITATION ON LOANS FOR BASIC PROC
ESSING AND MARKETING OPERATIONS". 

(b) AMENDMENT TO SECTION 2.0(b)(8).-Sec
tion 2.0(b)(8) of such Act (12 U.S.C. 2071(b)(8)) 
is amended by striking "charter to" and in
serting "charter, to". 

(C) AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 3.8.-Section 
3.8 of such Act (12 U.S.C. 2129) is amended

(1) in subsection (a)(4), by striking "(4) A" 
and inserting "(4) a"; and 

(2) in subparagraph (D), by moving such 
subparagraph 2 ems to the right so that the 
left margin of such subparagraph is aligned 
with the left margin of subparagraph (C) of 
such section. 

(d) AMENDMENT TO SECTION 4.28.-Section 
4.28 of such Act (12 U.S.C. 2214) is amended by 
striking "2.17" and inserting "2.16". 

(e) AMENDMENT TO SECTION 
5.17(a)(8)(B)(ii).-Section 5.17(a)(8)(B)(ii) of 
such Act (12 U.S.C. 2252(a)(8)(B)(ii)) is amend
ed by striking the last period. 

(f) AMENDMENT TO SECTION 5.35(3).-Section 
5.35(3) of such Act (12 U.S.C. 2271(3)) is 
amended by striking "D" and inserting "E". 

(g) AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 6.2(d).-Sec
tion 6.2(d) of such Act (12 U.S.C. 2278a-2(d)) is 
amended by striking "subchapter 1" each 
place such term appears and inserting "sub
chapter I". 
SEC. 503. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

The amendments made by this title shall 
take effect as if such amendments had been 
included in the Food, Agriculture, Conserva
tion, and Trade Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-
624) at the time such Act became law. 

TITLE VI-CROP INSURANCE AND 
DISASTER ASSISTANCE 

SEC. 801. FEDERAL CROP INSURANCE. 
The Federal Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 

' 1501 et seq.) is amended-
(1) in section 506(d) (7 U.S.C. 1506(d)}-
(A) by striking "section 508(c)" and insert

ing "section 508(0"; and 

(B) by striking the semicolon at the end 
and inserting a period; 

(2) in section 506(m) (7 U.S.C. 1506(m)}-
(A) by striking "wilfully" and inserting 

"willfully"; and 
(B) by striking "to" after "exceed"; 
(3) in section 507(c)(2) (7 U.S.C. 1507(c)(2)), 

by inserting a comma after "private insur
ance companies"; 

(4) in section 508(a) (7 U.S.C. 1508(a)), by 
striking "(l)"; 

(5) in section 508(b)(3) (7 U.S.C. 1508(b)(3), 
by striking "title V" and inserting "title 5"; 

(6) in section 508 (7 U.S.C. 1508), by redesig
nating subsections (1), (m), and (n) as sub
sections (k), (1), and (m), respectively; and 

(7) in section 518 (7 U.S.C. 1518) by striking 
"subsection (a) or (i)" and inserting "sub
section (a) or (k)". 
SEC. 802. DISASTER RELIEF. 

(a) 1989 AcT.-Section 104(d)(l) of the Disas
ter Assistance Act 1989 (7 U.S.C. 1421 note) is 
amended by inserting "(A)" after the para
graph heading. 

(b) 1988 AcT.-Section 301(b)(2)(A) of the 
Disaster Assistance Act of 1988 (7 U.S.C. 1464 
note) (as amended by section 1541 of the 
Food, Agriculture, Conservation, and Trade 
Act of 1990) is amended-

(1) in the subsection heading, by striking 
"SUNFLOWER SEED" and inserting 
"SUNFLOWERSEED";and 

(2) in paragraph (2)(A}-
(A) by inserting a comma after "(7 U.S.C. 

612c)" in clause (i); 
(B) by striking "such Act" in clause (i) and 

inserting "such section"; and 
(C) by striking "sunflower seed" in clause 

(iv) and inserting "sunflowerseed". 
(C) CLARIFICATION OF AMENDMENT.-Section 

2232(a) of the Food, Agriculture, Conserva
tion, and Trade Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-
510; 104 Stat. 3959) is amended by striking "is 
amended to read:" and inserting "is amended 
by striking the material before the clauses 
and inserting the following:". 

TITLE VII-RURAL DEVELOPMENT 
SEC. 701. AMENDMENTS TO THE CONSOLIDATED 

FARM AND RURAL DEVELOPMENT 
ACT. 

(a) AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 306(a).-Sec
tion 306(a) of the Consolidated Farm and 
Rural Development Act (7 U.S.C. 1926(a)) is 
amended-

(1) in paragraph (ll)(B)(ii}-
(A) in subclause (I), by inserting "and" 

after the semicolon; and 
(B) in subclause (II), by striking "; and" 

and inserting a period; and 
(2) by striking paragraph (21). 
(b) AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 306C(a)(2).

Subparagraphs (A) and (B) of section 
306C(a)(2) of such Act (7 U.S.C. 1926c(a)(2)(A) 
and (B)) are each amended by moving the left 
margin of such subparagraphs 2 ems to the 
right. 

(C) AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 310B.-Section 
310B of such Act (7 U.S.C. 1932) is amended

(1) in subsection (i)(2)(B)(iv), by striking 
"(ii) of this subsection" and inserting "(iii) 
of this subparagraph"; 

(2) in subsection (i)(5), by striking 
"365(b)(3)," and inserting "365(b)(3)),"; 

(3) by transferring to the end of such sec
tion the provision added by section 2386 of 
the Food, Agriculture, Conservation, and 
Trade Act of 1990 (104 Stat. 4051); and 

(4) by redesignating the provision so trans
ferred as subsection (j). 

(d) AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 364(e).-Sec
tion 364(e) of such Act (7 U.S.C. 2006f(e)) is 
amended-

(1) in paragraph (2), by striking "the date 
of enactment of this section" and inserting 
"November 28, 1990"; and 

(2) in paragraph (3), by striking "the date 
of enactment of this section" and inserting 
"November 28, 1990,". 

(e) AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 365(b).-Sec
tion 365(b) of such Act (7 U.S.C. 2008(b)) is 
amended-

(1) in paragraph (4)(A), by striking "(3)(C)" 
and inserting "(3)(A)(iii)"; and 

(2) in paragraph (5), by striking "(3)(B)" 
and inserting "(3)(A)(ii)". 

(f) AMENDMENT TO SECTION 366(h).-Section 
366(h) of such Act (7 U.S.C. 2008a(h)) is 
amended by striking "of such officer" and 
inserting "of such officer's". 

(g) AMENDMENT TO SECTION 367(b)(l).-Sec
tion 367(b)(l) of such Act (7 U.S.C. 2008b(b)(l)) 
is amended by striking "365(b)(6)" and in
serting "366(b)(6)". 

(h) MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS.-
(!) IDENTICAL AMENDMENTS.-Each of the 

following provisions of such Act is amended 
by striking "this Act" each place such term 
appears and inserting "this title": 

(A) Section 306(a)(l2)(D) (7 U.S.C. 
1926(a)(l2)(D)). 

(B) Section 306(a)(20) (7 U.S.C. 1926(a)(20)). 
(C) Section 310B(d)(5) (7 U.S.C. 1932(d)(5)). 
(D) Section 310B(d)(7) (7 U.S.C. 1932(d)(7)). 
(E) Section 331(b)(3) (7 U.S.C. 198l(b)(3)). 
(F) Section 346(b)(3)(C) (7 U.S.C. 

1994(b)(3)(C)). 
(2) OTHER MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENT.

Section 352(b)(3) of such Act (7 U.S.C. 
2000(b)(3)) is amended by striking "be". 

(i) EFFECTIVE DATE.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in 

paragraph (2), the amendments made by this 
section shall take effect as if such amend
ments had been included in the Food, Agri
culture, Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 
(Public Law 101-624) at the time such Act be
came law. 

(2) MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS.-The 
amendments made by subsection (h) to any 
provision specified therein shall take effect 
as if such amendments had been included in 
the Act that added the provision so specified 
at the time such Act became law. 
SEC. 702. AMENDMENTS TO THE FOOD, AGRI· 

CULTURE, CONSERVATION, AND 
TRADE ACT OF 1990. 

(a) AMENDMENT TO SECTION 2302(b)(l).-Sec
tion 2302(b)(l) of the Food, Agriculture, Con
servation, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 
2006f note) is amended by striking "the date 
of enactment of this section" and inserting 
"November 28, 1990". 

(b) AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 2311.-Section 
2311 of such Act (7 U.S.C. 2007a) is amended

(!) in paragraph (2)(A)(ii}-
(A) by striking "4(b)" and inserting "4(e)"; 
(B) by striking "the section 4(c)" and in-

serting "section 4(1)"; and 
(C) by striking "450b(c)))" and inserting 

"450b(l)))"; and 
(2) in paragraph (4), by striking "this Act" 

and inserting "this chapter". 
(c) AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 2313.-Section 

2313 of such Act (7 U.S.C. 2007c) is amended
(!) in subsection (a)(2), by striking "Fund 

established under paragraph (l)" and insert
ing "Rural Business Investment Fund"; 

(2) in subsection (b)(l), by striking "fund 
established by subsection (a)" and inserting 
"Rural Business Investment Fund"; and 

(3) in subsection (c)(6), by inserting "Busi
ness Investment" before "Fund". 

(d) AMENDMENT TO SECTION 
2314(a)(l)(A)(i).-Section 2314(a)(l)(A)(i) of 
such Act (7 U.S.C. 2007d(a)(l)(A)(i)) is amend
ed by striking "from the Fund under this 
chapter" and inserting "under this chapter 
from the Rural Business Investment Fund". 

(e) AMENDMENT TO SECTION 2315(d)(2).-Sec
tion 2315(d)(2) of such Act (7 U.S.C. 
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2007e(d)(2)) is amended by striking "engage 
in conduct, in". 

(f) AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 2322.-Section 
2322 of such Act (7 U.S.C. 1926-1) is amended

(1) in subsection (d)(l)(B)-
(A) by striking "section 306(a)(9) and 

306(a)(l0)" and inserting "paragraphs (9) and 
(10) of section 306(a)"; and 

(B) by striking "sections 306(a)(19)(A) and 
(B)" and inserting "subparagraphs (A) and 
(B) of section 306(a)(19)"; and 

(2) in subsection (i)(l), by striking "and 
(3)''. 

(g) AMENDMENT TO SECTION 2332.-Section 
2332 of such Act (7 U.S.C. 950aaa-1) is amend
ed by striking "Federal government" and in
serting "Federal Government". 

(h) AMENDMENTS TO SECTION 2388(h).-
(l) AMENDMENTS.-Section 2388(h) of such 

Act (104 Stat. 4053) is amended-
(A) in paragraph (1), by inserting "and" 

after the semicolon; 
(B) in paragraph (2), by striking "; and" 

and inserting a period; and 
(C) by striking paragraph (3). 
(2) SPECIAL RULE.-The Consolidated Farm 

and Rural Development Act shall be applied 
and administered as if the amendment made 
by 2388(h)(3) of the Food, Agriculture, Con
servation, and Trade Act of 1990 had never 
been enacted. 

(i) REPEAL OF SECTION 2388(i).-Subsection 
(i) of section 2388 of the Food, Agriculture, 
Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 (104 
Stat. 4053) is hereby repealed and the Con
solidated Farm and Rural Development Act 
shall be applied and administered as if the 
amendments made by such subsection had 
never been enacted. 

(j) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect as if 
such amendments had been included in the 
Food, Agriculture, Conservation, and Trade 
Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-624) at the time 
such Act became law. 
SEC. 703. AMENDMENTS TO THE RURAL ELEC· 

TRIFICATION ACT OF 1936. 
(a) Amendments to Section 501.-Section 

501 of the Rural Electrification Act of 1936 (7 
U.S.C. 950aa) is amended-

(1) in paragraph (6), by inserting "and" 
after the semicolon; 

(2) by striking paragraph (7); and 
(3) by redesignating paragraph (8) as para

graph (7). 
(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 

made by this section shall take effect as if 
such amendments had been included in the 
Food, Agriculture, Conservation, and Trade 
Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-624) at the time 
such Act became law. 
TITLE VIII-AGRICULTURAL PROMOTION 

SEC. 801. SHORT TITLE. 
Section 1901 of the Food, Agriculture, Con

servation, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 6001 
note; 104 Stat. 3838) is amended by striking 
"This Act" and inserting "This title". 
SEC. 802. PECANS. 

Subtitle A of title XIX of such Act (7 
U.S.C. 6001 et seq., 104 Stat. 3838) is amend
ed-

(1) in section 1907(22) (7 U.S.C. 6002(22)), by 
striking "inshell" and inserting "in-shell"; 

(2) in section 1910(b)(8)(G) (7 U.S.C. 
6005(b)(8)(G ))-

(A) by striking "paragraph (3)(A), (B), and 
(C)," and inserting "subparagraphs (A), (B), 
and (C) of paragraph (3),"; and 

(B) by striking "paragraph (3)(D) and (E)" 
and inserting "subparagraphs (D) and (E) of 
paragraph (3)"; and 

(3) in section 1915(b)(2) (7 U.S.C. 6010(b)(2)), 
by striking "section" after "1913 or". 

SEC. 803. MUSHROOMS. 
Subtitle B of title XIX of such Act (7 

U.S.C. 6101 et seq.; 104 Stat. 3854) is amend
ed-

(1) in section 1925(h) (7 U.S.C. 6104(h)), by 
striking "government" and inserting "gov
ernmental"; 

(2) in section 1928(d)(l)(A) (7 U.S.C. 
6107(d)(l)(A)), by striking "United States dis
trict court" and inserting "United States 
District Court"; and 

(3) in section 1929(b)(2) (7 U.S.C. 6108(b)(2)), 
by striking "section" after "1927 or". 
SEC. 804. POTATOES. 

Section 310(a)(2) of the Potato Research 
and Promotion Act (7 U.S.C. 2619(a)(2)) is 
amended by striking "(2) when" and insert
ing "(2) When". 
SEC. 805. LIMES. 

Subtitle D of title XIX of such Act (7 
U.S.C. 6201 et seq.; 104 Stat. 3870) is amend
ed-

(1) in section 1955(e)(l)(B) (7 U.S.C. 
6204(e)(l)(B)), by striking "government em
ployees" and inserting "Government em
ployees"; 

(2) in section 1959(b)(2) (7 U.S.C. 6208(b)(2)), 
by striking "section" after "1957 or"; and 

(3) in section 1958(d)(l) (7 U.S.C. 6207(d)(l)), 
by striking "United States district court" 
and inserting "United States District 
Court". 
SEC. 806. SOYBEANS. 

Subtitle E of title XIX of such Act (7 
U.S.C. 6301 et seq.; 104 Stat. 3881) is amend
ed-

(1) in section 1969 (7 U.S.C. 6304)-
(A) in subsection (g)(2)(A)(ii), by striking 

"Agricultural" and inserting "Agricultural"; 
(B) in subsection (1)(2)(F)(vii)(V), by strik

ing "that requests" and inserting "that re
quest"; and 

(C) in subsection (g)(4)--
(i) by inserting a comma after "and"; and 
(ii) by striking the semicolon after 

''Board' ' ; 
(2) in section 1970(b)(3) (7 U.S.C. 6305(b)(3)), 

by striking "this Act" and inserting "this 
subtitle"; and 

(3) in section 1974 (7 U.S.C. 6309)--
(A) in subsection (b)(3), by striking "sec

tion 1969(k)(4)" and inserting "section 
1969(1)(4)"; and 

(B) by redesignating the second subsection 
(b) as subsection (c). 
SEC. 807. HONEY. 

The Honey Research, Promotion, and 
Consumer Information Act (7 U.S.C. 4601 et 
seq.) is amended-

(1) in section 9(b) (7 U.S.C. 4608(h)), by in
serting "to" before "an importer"; and 

(2) in section 11A(b)(2) (7 U.S.C. 4610a(b)(2)), 
by striking "section" after "10 or". 
SEC. 808. COTTON. 

(a) COTTON PROMOTION ACT.-The Cotton 
Research and Promotion Act (7 U.S.C. 2101 et 
seq.) is amended-

(1) in section 7(e)(4) (7 U.S.C. 2106(e)(4)), by 
striking "title" and inserting "Act"; 

(2) in section 8(b)(2) (7 U.S.C. 2107(b)(2)), by 
striking "section 17C(2)" and inserting "sec
tion 17(c)(2)"; 

(3) in section lO(b) (7 U.S.C. 2109(b)), by 
striking "section 8(b) or 8(c)" and inserting 
"subsection (b) or (c) of section 8"; and 

(4) in section ll(a) (7 U.S.C. 2110(a))--
(A) by inserting "of this Act" after "sec

tion"; and 
(B) by striking "of this Act," after "sub

section (b),". 
(b) REPORTS.-Section 1998 of the Food, Ag

riculture, Conservation, and Trade Act of 
1990 (7 U.S.C. 2101 note; 104 Stat. 3913) is 

amended by striking "title" each place it ap
pears in subsections (a) and (b) and inserting 
"subtitle". 
SEC. 809. FLUID MILK. 

Section 1999L(b) of the Fluid Milk Pro
·motion Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 64ll(b); 104 Stat. 
3922) is amended by striking "this sub
section" and inserting "this section". 

TITLE IX-MISCELLANEOUS TECHNICAL 
CORRECTIONS 

SEC. 901. TECHNICAL AND OTHER CORRECTIONS 
RELATING TO FOOD AND NUTRITION 
PROGRAMS. 

(a) AMENDMENTS TO THE FOOD STAMP ACT 
OF 1977.-The Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 
U.S.C. 2011-2032) is amended-

(1) in section 3 by redesignating subsection 
(u) as subsection (t), 

(2) in section 5(d)(3) of the Food Stamp Act 
of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2014(d)(3))--

(A) in subparagraph (A) by striking "used 
for" and all that follows through "in
volved)", and inserting "awarded to a house
hold member enrolled" and 

(B) in subparagraph (B) by inserting "tui
tion and mandatory fees (including the rent
al or purchase of any equipment, materials, 
and supplies required to pursue the course of 
study involved), "after "program for", 

(3) in section 16(g) by inserting a comma 
after "1991", 

(4) in the first sentence of section 
l 7(b)(3)(C) by striking "402(g)(l)(A)" and in
serting "402(g)(l)(A))". and 

(5) in section 19(b)(l)(A)(i) by striking "di
rectly." and inserting "directly". 

(b) AMENDMENT RELATING TO THE HUNGER 
PREVENTION ACT OF 1988.-Section 1772(h)(5) 
of the Food, Agriculture, Conservation, and 
Trade Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-624; 104 
Stat. 3809) is amended by striking "Relief'' 
and inserting "Prevention". 

(C) DEFINITION OF RETAIL FOOD STORE.
Section 11002([)(3) of the Homeless Eligibility 
Clarification Act (Public Law 99-570; 100 
Stat. 3207-167) is amended by striking "and 
(b)" and inserting", (b), and (c)". 

(d) APPLICATION OF AMENDMENTS.-(!) The 
amendments made by subsection (a) shall 
not apply with respect to certification peri
ods beginning before the date of the enact
ment of this Act. 

(2) The amendment made by subsection (c) 
shall take effect on October 1, 1990, and shall 
not apply with respect to any period occur
ring before such date. 
SEC. 902. ORGANIC CERTIFICATION. 

Title XXI of the Food, Agriculture, Con
servation, and Trade Act of 1990 (Public Law 
101-624; 104 Stat 3935) is amended-

(1) in section 2105 (7 U.S.C. 6504), by strik
ing the period at the end of paragraph (2) and 
inserting"; and"; 

(2) in section 2110 (7 U.S.C. 6509)--
(A) in subsection (d)(l)(B), by striking 

"paraciticides" and inserting 
"parasiticides"; and 

(B) by redesignating subsection (h) as sub
section (g); 

(3) in section 2lll(a)(l) (7 U.S.C. 6510(a)(l)), 
by striking "post harvest" and inserting 
"postharvest''; 

(4) in section 2112(b) (7 U.S.C. 65ll(b)), by 
striking "PRE-HARVEST" and inserting 
"PREHARVEST''; 

(5) in section 2116(j)(2) (7 U.S.C. 6515(j)(2)), 
by striking "certifying such" and inserting 
"such certifying"; 

(6) in section 2118(c)(l)(B)(i) (7 U.S.C. 
6517(c)(l)(B)(i)), by striking "paraciticides" 
and inserting "parasiticides"; and 

(7) in section 2119(a) (7 U.S.C. 6518(a)), by 
striking "(to" and inserting "to"; 

(8) in section 2120(f) (7 U.S.C. 6519(f)), by in
serting a comma after "et seq.)" the first 
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place it appears, "Drug", and "Fungicide"; 
and 

(9) in section 2121(b) (7 U.S.C. 6520(b)), by 
striking "District Court for the District" 
and inserting "district court for the dis
trict". 
SEC. 903. AGRICULTURAL FELLOWSHIPS. 

Section 1543(e) of the Food, Agriculture, 
Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 
3293; 104 Stat. 3694) is amended by striking 
"Program" and inserting "program". 
SEC. 904. OUTREACH AND ASSISTANCE FOR SO· 

CIALLY DISADVANTAGED FARMERS 
AND RANCHERS. 

Section 2501 of the Food, Agriculture, Con
servation, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 
2279) is amended-

(1) in subsection (a)(3), by striking "sec
tion" and inserting "subsection"; 

(2) in subsection (c)(l)(C), by inserting 
"program" after "agricultural"; and 

(3) in subsection (d)(3), by striking "Not 
later than 1 year after the date of enactment 
of this Act," and inserting "Not later than 
November 28, 1991,". 
SEC. 803. PROTECTION OF PETS. 

Section 28(b)(2)(F) of the Animal Welfare 
Act (7 U.S.C. 2158(b)(2)(F)) is amended by 
striking "subsection (b)" and inserting "sub
section (a)". 
SEC. 908. CRITICAL AGRICULTURAL MATERIALS. 

The Critical Agricultural Materials Act (7 
U.S.C. 178 et seq.) is amended-

(1) in section 5(b)(9) (7 U.S.C. 178c(b)(9)), by 
striking the first comma after "industrial 
purposes"; and 

(2) in section 11 (7 U.S.C. 178i), by striking 
"insure" both places it appears and inserting 
"ensure". 
SEC. 807. FEDERAL INSECTICIDE, FUNGICIDE, 

AND RODENTICIDE ACT AND RELAT· 
ED PROVISIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-The Federal Insecticide, 
Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act (7 U.S.C. 136 
et seq.) is amended-

(1) in section 2(e)(l) (7 U.S.C. 136(e)(l))-
(A) by striking "section 4" and inserting 

"section 11"; and 
(B) by striking "use" in the second sen

tence and inserting "uses"; 
(2) in section 2(q)(2)(A)(i) (7 U.S.C. 

136(q)(2)(A)(i)), by striking "size of form" 
and inserting "size or form"; 

(3) by conforming the left margin of para
graph (3) of section 4(f) (7 U.S.C. 146a-l(f)) to 
the left margin of the preceding paragraph; 

(4) in section 6(f)(3)(B) (7 U.S.C. 
136d(f)(3)(B)), by striking "an unreasonable 
adverse affect" and inserting "an unreason
able adverse effect"; 

(5) by striking "APPPLICATORS" in the 
section heading of section 11 and inserting 
"APPLICATORS''; 

(6) in section 12(a)(2) (7 U.S.C. 136j(a)(2))
(A) by striking "thereunder. It" in sub

paragraph (F) and inserting "thereunder, ex
cept that it"; 

(B) by striking "or" at the end of subpara
graph (0); and 

(C) by striking the period at the end of sub
paragraph (P) and inserting a semicolon; 

(7) in section 20(a) (7 U.S.C. 136r(a)), by 
·striking "insure" and inserting "ensure"; 

(8) in section 20(c) (7 U.S.C. 136r(c)), by 
striking "incidential pesticide" in the sec
ond sentence and inserting "incidental pes
ticide"; and 

(9) in section 26(c) (7 U.S.C. 136w-l(c)), by 
striking "use" and inserting "uses". 

(b) UNEXECUTABLE AMENDMENT.-The 
phrase sought to be struck in section 
102(b)(2)(A) of the Federal Insecticide, Fun
gicide, and Rodenticide Act Amendments of 
1988 (Public Law 100-532; 102 Stat 2667) shall 
be deemed to be "an end-use product". 

(c) RECORDKEEPING.-Section 1491 of the 
Food, Agriculture, Conservation, and Trade 
Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 136i-1) is amended-

(1) in subsection (a), by striking "(7 U.S.C. 
136a(d)(l)(C))" and inserting "(7 U .S.C. 
136a(d)(l)(C)))"; and 

(2) in subsection (d)(l), by inserting "of'' 
after "fine". 
SEC. 908. GRAIN STANDARDS. 

The United States Grain Standards Act (7 
U.S.C. 71 et seq.) is amended-

(1) in section 3 (7 U.S.C. 75), by striking 
"The" in subsections (i), (j), (k), (u), (v), (w), 
(x), (z), and (aa) and inserting "the"; 

(2) in section 16(a) (7 U.S.C. 87e(a)), by 
striking "Administrtor." in the second sen
tence and inserting "Administrator."; and 

(3) in section 17B(a) (7 U.S.C. 87f-2(a))-
(A) by striking "The" and inserting "On 

December 1 of each year, the"; 
(B) by striking "committee on Agri

culture" and inserting "Committee on Agri
culture; and 

(C) by striking "one year" and all that fol
lows through "such committees". 
SEC. 909. PACKERS AND STOCKYARDS. 

The Packers and Stockyards Act, 1921 (7 
U.S.C. 181 et seq.), is amended-

(1) in section 202(c) (7 U.S.C. 192(c)), by 
striking "dealer. any" and inserting "dealer, 
any"; and 

(2) in section 406(b)(2) (7 U.S.C. 227(b)(2)), 
by striking the comma after "unmanufac
tured form,". 
SEC. 910. REDUNDANT LANGUAGE IN WARE· 

BOUSE ACT. 
Section 17(c)(l)(B) of the United States 

Warehouse Act (7 U.S.C. 259(c)(l)(B)) is 
amended by striking ", or to a specified per
son". 
SEC. 9ll. PERISHABLE AGRICULTURAL COMMOD

ITIES. 
The Perishable Agricultural Commodities 

Act, 1930 (7 U.S.C. 499a et seq.), is amended
(1) in the first section-
(A) by striking out "That when used in 

this Act-" and inserting the following: 
"SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE AND DEFINITIONS. 

"(a) SHORT TITLE.-This Act may be cited 
as the 'Perishable Agricultural Commodities 
Act, 1930'. 

"(b) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this 
Act:"; and 

(B) by striking the semicolon at the end of 
paragraphs (1), (2), (3), (4), (5), (6), and (9) and 
inserting a period; 

(2) in section 4(a) (7 U.S.C. 499d(a)), by 
striking "anual" in the material before the 
first proviso and inserting "annual"; 

(3) in section 5(c)(2) (7 U.S.C. 499e(c)(2)), by 
striking "(as" and inserting ", as"; 

(4) in section 6 (7 U.S.C. 499f)-
. (A) by adding a period at the end of sub

section (c); and 
(B) by striking the semicolon at the end of 

subsection (d) and inserting a period; 
(5) in section 7 (7 U.S.C. 499g), by striking 

the semicolon at the end of subsections (a), 
(b), and (c) and inserting a period; 

(6) in section 8(a) (7 U.S.C. 499h(a))-
(A) by redesignating paragraphs (a) and (b) 

as paragraphs (1) and (2), respectively; and 
(B) by striking the semicolon at the end of 

the subsection and inserting a period; 
(7) in section 14(a) (7 U.S.C. 499n(a))-
(A) by striking "(7 U.S.C., Supp. 2, secs. 1 

to 17 (a))" and inserting "(7 U.S.C. 1 et 
seq.)"; and 

(B) by striking the semicolon at the end of 
the subsection and inserting a period; and 

(8) by striking section 18 (7 U.S.C. 499r). 
SEC. 912. EXEMPTION OF PIZZA FROM DEFINI· 

TION OF MEAT FOOD PRODUCT. 
Section l(j) of the Federal Meat Inspection 

Act (21 U.S.C. 601(j)) is amended by inserting 

after the first sentence the following new 
sentence: "The Secretary may exempt pizzas 
containing meat from definition as a meat 
food product if the meat components of such 
pizzas have been prepared, inspected, and 
passed in a cured or cooked form in compli
ance with the requirements of this Act.". 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 
CONDIT). Pursuant to the rule, the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. DE LA GARZA] 
will be recognized for 20 minutes, and 
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
COLEMAN] will be recognized for 20 min
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. DE LA GARZA]. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 3029 seeks to cor
rect a number of technical problems 
that have come to the attention of Ag
riculture Committee members since 
enactment of Public Law 101-624, the 
Food, Agriculture, Conservation, and 
Trade Act of 1990, last November. 

The majority of the provisions con
tained in H.R. 3029 are purely technical 
in nature and were suggested by the 
independent Office of the Law Revision 
Counsel which codifies the laws passed 
by Congress. 

As is the case with any major, 
lengthy piece of legislation, human 
proofreading errors occur. Most of the 
provisions in this bill correct various 
punctuation, capitalization, and cita
tion errors. These are simple human er
rors that escaped the scrutiny of the 
staff of the House and Senate Agri
culture Committees when we finalized 
the 1,237 page conference report for the 
1990 farm bill last year. 

There are provisions in this bill that 
are somewhat more substantive in na
ture. However, even these provisions 
seek to correct technical problems 
which have come to our attention-ei
ther in the wording of last year's farm 
bill or by questions raised in the initial 
interpretations of the law made by the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture. 

I would note that most of these pro
visions were initially proposed by the 
Subcommittee on Wheat, Soybeans and 
Feed Grains and the Subcommittee on 
Cotton, Rice and Sugar in separate 
markups. We have worked closely with 
the Department of Agriculture in 
drafting this bill, and I am pleased to 
say that the administration does sup
port passage of this legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, there are a lot of prob
lems out there in rural America and on 
our Nation's farms these days. The re
cession has hit not only our factories 
and businesses, but also our Nation's 
farm community. 

Every member of the Committee on 
Agriculture, including myself, has been 
urged by well-meaning people in our 
district or by this or that interest 
group to make major changes in the 
1990 farm law. 

Although it's not perfect legislation, 
the Committee on Agriculture wants to 
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give the 1990 farm law a chance to 
work. The members have exhibited re
straint and discipline in bringing to 
the floor today legislation which 
makes very limited changes and are 
without budgetary cost. 

In the areas where the bill is more 
substantive, the amendments seek to 
achieve the original intent of the 1990 
farm bill by providing the Department 
of Agriculture the direction it needs to 
carry out these programs in a fair and 
equitable manner. 

Mr. Speaker, I briefly want to high
light the more substantive provisions 
of the bill: 

Several sections of the bill will en
sure that farmers can take full advan
tage of the planting flexibility provi
sions of last year's farm act. 

Other provisions make technical im
provements to the conservation and en
vironmental aspects of commodity pro
gram operations. 

These provisions clarify how the 
planting requirement for cover crops is 
to be carried out and stipulates the 
acreage for annual enrollment in the 
1990 farm bill's Integrated Farm Man
agement Program which encourages 
crop rotation. 

The bill also has several provisions 
which clarify and make explicit certain 
changes in the food stamp and nutri
tion programs to benefit low-income 
Americans. 

In last year's reconciliation bill, we 
were forced to change the calculation 
of deficiency payments from a 5-month 
basis to a 12-month basis. 

H.R. 3029 does not change this but 
simply requires USDA to pay wheat 
producers a projected deficiency pay
ment at the end of the first 5 months of 
the marketing year. This provision will 
ensure that financial planning for the 
wheat producer will not be disrupted 
by last year's change. 

The bill also clarifies the implemen
tation of the oilseed marketing loan 
program, explicitly allows the inter
change of corn and sorghum crop bases, 
clarifies certain aspects of the cotton 
program, and exempts fresh pizzas from 
duplicative meat inspections. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill was approved 
by unanimous voice vote of the com
mittee. I think our colleagues should 
be aware of the conscious decision 
made by the members of the Commit
tee on Agriculture to keep this bill fo
cused on the technical fixes needed to 
make the 1990 farm legislation work 
more effectively. 

The Agriculture Committee has been 
and wants to continue to be sensitive 
to the budget problems our Nation 
faces. Our committee and the entire 
Congress have agreed to legislative 
savings in farm spending totaling $46.5 
billion since 1982. We have been respon
sible in every farm bill and budget rec
onciliation bill since 1982. 

I would point out to my colleagues 
that this technical corrections bill is 

not only budget neutral-it actually 
provides us with some budget savings 
over the next 5 years. 

The bill is scored by the Congres
sional Budget Office as saving about $3 
million over the next 5 years. The De
partment of Agriculture estimates the 
bill save $15 million over the next 5 
years. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill will help our 
farm programs operate more effec
tively and as we intended. It will bene
fit a wide spectrum of American agri
culture and all of us who depend on it 
for an abundant and affordable supply 
of food and fiber. I urge my colleagues 
to support passage of this very nec
essary piece of legislation. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. I am happy to 
yield to the gentleman from Kansas. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Speaker, first of 
all, I want to reiterate the fact that 
this bill saves $15 million, according to 
the Department of Agriculture. I un
derstand the Department does support 
the bill. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. So does OMB. 
Mr. GLICKMAN. So does OMB. 
I rise in full support of this bill. I 

thank the chairman for making the 
technical changes necessary to make 
the 1990 farm bill work better. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. 3029 
which makes technical changes to farm pro
grams enacted by the farm bill, the Food, Agri
culture, Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990. 

Since February, the Committee on Agri
culture has taken an active oversight role in 
the implementation of the 1990 farm bill. I ap
preciate and compliment Chairman DE LA 
GARZA and ranking member, Mr. COLEMAN'S, 
efforts in getting this bill to the floor and hope 
that it will become law soon so that producers 
can start planning for this winter's planting. 

Last March the Subcommittee on Wheat, 
Soybeans, and Feed Grains, which I chair, 
held a hearing in Washington to discuss with 
producer groups their problems with the farm 
bill. The subcommittee then traveled to Bonner 
Springs, KS, to hear from farmers themselves 
about how they are dealing with the farm bill's 
new programs. I am sure my subcommittee 
will stay active in overseeing this farm bill as 
the years progress, but I must say these two 
hearings were very helpful in outlining a few 
issues the Agriculture Committees overlooked 
when writing the conference report last year. 

Mr. Speaker, the provisions contained in 
H.R. 3029 are budget neutral, so they will not 
cost the Government any additional money to 
implement. Second, Mr. Speaker, these provi
sions accentuate a number of objectives that 
were established in the 1985 Food Security 
Act and then again extended in the 1990 Farm 
Act. To expand upon the market-oriented agri
cultural policy of the 1985 act the committee 
chose to include more planting flexibility in the 
farm programs. While the committee would 
have wished to continue offering income sup
port on those flexibility acres, the Omnibus 
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1990 required it 
to eliminate those payments. 

Because producers are receiving less Gov
ernment support than before, the committee 

felt that certain farm programs and restrictions 
should be lifted to enable farmers to respond 
better to market prices, upon which they now 
are so reliant. So the provisions outlined 
below, which are amendments to the wheat, 
feed grains, and oilseeds titles of the 1990 
farm bill, are an attempt to do just that, loosen 
program constraints and expland certain pro
grams. 

First, H.R. 3029 will allow the planting of 
minor use, experimental, and industrial use 
crops on conserving use acres-0/92 pro
gram. 

Second, the bill will allow producers who 
plant minor oilseeds, or minor use, experi
mental, or industrial use crops, on conserving 
use acres to double-crop that acreage with 
soybeans so long as the producer has a his
tory of double-cropping soybeans. 

Third, this bill will codify and clarify certain 
Department of Agriculture regulations on the 
deadline and types of crops that must be 
planted on set-aside acres. This provision will 
give States greater flexibility to tailor these re
quirements to the particular growing conditions 
in those States. 

Fourth, the bill will require the Department 
of Agriculture to provide wheat producers their 
payments more expeditiously than provided in 
the farm bill. 

Fifth, corn and grain sorghum producers will 
be allowed once again, as they were under 
the 1985 farm bill, to combine their corn and 
grain sorghum acreage and plant whichever 
crop best fits their crop rotation practice. 

Sixth, the bill will allow producers, through 
the 1995 crop year, to plant as much as 20 
percent of a crop acreage base to peas, len
tils, alfalfa, or minor use, industrial, or experi
mental crops. This provision extends a similar 
provision which was in effect for the 1989 
through 1991 crop years. 

Mr. Speaker, I know that my producers in 
Kansas and all other wheat and feed grains 
producers in this country will benefit from 
these changes in the farm programs. In fact, 
they have been waiting for us to act on this 
bill. At a time when Government support for 
agriculture is declining, farmers need the flexi
bility to grow different crops for the best mar
ket return without being penalized by the farm 
program. My subcommittee worked very hard 
in analyzing different flexibility options and I 
believe this bill incorporates the best of those 
options. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, this bill contains one 
other provision adopted in committee which 
will remove an outdated and anticompetitive 
regulatory burden which has restricted the 
number of options school lunch administrators 
have had in planning menus. Under the cur
rent regulatory scheme, vendors who are in
terested in providing fresh pizza for school 
lunches are effectively precluded from doing 
so, though providers of frozen pizza and many 
other meat products, such as meat sand
wiches, hamburgers, and bagel dogs face no 
similar requirements. 

During the committee's consideration of the 
1990 farm bill last year, this issue was under 
review by the Department of Agriculture and 
initial indications were that it could act on its 
own to solve this problem without any 
changes in the law. Since that time, USDA 
has concluded it needs additional statutory au-
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thority which this legislation will grant the De
partment. 

The legislation grants the Secretary the au
thority to exempt from the requirements of the 
Federal Meat Inspection Act pizza topped with 
meat products. Before saying what it does, let 
me note what it does not do: 

It does not require the Secretary to grant 
the exemption; however, it is the intent of the 
committee that the Secretary initiate a rule
making, with full opportunity for public com
ment, within 90 days to implement the exemp
tion. 

It does not exempt meat or meat products 
from any inspection, Federal or State or local, 
that would normally occur under the present 
system. The exemptive authority applies only 
to the meat-topped pizza itself and then only 
if the meat used in the pizza has been in
spected, processed, and cooked or cured in 
full compliance with the Federal Meat Inspec
tion Act. 

What the amendment will do is ensure that 
vendors providing fresh pizza to school 
lunches will not have to undergo a third Fed
eral inspection before the pizza is served. The 
meat in the pizza will still be subject to two in
spections, one at the time of slaughter and 
one at the time the meat is processed, and 
will have to be cooked in a restaurant subject 
to State and local health codes. 

Presently, USDA has exempted a number of 
meat products from this third inspection re
quirement on the grounds that such products 
have not historically been considered products 
of the meat food industry. Ironically, some of 
the products which have been exempted are 
products, such as hamburgers, which contain 
far more meat then the typical meat-topped 
pizza. 

Mr. Speaker, this amendment simply brings 
some common sense to the present, very con
fusing and contradictory system. It will also 
level the playing field for vendors of all types 
of foods interested in serving the school lunch 
industry and, most importantly, it will give 
school lunch administrators and students the 
choices they have been requesting and de
serve. 

Mr. COLEMAN of Missouri. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. 
3029, the Food, Agriculture, Conserva
tion and Trade Act Amendments of 
1991. 

This bill concludes the committee's 
work from last year when we wrote the 
5-year farm bill. As always, when writ
ing such a mammoth piece of legisla
tion, there are technical errors and 
problems that could not be foreseen at 
the time it was drafted. The bill before 
us corrects the bill's purely technical 
errors and addresses some of its unf ore
seen problems with the law. 

There are some provisions in the bill, 
for instance, dealing with a require
ment that producers must plant a 
cover crop on a portion of their acreage 
conservation reserve land under the 
commodity programs, that are changes 
in policy. But they are minor and cre
ate no new spending. 

When we started this process, Chair
man DE LA GARZA and I were concerned 

about costs. We have worked closely 
with the Department of Agriculture 
and the Congressional Budget Office, 
and I am confident that the bill con
tains no new spending. There are in 
fact minor savings. Otherwise, I would 
not be supporting this legislation. 
USDA supports passage of the legisla
tion. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of 
the bill. 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLEMAN of Missouri. I am 
happy to yield to the gentleman from 
Nebraska. 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to commend the committee for the ex
cellent work they have done on a num
ber of important issues including ad
dressing the flexibility on feedgrains 
between corn and sorghum, and I ap
preciate the gentleman's work. 

Mr. Speaker, this Member rises in 
strong support of H.R. 3029, a bill that 
would make technical corrections to 
the 1990 farm bill. The 5-year farm bill 
is an immense document with many 
provisions designed to create or fine 
tune programs that will work effec
tively throughout the United States on 
a number of different crops in myriad 
different cropping situations. It is 
truly a tribute to the House and Senate 
Agriculture Committees and the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture that tech
nical corrections of such a small num
ber as found in H.R. 3029 are necessary 
to improve the workings of farm pro
grams. A number of these changes, 
however, are important to the farmers 
and agribusiness families of Nebraska. 

This Member would especially like to 
thank the chairman of the Agriculture 
Committee, the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. DE LA GARZA] and the ranking 
member [Mr. COLEMAN] for addressing 
the issue of necessary flexibility in 
corn and sorghum bases through H.R. 
3029. Under the 1985 farm bill, there was 
one base for f eedgrains--corn, sorghum, 
oats, and barley. This provision al
lowed an individual producer to plant a 
combination of corn and sorghum that 
was the best fit to expected weather, 
insect and weed conditions, market 
price projections and irrigation water 
availability for that season. This deci
sion was made without fear that any 
particular year's mix of sorghum and 
corn plantings would have significant 
impact on future farm program bene
fits. This .provided a large measure of 
flexibility to farmers in regions, such 
as Nebraska's First District, where 
corn and sorghum are both significant 
viable crops. Additionally, this flexibil
ity benefited farmers without increas
ing the cost of the farm program. 

In the 1990 farm bill, the Secretary of 
Agriculture was directed to establish a 
separate base for each program crop. If 
this change had been fully enacted by 
the Secretary of Agriculture, farmers 
in this Member's district would have 

been forced to make substantially 
more of their cropping decisions based 
solely on the farm program rather than 
market conditions. Former Secretary 
of Agriculture, Clayton Yeutter, used 
discretionary authority to restore 
some of the flexibility of the 1985 farm 
bill to corn and sorghum producers for 
the 1991 crop year. 

On February 20 of this year, the gen
tleman from Nebraska [Mr. BARRETT] 
and this Member introduced H.R. 980, 
the Corn and Grain Sorghum Base 
Clarification Act of 1991. This bill 
would extend the flexibility granted by 
the Secretary of Agriculture to corn 
and sorghum producers in 1991 for the 
remainder of the 1990 farm bill. While 
H.R. 3029 does not contain the exact 
provisions of H.R. 980, this Member is 
confident that the corn-sorghum provi
sion found in the bill will restore the 
needed flexibility. 

This Member would again like to 
commend the members of the Agri
culture Committee for their work on 
this technical corrections bill. Their 
efforts continue to increase the market 
orientation of U.S. farm policy. 

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

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
our distinguished colleague, the gen
tleman from Indiana [Mr. JONTZ]. 

Mr. JONTZ. Mr. Speaker, two of the 
concerns of the agricultural producers 
of our nation which we attempted to 
address in the 1990 farm bill are the 
need for more flexibility in the farm 
program, and the importance of ad
dressing environmental issues in a 
common-sense way that doesn't burden 
the farmer with excessive and counter
productive regulation. I believe that 
one of the provisions of the new farm 
bill which speaks positively to both 
those concerns is the Integrated Farm 
Management Program Option [IFMPO]. 
This program was enacted to provide 
farmers with a new voluntary option 
for meeting their farm production and 
conservation goals. With the 1995 dead
line for full implementation of con
servation compliance plans fast ap
proaching, many farmers need the ad
ditional degree of flexibility to adopt 
resource-conserving crop rotations 
which this program provides. 

The IFMPO reduces commodity pro
gram barriers to sustainable agri
culture by providing base protection to 
farmers who implement plans to pro
tect soil and water, and who plant at 
least 20 percent of their base acres to 
resource-conserving crops. Participat
ing farmers are allowed to plant re
source-conserving cover crops on base 
acres and be paid as if they had planted 
the program crop, for example, corn, 
wheat, cotton, barley, rice, and so 
forth. Producers are also allowed to 
harvest, as well as hay and graze, cer
tain of the resource-conserving cover 
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crops. Resource conserving crops in
clude small grain legume mixtures-ex
cept wheat, forage legumes, and forage 
legume grass mixtures. 

Regrettably, there were some initial 
problems in implementing the program 
at the county level. First of all, pro
gram rules interpreted the law to allow 
only 3 to 5 million acres of land to be 
enrolled in the program during the 
1991-95 period. In fact, Congress in
tended to allow that amount of land to 
be newly enrolled in each of the 5 years 
involved. This provision has been clari
fied in the technical corrections bill 
before us. 

There was also an initial pro bl em 
with USDA requiring all of a farm to 
be enrolled in the IFMPO, rather than 
just certain acreage bases selected by 
the producer. According to the Cooper
ative Extension Service, many farmers 
prefer to use whole farm planning 
which includes enrolling just certain 
acreage bases during the transition to 
sustainable agriculture practices. This 
congressional intent was classified in 
discussions about this bill by the House 
Agriculture Committee. 

There has also been a barrier to par
ticipation in the IFMPO because of an 
unanticipated penalty suffered by pro
ducers of underplanted acres as a result 
of the triple base provisions of OBRA. 
Under other circumstances, the pro
ducer with underplanted acres can use 
those acres to satisfy his or her triple 
base requirements, but the IFMPO par
ticipant cannot. This penalty has de
terred a significant number of farmers 
who have previously used conservation 
cropping practices from enrolling in 
the IFMPO. The penalty was never in
tended by Congress, since Congress en
acted the IFMPO for the very purposes 
of encouraging farmers to modify farm
ing practices and systems to reduce 
unneeded inputs and farm in a more en
vironmentally benign manner. This 
problem has also been remedied 
through today's technical corrections. 

Due to these problems and others 
with administration of the IFMPO, 
acreage enrollments during the 1991 
sign-up period were disappointingly 
low. In fact, only about 56,000 acres 
w~re enrolled across the entire United 
States. This was compounded by the 
fact that the final rules for the pro
gram were not published until shortly 
before the end of the sign-up period, 
and the rules contradicted the law on 
several key points. Instructions on how 
the state and county ASCS offices 
should administer the program were 
also a problem. Many farmers have 
complained of wanting to enroll in the 
IFMPO but of being effectively denied 
the opportunity. 

Mr. Speaker, it is our hope that these 
technical corrections we are consider
ing today will make the Integrated 
Farm Management Program an attrac
tive option for farmers who wish to 
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adopt sustainable agriculture prac
tices. 

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Speaker, I rise in su~ 
port of H.R. 3029, legislation making technical 
corrections and amendments to the 1990 farm 
bill. I am particularly pleased with a provision 
of the bill that addresses problems farmers 
would face in coming seasons, because of an 
unintended effect of last year's farm bill. 

Under the 1985 farm bill, producers could 
plant corn or grain sorghum on a combined 
corn and grain sorghum base, in a manner 
that best suited their rotation and production 
needs. Unfortunately, the 1990 farm bill unin
tentionally took away that flexibility. The 1990 
act separates corn and sorghum base acres 
and does not allow their interchange-thereby 
eliminating the farmer's ability to undertake the 
best management practices in the farm oper
ation. 

The loss of this flexibility could have a dra
matic impact on Nebraska's economy. The 
value of our corn and grain sorghum produc
tion reaches over $2.2 billion annually, and 
generated more than $1.8 billion in cash re
ceipts in 1989 for Nebraska farmers. If Sec
retary of Agriculture Clayton Yeutter had not 
found a way to provide for the fair and equi
table establishment of corn and sorghum 
bases during this, the 1991 crop year, we 
would have seen a decline in farm income. 

To address this problem, I introduce H.R. 
980, The Corn and Grain Sorghum Base Clari
fication Act, to expressly provide the Secretary 
of Agriculture the authority to allow producers 
to interchange corn and sorghum base acres. 
I am pleased that the committee included lan
guage similar to H.R. 980 in the legislation we 
are considering today. 

Mr. Speaker, to permanently correct this un
intended effect of the 980 farm bill, I strongly 
urge my colleagues to join me in supporting 
H.R. 3029, the farm bill technical amend
ments, to fully restore a farmer's ability to 
combine feed grain bases through the 1995 
crop year, and make other important adjust
ments to the 1990 farm bill. 

D 1850 
Mr. COLEMAN of Texas. Mr. Speak

er, I have no further requests for time, 
and I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Speaker, I 
have no further requests for time, and 
I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. SPEAKER pro tempore. (Mr. 
CONDIT). The question is on the motion 
offered by the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. DE LA GARZA] that the House sus
pend the rules and pass the bill, R.R. 
3029, as amended. 

The question was taken. 
Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, on that I 

demand the yeas and nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu

ant to clause 5, rule I, and the Chair's 
prior announcement, further proceed
ings on this motion will be postponed. 

GENERAL LEA VE 
Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 

may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re
marks on the bill just considered, R.R. 
3029. 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

WORLD CUP USA 1994 
COMMEMORATIVE COIN ACT 

Mr. TORRES. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H.R. 2801) to authorize the minting of 
legal tender coins to commemorate the 
1994 World Cup and to provide a finan
cial legacy to youth and amateur soc
cer in the United States, as amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H.R. 2801 

Be it enacted by the Senate and the House of 
Representatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "World Cup 
USA 1994 Commemorative Coin Act". 
SEC. 2. COIN SPECIFICATIONS. 

(a) FIVE DOLLAR GOLD COINS.-The Sec
retary of the Treasury (hereafter in this Act 
referred to as the "Secretary") shall issue 
not more tha,n 750,000 five dollar coins which 
shall weigh 8.359 grams, have a diameter of 
0.850 inches, and shall contain 90 percent 
gold and 10 percent alloy. 

(b) ONE DOLLAR SILVER COINS.-The Sec
retary shall issue not more than 5,000,000 one 
dollar coins which shall weigh 26.73 grams, 
have a diameter of 1.500 inches, and shall 
contain 90 percent silver and 10 percent cop
per. 

(C) HALF DOLLAR CLAD COINS.-The Sec
retary shall issue not more than 5,000,000 half 
dollar coins which shall be minted to the 
specifications for half dollar coins contained 
in section 5112(b) of Title 31, United States 
Code. 

(d) LEGAL TENDER.-The coins issued under 
this Act shall be legal tender as provided in 
section 5103 of title 31, United States Code. 

(e) NUMISMATIC ITEMS.-For purposes of 
section 5132(a)(l) of title 31, United States 
Code, all coins minted under this Act shall 
be considered to be numismatic items. 
SEC. 3. SOURCES OF BULLION. 

(a) GoLD.-The Secretary shall obtain gold 
for the coins minted under this Act pursuant 
to the authority of the Secretary under ex
isting law. 

(b) SILVER.-The Secretary shall obtain sil
ver for the coins minted under this Act from 
stockpiles established under the Strategic 
and Critical Materials Stock Piling Act (50 
U.S.C. 98 et seq.). 
SEC. 4. DESIGN. 

(a) DESIGN REQUIREMENTS.-The design of 
each coin authorized hereunder shall include 
the official 1994 World Cup logo adopted by 
World Cup USA 1994, Inc., the organizing 
committee for the event (hereinafter re
ferred to as the "Organizing Committee") 
and shall reflect the unique appeal of soccer. 
On each coin authorized hereunder there 
shall be a designation of the value of the 
coin, and inscriptions of the words "United 
States of America", "E Pluribus Unum", " In 
God We Trust", "Liberty" and "World Cup 
USA 1994". 

(b) DESIGN COMPETITION.-The Director of 
the United States Mint shall sponsor a na-
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tionwide open competition for the design of 
each coin authorized hereunder beginning 
not later than 3 months and concluding not 
later than 9 months after the date of the en
actment of this Act. The Director of the 
United States Mint shall select 10 designs for 
each coin to be submitted to the Secretary, 
who shall select the final design for each 
such coin in consultation with the Organiz
ing Committee. 
SEC. 5. SALE OF COINS. 

(a) SALE PRICE.-Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, the coins issued under 
this Act shall be sold by the Secretary at a 
price equal to the face value, plus the cost of 
designing and issuing such coins (including 
labor, materials, dies, use of machinery, 
overhead expenses, marketing and shipping). 

(b) BULK SALES.- The Secretary shall 
make bulk sales at a reasonable discount. 

(C) PREPAID ORDERS AT A DISCOUNT.-The 
Secretary shall accept prepaid orders for the 
coins prior to the issuance of such coins. 
Sales under this subsection shall be at a rea
sonable discount. 

(d) SURCHARGE REQUIRED.-All sales shall 
include a surcharge of $35 per coin for the 
five dollar coins, $7 per coin for the one dol
lar coins, and Sl for the half dollar coins. 

(e) WORLD CUP COMMUNITIES.- The Sec
retary shall use best efforts to market World 
Cup coins in the United States with particu
lar focus on communities in which World 
Cup games are held. 

(f) INTERNATIONAL SALES.-The Secretary, 
in cooperation with the Organizing Commit
tee, shall develop an International Market
ing Program to promote and sell coins out
side the United States. 

(g) REPORTS TO CONGRESS.-
(!) REQUIRED.-Not later than 15 days after 

the last day of each month which begins be
fore January 1, 1996, the Secretary shall sub
mit a report describing in detail the activi
ties carried out under this Act to the Com
mittee on Banking, Finance and Urban Af
fairs of the House of Representatives and the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs of the Senate. 

(2) CONTENTS OF REPORT.-Each report sub
mitted pursuant to paragraph (1) shall in
clude a review of all marketing activities 
under this section and a financial statement 
which details sources of funds, surcharges 
generated, and expenses incurred for manu
facturing, materials, overhead, packaging, 
marketing, and shipping. 
SEC. 6. ISSUANCE OF THE COINS. 

(a) PERIOD FOR ISSUANCE.-The coins au
thorized under this Act shall be minted and 
available for issue no later than January 3, 
1994, but shall be issued only during 1994. 

(b) PROOF AND UNCIRCULATED COINS.-The 
coins authorized under this Act shall be is
sued in uncirculated and proof qualities. 

(c) BUREAUS OF THE MINT.-Not more than 
1 facility of the Bureau of the Mint may be 
used to strike any particular combination of 
denomination and quality. 
SEC. 7. GENERAL WAIVER OF PROCUREMENT 

REGULATIONS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in 

subsection (b), no provision of law governing 
procurement or public contracts shall be ap
plicable to the procurement of goods or serv
ices necessary for carrying out the provi
sions of this Act. 

(b) EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY.
Subsection (a) shall not relieve any person 
entering into a contract under the authority 
of this Act from complying with any law re
lating to equal employment opportunity. 
SEC. 8. DISTRIBUTION OF SURCHARGES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-All surcharges which are 
received by the Secretary from the sale of 

coins issued under this Act shall be promptly 
paid by the Secretary to the Organizing 
Committee. All remaining funds from the 
sale of the coins authorized under this Act 
shall be deemed to be surcharges and trans
mitted in accordance with this section. 

(b) USE OF PROCEEDS.-Amounts received 
under subsection (a) shall be used by the Or
ganizing Committee for purposes of organiz
ing and staging the 1994 World Cup, with 10 
percent of such funds to be made available 
through the United States Soccer Federation 
Foundation, Inc., for distribution to institu
tions for scholastic scholarships to qualified 
students. 
SEC. 9. AUDITS. 

The Comptroller General shall have the 
right to examine such books, records, docu
ments and other data of the Organizing Com
mittee as may be related to the expenditure 
of amounts paid under section 8. 
SEC. 10. COINAGE PROFIT FUND. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law-

(1) all amounts received from the sale of 
coins issued under this Act shall be deposited 
in the coinage profit fund; 

(2) the Secretary shall pay the amounts au
thorized under this Act from the coinage 
profit fund to the Organizing Comm! ttee; 
and 

(3) the Secretary shall charge the coinage 
profit fund with all expenditures under this 
Act. 
SEC. 11. FINANCIAL ASSURANCES. 

(a) No NET COST.-The Secretary shall take 
such actions as may be necessary to ensure 
that the minting and issuance of the coins 
referred to in section 2 shall not result in 
any net cost to the Federal Government. 

(b) PAYMENT ASSURANCES.-No coin shall 
be issued under this Act unless the Secretary 
has received-

(!) full payment therefor; 
(2) security satisfactory to the Secretary 

to indemnify the United States for full pay
ment; 

(3) a guarantee of full payment satisfac
tory to the Secretary from a depository in
stitution whose deposits are insured by the 
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation or 
the National Credit Union Administration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
California [Mr. TORRES] will be recog
nized for 20 minutes and the gentleman 
from California [Mr. MCCANDLESS] will 
be recognized for 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California [Mr. TORRES]. 

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

Mr. Speaker, I say to the Members of 
the House that I am proud to bring be
fore the House H.R. 2801, the World Cup 
USA 1994 Commemorative Coin Act. In 
the short period since I introduced this 
legislation with my colleagues, Mr. 
GONZALEZ, Mr. WYLIE, Mr. MCCOLLUM, 
Mr. FASCELL, Mr. LAROCCO, and Mr. 
Cox, the measure has gained the sup
port of over 250 Members of Congress. 
The bill was reported out of sub
committee by a unanimous vote. 

Two weeks ago Pele, the internation
ally renowned soccer star came to 
Washington to testify before my sub
committee on behalf of the World Cup 
USA Coin Program. During his soft
spoken, but compelling testimony he 

said that when he first arrived in the 
United States to play for the New York 
Cosmos soccer club his dream was to 
bring the World Cup soccer champion
ship to the United States. By voting 
for this bill we can help make this 
dream come true. Also testifying be
fore the subcommittee were Peter 
Vermes and Shannon Higgins, members 
of the men's and women's national 
teams, respectively, Hon. Chris Cox, 
Alan Rothenberg, president of the U.S 
Soccer Federation, and Chuck Cale, 
CEO of World Cup USA. 

In 1994, these exciting soccer matches 
will bring over 1.5 million visitors to 
the United States. Furthermore, it is 
estimated that these visitors will spend 
at least $1.5 billion during that period. 
As you can see, the World Cup will 
bring substantial economic benefit to 
the United States and the host commu
nities. As the original cosponsor of this 
bill, let me say that this coin bill be
fore us today is an investment which 
will generate significant returns to our 
local communities. Let me add that 
this investment will not cost the Gov
ernment a single dime. 

The surcharges generated by the 
World Cup coin sales will be the second 
largest revenue source for the United 
States to host the games. The funds 
will be used to stage the games in up to 
12 cities during a 1 month period in 
1994. 

The attention of the world that 
hosting this event will bring presents a 
unique opportunity for Americans to 
showcase our country at its best. 

Many Americans not familiar with 
the World Cup may be surprised to 
learn that it is the largest single-sport 
spectacle in the world-only the Olym
pic games compared in scope and inter
national appeal. For example, the most 
recent World Cup, held in Italy in 1990, 
was viewed by a cumulative worldwide 
television audience of over 26 billion. 
The championship game alone drew 1.3 
billion viewers, the largest live audi
ence in history. In comparison, the 1991 
Super Bowl had an audience of 110 mil
lion. 

The first World Cup was held in Uru
guay in 1930, and except for the war 
years-1942 and 1946-the event has 
been held quadrennially. Brazil, West 
Germany, and Italy have each won the 
World Cup three times, while Uruguay 
and Italy have each won the coveted 
trophy twice each. England was vic
torious in 1966. The United States has 
yet to win a World Cup and has quali
fied for the final round on only two oc
casions in the last years, 1950 and 1990. 
However, the U.S team showed promise 
in the 1990 World Cup and just recently 
won the Gold Cup, a tournament with 
our neighboring countries in Central 
America and the Caribbean. 

This is the first time in history that 
the United States has been selected to 
host the World Cup which is staged 
every 4 years. Two dozen communities 
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throughout the United States are cur
rently competing for the chance to be 
one of the locations selected to host a 
portion of the games. Unlike the Olym
pics, teams from 24 finalist countries 
will compete over a 4-week period
June 17, 1994-in as many as 12 loca
tions around the country. 

I look forward to the opportunity for 
our country to host the world's finest 
soccer and ask for your support for the 
bill that will help make it possible. 

Mr. Speaker, the committee will file 
a committee report on H.R. 2801, the 
World Cup USA 1994 Commemorative 
Coin Act. The Committee intends to 
further clarify issues such as open cri
teria, marketing, accountability and 
others. The committee intends to pro
vide guidance to the Treasury and the 
Mint in carrying out the provisions of 
this bill. 

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

D 1900 
Mr. McCANDLESS. Mr. Speaker, I 

yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I, too, support H.R. 2801, 
the World Cup USA 1994 Commemora
tive Coin Act. 

However, as this is the first com
memorative coin that we have consid
ered on the floor of the House in the 
102d Congress, it is appropriate to ad
dress a few comments about commemo
rative coins programs in general. 

There needs to be an understanding 
on how a coin program works. The 
Treasury Department designs and pro
duces a coin to commemorate a person 
or event. 

The Treasury then markets and sells 
the coins at a price sufficient to ensure 
that there is no net cost to the Federal 
Government. In addition, a surcharge 
is added to the cost of each coin. The 
surcharge is in turn given to the des
ignated beneficiary of the coin pro
gram. 

Consequently, each commemorative 
coin program means millions of dollars 
for a beneficiary. 

As a result, at a time when economic 
ills have Federal, State, and local 
budgets shrinking, a commemorative 
coin program is increasingly viewed as 
a cure-all to benefit a worthy cause. 

The bulk of commemorative coins 
are sold to collectors. Collectors buy 
them because they are limited. By con
tinuing to expand the number of pro
grams and the number of coins pro
duced, we may be destroying the mar
ket we need to make a commemorative 
coin program successful. 

If we are to keep and maintain a 
strong commemorative coin program 
in the United States, I would suggest 
to my .colleagues that when they are 
asked to cosponsor a commemorative 
coin, they carefully review and con
sider each program on its own merits 
and in connection with all other pro
grams we have authorized. 

My comments are not intended to re
flect on any specific piece of legislation 
that has been introduced. I offer these 
comments simply to express a concern 
that we not overindulge in too much of 
a good thing. As I said at the outset, I 
support H.R. 2801. Soccer has been de
scribed as the world's most popular 
team sport. 

Several months ago, I had the oppor
tunity to be in Moreno Valley, a city in 
my district, on a Saturday morning. 
There, in a park, was soccer field after 
soccer field. They all were full. Chil
dren of all ages were playing and as 
their games ended, there were other 
teams waiting to take the field. 

The 1994 World Cup will provide an 
opportunity to showcase the sport of 
soccer and the United States. The 
games, like the Olympics, will not be 
subsidized by tax dollars. The sale of 
commemorative coins will generate the 
revenues needed to organize, promote, 
and stage the games throughout the 
country. 

While I have some concerns over the 
high mintage levels authorized by this 
legislation, I am willing to let the mar
ketplace prove us right or wrong. 

Earlier this year, I announced my in
tention to offer to all commemorative 
coin legislation the requirement that 
the surcharge be divided, with half 
going to the designated beneficiary and 
half going to reduce the national debt. 
I offered such an amendment to H.R. 
2801 when it was before the Sub
committee on Consumer Affairs and 
Coinage. Unfortunately, it was de
feated by an overwhelming majority. 

Although I was disappointed by that 
vote, I support this legislation, and I 
commend my colleague from Califor
nia, the chairman of the subcommittee, 
and sponsor of the legislation for bring
ing it forward. 

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

Mr. TORRES. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my colleague, the gentleman from 
California [Mr. McCANDLESS], for sup
porting this legislation. 

Mr. MCCANDLESS. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. WYLIE], 
the ranking minority member of the 
Committee on Banking, Finance, and 
Urban Affairs. 

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of the World Cup USA 
1994 coin bill. I am happy to have co
sponsored this legislation with Chair
man TORRES and commend him and his 
staff for expeditiously moving this leg
islation. 

The World Cup is perhaps one of the 
greatest international sporting events 
and I believe it is an honor for our 
country to be able to host this tour
nament. The World Cup is watched by 
millions worldwide, and I want our 
country to be a worthy host for the 
spotlight. 

I am particularly happy that the 
World Cup is considering holding 

games on the campus of Ohio State 
University in my home town of Colum
bus, OH. I know many of my good 
friends in Columbus are anxiously 
awaiting the opportunity to host these 
historic games and I share their sup
port for the World Cup. 

I believe the World Cup will have the 
same appeal to Americans as the Olym
pics and I think it is appropriate to au
thorize commemorative coins for these 
games in order to assist with their 
funding. I believe that such a program 
would be a great success and would 
demonstrate the commitment that the 
United States has to the World Cup. 

I believe that the World Cup is a 
truly worthy program to benefit from 
the issuance of commemorative coins. I 
urge my colleagues to support this bill 
and enable its prompt passage. 

Mr. McCANDLESS. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
COX]. 

Mr. COX of California. Mr. Speaker, 
my California colleagues, Congressman 
TORRES and Congressman MCCANDLESS, 
are to be congratulated for their work 
in bringing this bill to the floor; like
wise, my colleague, the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. WYLIE]. 

This is a wonderful opportunity for 
the U.S. Congress to assist in the pro
motion of a purely privately funded 
and sponsored event-not at taxpayer 
expense-that will be hosted here in 
the United States, the largest sports 
event ever in the world, the World Cup, 
1994. 

I have had the distinct privilege of 
being involved in the U.S. World Cup 
event since the United States was seek
ing the opportunity to host the World 
Cup when Ronald Reagan was Presi
dent. I worked as a lawyer for Presi
dent Reagan in the counsel's office and 
assisted him in making the represen ta
tions to the International Governing 
Body of Soccer [FIF AJ so that the 
United States would have the oppor
tunity to meet the filing deadline and 
to have the opportunity successfully, 
as it turned out, to compete as a World 
Cup host country. 

Now I am looking forward, having 
won the bid, to America's hosting what 
promises to be a magnificent event. 

It is now up to the Congress to do our 
part to make this historic opportunity 
a reality, and we are doing so through 
the means of this bill, the World Cup 
USA 1994 Commemorative Coin Act. It 
is an opportunity for the Congress to 
lend a helping hand so that millions of 
people around the world will see Amer
ica through the medium of soccer in a 
most favorable light. 

As an avid soccer fan and player my
self, both in high school and on the 
varsity of the University of Southern 
California, I have had the opportunity 
to learn the joys of competition and, of 
course, the courage necessary to accept 
defeat; too often, I think the latter. 
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Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I object. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objec

tion is heard. 

I have not, like some mortals, had 
the opportunity to compete in a World 
Cup, but I have found that through soc
cer millions of America's youth can 
learn lessons about sportsmanship, 
about self-discipline and about winning 
and losing that carry them through the 
rest of their lives. 

The World Cup offers us a wonderful 
chance to attract young people to this 
sport and to assist them in their later 
lives. The World Cup coin bill is a 
small but significant part of this event. 
It will create gold, silver and clad coins 
to be sold to the public in celebration 
of the upcoming World Cup, and will 
give interested Americans an oppor
tunity to support the games and to own 
a keepsake for life. 

There are other ways that this bill 
will involve Americans. The design of 
the coin itself will permit participation 
from across America because designs 
from any interested person will be ac
cepted in a competition for the final 
design. 

Profits from the sale of these coins 
will go to the organizing committee 
and will be used in staging the event. 
This is a very important source of reve
nue. It will be the second source of rev
enue after ticket sales in order to 
make the World Cup a success. A sell
out of these coins could generate $67 
million, which will flow back into our 
comm uni ties and which will be an op
portunity to invest in America and 
Americans without using any tax dol
lars whatsoever. 

Mr. Speaker, I would again like to 
congratulate my colleagues, Congress
man TORRES and Congressman 
MCCANDLESS and Congressman WYLIE, 
for their efforts in bringing this bill to 
the floor, and I urge all my colleagues 
to join with them in cosponsoring and 
voting for this bill. 

Mr. McCANDLESS. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
DREIER]. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank my friend for yielding 
this time to me. 

I simply rise when I see so many 
Californians on the floor to join in ex
tending my hearty congratulations for 
a measure which is clearly very impor
tant. As we look at the challenge of 
trying to do things with government 
involvement, without expending tax
payer dollars, I am always for it, and 
this is one of those right here. 

Clearly, athletic endeavors are a very 
important basis over the last several 
decades of life here in the United 
States. 

D 1910 
Mr. Speaker, to see my colleagues, 

the gentleman from California [Mr. 
TORRES] and the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. MCCANDLESS] working as 
hard as they have to bring this about, 
I congratulate them and look forward 

to the opportunity to vote in favor of 
this legislation. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Speaker, as a cosponsor, I am 
pleased to rise in support of H.R. 2801, the 
World Cup USA 1994 Commemorative Coin 
Act. 

Mr. Speaker, the United States has been 
chosen to host the World Cup soccer cham
pionship in 1994, the first time the country has 
ever won that coveted opportunity. Arizona is 
vying for the chance to host a portion of the 
52 games of the tournament, and I hope we 
will win that, too. 

The World Cup, as the world's largest single 
sporting event, compares only to the Olympic 
games in terms of international appeal. When 
the World Cup was last held in 1990, it was 
viewed by a cumulative worldwide television 
audience of over 26 billion people. The cham
pionship game itself was viewed by 1.3 billion, 
the largest liye audience in history. 

Hosting the World Cup is obviously a tre
mendous opportunity for the country and the 
communities that will host the tournament 
games. 

This legislation will not only commemorate 
the United States' role as host of the 1994 
World Cup, but it will also raise revenues for 
World Cup USA 1994, the event's organizing 
committee. And, 1 O percent of the funds will 
be devoted to schools with athletic scholar
ships. 

I would note that this will be accomplished 
at no net cost to the Treasury. All costs will be 
offset by the price of the commemorative 
coins themselves. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge the unanimous adoption 
of this important legislation. 

Mr. McCANDLESS. Mr. Speaker, I 
have no further requests for time, and 
I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. TORRES. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
further requests for time, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
CONDIT). The question is on the motion 
offered by the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. TORRES] that the House sus
pend the rules and pass the bill, H.R. 
2801, as amended. 

The question was taken; and on a di
vision (demanded by Mr. WALKER) 
there were-yeas 10, nays 10. 

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the provisions of clause 5, rule I, 
and the Chair's prior announcement, 
further proceedings on this motion will 
be postponed. 

The point of no quorum is considered 
withdrawn. 

REQUEST FOR GENERAL LEA VE 
Mr. TORRES. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on 
H.R. 2801, the bill just considered. 

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

PERSIAN GULF SIL VER MEDALS 
Mr. TORRES. Mr. Speaker, I move to 

suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H.R. 1107) to establish a silver congres
sional commemorative medal for mem
bers of the U.S. Armed Forces who 
serve in a combat zone in connection 
with the Persian Gulf conflict, as 
amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H.R.1107 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. PURPOSE. 

It is the purpose of this Act to commemo
rate the sacrifices made and service rendered 
to the United States by members of the 
United States Armed Forces who serve in a 
combat zone in connection with the Persian 
Gulf conflict. 
SEC. 2. SILVER CONGRESSIONAL COMMEMORA· 

TIVEMEDAL. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary of the 

Treasury shall design and strike a silver 
medal with suitable emblems, devices, and 
inscriptions to be determined by the Sec
retary in commemoration of the sacrifices 
made and service rendered to the United 
States by members of the United States 
Armed Forces referred to in section 3(a). 

(b) SOURCE OF BULLION.-The Secretary of 
the Treasury shall obtain silver for minting 
coins under this Act only from stockpiles es
tablished under the Strategic and Critical 
Minerals Stock P111ng Act (50 U.S.C. 98 et 
seq.) and such silver shall be furnished to the 
Secretary at no cost by the custodian of the 
stockpile. 
SEC. 3. ELIGIBILITY TO RECEIVE MEDAL 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Any member of the Unit
ed States Armed Forces who serves in a com
bat zone in connection with the Persian Gulf 
conflicts shall be eligible for a silver medal 
referred to in section 2. 

(b) DETERMINATION.-Eligibility under sub
section (a) shall be determined by the Sec
retary of Defense and such Secretary shall 
establish a list of the names of such eligible 
individuals before the end of the 120-day pe
riod beginning on the date of the enactment 
of this Act. 

(c) NEXT OF KIN.-If any member referred 
to in subsection (a) is deceased, the next of 
kin of such member may receive the medal 
referred to in section 2. 

(d) DELIVERY.-The medals struck pursu
ant to section 2(a) shall be delivered by the 
Secretary of the Treasury to the Secretary 
of Defense and the Secretary of Defense shall 
arrange for the distribution of the medals to 
the eligible individuals. 
SEC. 4. NATIONAL MEDALS. 

The medals struck pursuant to this Act are 
national medals for purposes of chapter 51 of 
title 31, United States Code. 
SEC. 5. DUPLICATE MEDALS. 

(a) -STRIKING AND SALE.-The Secretary of 
the Treasury may strike and sell duplicates 
in bronze of the silver medal described in 
section 2 under such regulations as the Sec
retary may prescribe, at a price sufficient to 
cover the cost of duplicates and the cost of 
designing and striking the medals under sec
tion 2, including labor, materials, dies, use of 
machinery, and overhead expenses. 
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(b) PROCEEDS IN EXCESS OF COST TO BE 

USED To REDUCE THE NATIONAL DEBT.-Any 
amount received by the Secretary of the 
Treasury from the sale of duplicate medals 
under subsection (a) in excess of the costs de
scribed in such subsection shall be deposited 
in the general fund of the Treasury and shall 
be used for the sole purpose of reducing the 
national debt. 
SEC. 8. GENERAL WAIVER OF PROCUREMENT 

REGULATIONS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in 

subsection (b), no provision of law governing 
procurement or public contracts shall be ap
plicable to the procurement of goods and 
services necessary for carrying out the provi
sions of this Act. 

(b) EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY.
Subsection (a) shall not relieve any person 
entering into a contract under the authority 
of this title from complying with any law re
lating to equal employment opportunity. 
SEC. 7. FINANCIAL ASSURANCES. 

(a) No NET COST TO THE GOVERNMENT.-The 
Secretary shall take such actions as may be 
necessary to ensure that minting and issuing 
medals under this Act will not result in any 
net cost to the United States Government. 

(b) No EXPENDITURES IN ADVANCE OF RE
CEIPT OF FUNDS.-The Secretary of the 
Treasury shall not strike, mint, or distribute 
the medals described in section 2 until such 
time as the Secretary certifies that suffi
cient funds have been received by the Sec
retary under section 5 or from donations 
from private persons to ensure that striking, 
minting, and issuing medals described in sec
tion 2 will not result in any net cost to the 
United States Government. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
California [Mr. TORRES] will be recog
nized for 20 minutes, and the gen
tleman from California [Mr. MCCAND
LESS] will be recognized for 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California [Mr. TORRES]. 

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. 
1107, the Operation Desert Storm Con
gressional Silver Medal. These congres
sional commemorative medals will 
show the Congress' appreciation for the 
efforts made by all those who served in 
the Persian Gulf. The more than 600,000 
servicemen and women renewed the 
Nation's confidence in our ability to 
protect a nation's sovereignty. Our 
troops led the coalition forces in rap
idly executing the common objective
getting the Iraqi forces out of Kuwait. 

These silver medals will be produced 
at no cost to the Government. To en
sure that the budget neutrality of this 
bill is maintained, all the funds nec
essary to mint the silver medals will 
first have to be raised through the sale 
of broI1Ze duplicates and any private 
donations. 

As chairman of the House Banking 
Subcommittee on Consumer Affairs 
and Coinage, I would like to express 
my personal gratitude to all the coura
geous men and women who served in 
the Persian Gulf. I would also like to 
commend my colleague, Mr. LAROCCO, 
for the fine work he has done on this 
legislation. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
Idaho [Mr. LAROCCO]. 

Mr. LAROCCO. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I would also like to 
thank the many other members of the 
committee and of the House who have 
supported and cosponsored H.R. 1107, a 
bill to provide a Silver Congressional 
Commemorative Medal to U.S. troops 
who served in the Persian Gulf with 
Operations Desert Storm and Desert 
Shield. 

Mr. Speaker, let me say to the Mem
bers of the House that last winter this 
House conducted the most exhaustive 
debate in modern history on our in
volvement in the Persian Gulf. 

The Congress gave its wholehearted 
support for our troops in the field and 
that congressional support never 
wavered. 

During that historic debate and dur
ing the war, we were never divided in 
our support for the troops--the men 
and women of Operations Desert Storm 
and Desert Shield. 

We all agreed that American troops, 
when called upon to do a job would do 
it and do it well. 

Mr. Speaker, when American troops 
went into harm's way, all of the Mem
bers of this House supported them. 

We knew that they would make the 
sacrifices demanded and do what was 
required. 

We all followed their actions on tele
vision and through the daily Pentagon 
briefings. 

We worried for their safety and we 
worried for their families. 

We saw their fatigue and their tri
umphs, their tragedies and their vic
tories. 

We knew that they would do the job. 
Operation Desert Storm was the larg

est operation in modern U.S. military 
history to use an all-volunteer force. 
They proved themselves. 

It was the first operation of its size 
to rely heavily on Reserves. They 
proved themselves. 

And it was the first large-scale oper
ation to make extensive use of the tal
ents of military women. They, too, 
proved themselves. 

And, Mr. Speaker, watching our 
troops meet yet another challenge, we 
all thought: "They deserve our grati
tude." 

That is what we are preparing to give 
them today. 

On April 11, this House voted without 
dissent to give gold medals to General 
Schwarzkopf and to General Powell. 

Today we have a chance to recognize 
the rank-and-file troops without whom 
the brilliance of Generals Schwarzkopf 
and Powell would have been for 
nought. 

Working with my friend, the gen
tleman from California who serves as 

ranking Republican on the Consumer 
Affairs and Coinage Subcommittee, 
and with other members of the com
mittee, we have fashioned a bill that 
calls on the U.S. Mint to create a 
bronze medallion to commemorate our 
troops in the gulf. 

This medallion will be sold to the 
public and its proceeds will be used to 
provide the troops with a silver medal. 

Mr. Speaker, through the years Con
gress has directed the Mint to issue 
commemoratives to benefit many wor
thy causes: U.S. participation in the 
Olympic Games, the restoration of the 
Mount Rushmore Memorial, the fine 
work of the USO, and just now, to de
fray the cost of hosting the 1994 World 
Cup Soccer tournament. 

Today, with this bill, we have the op
portunity to authorize the creation of 
a medallion which will benefit one of 
the worthiest causes of all: showing 
our appreciation to the men and 
women of Desert Storm for a job well 
done. 

This bill will cost the taxpayers 
nothing. 

It simply gives those who chose to do 
so the opportunity to purchase an offi
cial commemorative of Operation 
Desert Storm and directs the minting 
of silver medallions for the men and 
women of Desert Storm with the pro
ceeds. 

This bill has bipartisan sponsorship. 
It was reported by the Consumer Af

fairs and Coinage Subcommittee with
out dissent. 

It is sponsored by Representatives of 
47 States. 

Sponsors include the chairman of the 
Armed Services Committee, the chair
man of the Veterans' Affairs Commit
tee, and the House cochairs of the Viet
nam Veterans in Congress organiza
tion, of which I am proud to be a mem
ber. 

Mr. Speaker, in April we voted gold 
medals for the generals. 

Today, let us vote for something-a 
silver medal-for the troops. 

I urge the adoption of H.R. 1107 and 
thank the Members of the House for 
their support. 

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

Mr. Speaker, on August 2, 1990, armed 
forces from Iraq invaded and occupied 
the nation of Kuwait. 

The actions of Saddam Hussein were 
universally condemned, and many ef
forts where undertaken in an effort to 
reach a peaceful and diplomatic solu
tion. 

As a last resort, the U.N. Security 
Council authorized the use of "all nec
essary means" to expel Iraq from Ku
wait after January 15, 1991 if diplo
matic and economic efforts wer unsuc
cessful. 

On January 12 of this year, by a vote 
of 250 to 183, the House of Representa
tives approved the use of military force 
against Iraq. 
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The events of the next several weeks 

demonstrated the wisdom of that vote 
We put our faith in the men and women 
in our Armed Forces, and they made 
all Americans proud. 

There have been many efforts to 
commemorate the deeds and sacrifices 
of the participants in Operations 
Desert Shield and Desert Storm. 

The Department of Defense rein
stated the National Defense Service 
Medal for our troops. 

The President, by Executive order, 
established the Southwest Asia Service 
Medal to provide special and distinc
tive recognition for exceptional service 
in the Middle East. 

In addition, individual and unit cita
tions, and combat ribbons and badges 
are being awarded. 

Here in the House, our colleague 
from Idaho, Mr. LAROCCO, introduced 
legislation to provide for a congres
sional commemorative silver medal to 
be awarded to each member of the 
Armed Forces who served in the Middle 
East. 

I must say that I opposed H.R. 1107 as 
introduced. 

In testimony before the Subcommit
tee on Consumer Affairs and Coinage, 
the Bureau of the Mint estimated that 
the cost of the medals would be $6.4 
million. 

At a time when we are facing record 
deficits, I was reluctant to support a 
multimillion dollar program to award 
medals. 

In addition, I shared the concerns of 
Lt. Gen. Donald Jones, who appeared 
before the subcommittee. 

General Jones expressed the view of 
the Department of Defense that this 
legislation would set a precedent that 
diminished the efforts and sacrifices of 
troops that served in other conflicts. 

To his credit, the gentleman from 
Idaho sought to address the economic 
concerns. 

In the subcommittee, he offered an 
amendment to provide that the silver 
medals be struck and distributed at no 
net cost to the Federal Government. 

As a means of raising money to pay 
for the medals, the gentleman from 
Idaho proposed the sale of bronze rep
licas to the public. 

I offered additional language to his 
amendment that prohibits the Sec
retary of the Treasury from producing 
and distributing the silver medals until 
he certifies that sufficient funds have 
been raised to cover their cost. That 
language was adopted. 

The bill before us will allow the pub
lic to decide whether we should spend 
the resources or establish the prece
dent of giving a silver commemorative 
medal to the veterans of the Persian 
Gulf war. They will vote by their pur
chase of bronze replicas or by making 
donations. 

As such, I have no objection to this 
bill, and will, in fact, support it. 

0 1920 
Mr. TORRES. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. ROEMER]. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION AND REQUEST FOR 
PRINTING OF STATEMENT 

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, on roll
call vote 232 on House Joint Resolution 
308, I was unavoidably detained. Had I 
been present, I would have voted no. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con
sent that my statement appear in the 
Record immediately following Roll call 
vote No. 232. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
CONDIT). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Indiana? 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I object. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objec

tion is heard. 
Mr. TORRES. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

such time as he may consume to the 
distinguished gentleman from Missouri 
[Mr. SKELTON], a member of the Com
mittee on Armed Services. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I take 
this opportunity to commend the com
mittee, the subcommittee Chair, the 
gentleman from California [Mr. 
TORRES], the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. MCCANDLESS], the ranking 
member, for bringing this commemora
tion bill to the floor. 

Mr. Speaker, it was back on January 
12 that we had a measure before us that 
all of us hoped would never come to 
pass during our careers as Members of 
Congress, but it did. It was authorizing 
the use of force, military force, to ex
tract Saddam Hussein's forces out of 
the country of Kuwait. As my col
leagues know, that was successful. It 
was strongly supported in this body. 
Subsequent to that our forces did just 
what the Commander in Chief asked 
and what our Congress authorized. 
They did throw Saddam Hussein's 
forces out of Kuwait. 

Mr. Speaker, they did a superb job. 
They wrote a new chapter in military 
history. They did so because of the cal
iber of young men and women that we 
had, the high level of training, the out
standing weapons and equipment that 
they had and also the Guard and Re
serve assistance that was in the gulf 
and elsewhere. 

As a result of all of that, I think it is 
certainly fitting and proper that the 
soldier, the airman, the sailor, the ma
rine, the young man on the line, 
whether it be in a Bradley fighting ve
hicle, or the helicopter, or a foot sol
dier, be commemorated in this way, 
and I certainly think this is very ap
propriate. 

I again congratulate and commend 
this foresight in bringing this to the 
floor. It will mean something in his
tory decades from now. 

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

Mr. Speaker, I would like to call to 
the House's attention my error in re-

ferring to the gentleman from Idaho 
[Mr. LAROCCO] as being from Ohio. Mr. 
Speaker, reappointment will not go 
that far during the next few months. 

Mr. LAROCCO. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MCCANDLESS. I yield to the 
gentleman from Idaho. 

Mr. LAROCCO. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
McCANDLESS]. I am proud to be from 
the Potato State, and no slam against 
Buckeyes, but I appreciate that. I am 
often confused with somebody from 
Iowa, but rarely from Ohio. 

Mr. McCANDLESS. Mr. Speaker, the 
chairman started out with Ohio, and I 
thought I would go along with the 
chairman. 

Mr. LAROCCO. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
MCCANDLESS] very much for that cor
rection. 

Mr. McCANDLESS. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
MICHEL]. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, let me 
first say that I understand the good in
tentions behind this bill, but good in
tentions cannot make up for the fact 
that H.R. 1107 is not necessary. 

Mr. Speaker, the bill says that the 
medal commemorates the sacrifices 
made and services rendered to the 
United States by troops in the gulf, but 
American troops went to the gulf be
cause it was their duty to do so. That 
is the way of the warrior, as it has been 
from time immemorial. 

Mr. Speaker, what can a silver com
memorative medal add to the stark 
and, in an odd sense, beautiful fact 
that so many did their duty so well, 
and I might add: As volunteers? 

The words from the Gettysburg Ad
dress come to mind: ''* * * we cannot 
dedicate, we cannot consecrate, we 
cannot hallow," and so forth. In a simi
lar sense we in the Congress cannot, by 
awarding commemorative medals, add 
anything to the glory won in the gulf 
by our Armed Forces. 

Mr. Speaker, I happen to be a firm 
believer in awarding medals according 
to the customs and the regulations of 
the military. I am personally very 
proud of my Purple Heart, Bronze 
Stars, Combat Infantryman Badge, 
service medals, and so forth. That is 
why I heartily approve the awarding of 
the National Defense Service Medal 
and the Southwest Asia Service Medal 
to gulf warriors. Such medals do have 
meaning, and they are part of the great 
tradition of military service. 

Mr. Speaker, in my view the vote on 
January 12, 1991, authorizing the Presi
dent to use force was the time when 
Congressmen had a real chance to do 
something for our military and for our 
country. In that vote so~e of us chose 
one road. Some of us chose another, 
each according to his or her con
science, and history will judge us on 
that vote, not on this one. 
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Again, if I may paraphrase Lincoln: 

The brave men and women, living and 
dead, who struggled in the gulf, have 
consecrated their duty far above our 
poor power to add or detract with a sil
ver commemorative medal. 

The Department of Defense is against 
this idea. The Secretary of Defense, 
Dick Cheney, feels that the men and 
women of our Armed Forces have been 
adequately recognized for their good 
job, particularly as we make compari
sons with our other wars, length of 
service, et cetera, and I would have to 
raise this question: What about those 
in World War I, if my colleagues want 
to go back that far? When I first served 
here, we had a veteran from the Span
ish-American War from my hometown. 
Every once in a while something came 
up with respect to that war. What 
about Korea? What about Vietnam? 

Mr. Speaker, I think what we need 
now is frankly to simply raise the 
question here of the propriety of what 
we are doing, laudable as the cause 
may very well be. I compliment the 
distinguished gentleman from Califor
nia for the amendment that he offered, 
and he apparently had adopted, to the 
original base legislation. I think that 
is some improvement. But it does not 
get away from my base criticism and 
objection, and that is something ex
traordinarily special here for this 
group of veterans, as distinguished 
from those who served in past wars and 
did not get that kind of recognition or 
contribution when, frankly, many were 
overseas Vh, 3 years or more as a con
tribution to the defense of this coun
try, not a hundred hours of war, or 3 
months, or 6 months, laudable as that 
is. 

Mr. Speaker, I think we ought to be 
thinking in terms of some 
comparatives here in the final analysis, 
and I thank the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. McCANDLESS] for yielding 
this time to me. 

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

Mr. Speaker, this House not too long 
ago stood in division. Many of us were 
contemplating the issue of whether we 
should commit men and women to the 
Persian gulf. 

D 1930 

This House in its finest hour in de
bate was able to sustain the Presi
dent's desire to commit forces to that 
part of the world. In spite of the fact 
that there was division, once this 
House decided the issue, then every 
Member stood behind the Commander 
in Chief and those troops that were 
committed to that part of the world. 

Today, Mr. Speaker, the Members of 
this House have sought and seen fit 
that we comemorate the brave men and 
women who participated in that en
deavor. This Congress is committing it
self but to a small token of apprecia
tion. It is a small token, a silver 

medal, but, Mr. Speaker, it is symbolic 
of the way that we feel. 

The subcommittee has garnered 
enough signatures from Members of 
this House to bring this issue to the 
floor. Those men and women put their 
lives on the line, and we are commemo
rating that. It is not the Department of 
Defense. They are not elected to make 
that decision. This House has sought 
that posture, Mr. Speaker, and so I op
pose the former speaker who seemed to 
indicate to me that our men and 
women were not worthy of this silver 
medal. I strongly support that we 
should do this in honor to them. 

Mr. LAROCCO. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. TORRES. I yield to the gen
tleman from Idaho. 

Mr. LAROCCO. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to say that not long ago we voted 
in this body, without dissent, for two 
gold medals for the generals. This is an 
expression of gratitude, an expression 
of thanks to the men and women. I em
phasize women, who took such a large 
role in this conflict. 

It is a small expression of gratitude 
and thanks, and I cannot take respon
sibility for this body of what they did 
for the Vietnam veterans after the war. 
I was not in Congress then. I was in the 
Army. 

Now we have a chance to bring a bill 
before this body to say thank you, to 
express our gratitude, not do it in gold, 
as we did for the generals, but do it in 
silver, glistening, a glistening thanks. I 
think we can do it, and we fashioned a 
good bill with the help of the minority. 

This bill has bipartisan support, and 
the Vietnam veterans in Congress have 
supported this. I think it deserves ac
tion and positive action, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. McCANDLESS. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WALKER). 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, it is my 
generation that did serve in Vietnam. 
While I was in the service during that 
period of time, I did not go to the Viet
nam theater. Some in this House did. 
There are others who in this country 
are still suffering the effects of that 
war. 

I am wondering if we might be able 
to modify this measure in order to in
clude the Vietnam veteran. Would the 
author of the amendment be amendable 
to amending this motion to include the 
Vietnam veterans? 

Mr. LAROCCO. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gen
tleman from Idaho. 

Mr. LAROCCO. Mr. Speaker, this 
measure is intended as an expression of 
gratitude to the brave men and women 
who served in Desert Storm and Desert 
Shield. There was no proposal like that 
that was mentioned during the com
mittee action on this. 

The gentleman raises a good point, 
but at this time under suspension with 

this bill at this point, I think it is late 
to consider that. It was not brought up 
during the discussion. 

We have bipartisan support. There 
are many people in this body who sup
port this measure the way it is and who 
have helped amend it so that we could 
get it through. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, we can 
do things by unanimous consent even 
under suspension. So I am asking the 
gentleman, could we in fact include the 
Vietnam veterans in this bill? 

Mr. LAROCCO. If the gentleman 
would continue to yield, I would be 
happy to work with him as a cosponsor 
of an individual piece of legislation, 
the Walker-LaRocco bill, that would 
honor the Vietnam veterans in such a 
way. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
asking the gentleman why we cannot 
do it right here. It seems to me that 
there is the opportunity to do it right 
here on the floor yet this evening. Is 
that not possible to do? 

The gentleman is not willing to do 
that. 

Mr. LAROCCO. Mr. Speaker, I am 
willing to work with the gentleman on 
a separate piece of legislation. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I am say
ing it can be done right here and now. 
I am asking the gentleman whether he 
is willing to go along with that to be 
done here this evening. 

Mr. LAROCCO. Mr. Speaker, I think 
that the debate that happened on this 
monumental conflict in our Nation's 
history and the fact that this was an 
All-Volunteer Force, we have heard the 
arguments, I think that we accept 
them. 

I understand the gentleman's point, 
and I am willing to go halfway with the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, the gen
tleman does not sound like he is will
ing. Is the chairman willing to ask 
unanimous consent to include the Viet
nam veterans in this particular meas
ure? 

Mr. TORRES. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman would yield, there is no 
question but that the gentleman's re
quest has great merit to it. I believe 
that the Vietnam war veterans should 
be recognized. Vietnam veterans are 
recognized. We have a Vietnam memo
rial. We do not have a memorial to the 
veterans of the Persian Gulf. We do not 
even have a memorial to the veterans 
of the Korean war. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, we are 
working on that. I certainly hope that 
we get that. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, that 
will be the next unanimous-consent re
quest coming out, the way you insulted 
our Republican leader. 

Mr. TORRES. Mr. Speaker, I take 
issue with the gentleman's outburst. I 
am a Korean war veteran. We will work 
diligently in this House to see that 
that Korean memorial comes to pass, 
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as possibly a coin, as well as for Viet
nam veterans. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I hear 
the gentleman, but I do not hear any
body suggesting that they would be 
willing to accept a unanimous-consent 
request which would be very easy. I 
agree with the gentleman from New 
York. Then if we do it for Vietnam, it 
seems reasonable that there are some 
people who served in Korea, people who 
served in World War II. All of them 
probably ought to be honored similarly 
under this particular measure. 

I was just asking about the Vietnam 
vets, many of whom are still in hos
pitals and so on, suffering today, psy
chological effects in some cases, the 
health effects of what happened in 
Vietnam. And yet I do not hear any
body suggesting that they are willing 
to accept a unanimous-consent request. 

I will try it anyway. 
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con

sent that the measure reflect a silver 
medal for the veterans of the Vietnam 
conflict. 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 
CONDIT). The Chair does not recognize 
the gentleman's request for unanimous 
consent. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, we have 
had unanimous-consent requests out 
here all the time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from California [Mr. TORRES] is 
the manager, and he is the only , one 
that the Chair will recognize. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, would 
the gentleman yield to me for the pur
pose of that unanimous-consent re
quest? 

Mr. TORRES. Mr. Speaker, I listened 
to the gentleman earlier. I gave him 
my explanation. At this time I would 
object to the gentleman's request. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I under
stand. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. TORRES. Mr. Speaker, the 
requst of the gentleman from Penn
sylvania will be taken up by the sub
committee. I ask the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania to move through the pro
cedure that this House moves through 
in order to issue a commemorative 
coin. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I have a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

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

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I have 
yielded back. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from Pennsylvania still has the 
floor. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I yielded 
back the balance of my time. 

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

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

Mr. MCCANDLESS. Mr. Speaker, 
may I ask who has the time? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from California [Mr. TORRES] 
now is recognized, and he has 9 minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. TORRES. Mr. Speaker, this Con
gressman, along with the members of 
the subcommittee on both sides of the 
aisle, will certainly take up for consid
eration in the proper fashion the issu
ance of a commemorative medal for 
Vietnam war veterans at the most ex
peditious moment with the required 
signatures, and we will move that expe
ditiously to the subcommittee and on 
to the floor of this House. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. TORRES. I yield to the gen
tleman from New York. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, the gen
tleman was in the well talking about 
his generation and talking about the 
Vietnam war veterans. I would like to 
have the same consideration for the 
Korean war veterans who got no con
sideration when they came back home, 
not even a welcome home. 

Is the gentleman willing to make the 
same consideration and follow through 
on it? 

Mr. TORRES. Mr. Speaker, again to 
the gentleman, I would simply say that 
in the same vein of good faith on this 
floor, on this floor we will do the same 
for Korean war veterans. The gen
tleman has to initiate the process, just 
like we do everything else on this 
House floor. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

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

Mr. Speaker, I must in all good con
science make a comment. 

I have nothing but respect for the 
gentleman from California [Mr. 
TORRES], our subcommittee chairman. 
But with all due respect, the remarks 
made by the Republican leader were 
misinterpreted in the gentleman's re
sponse. 

The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
MITCHEL] did not in any way say any
thing derogatory. Quite the contrary, 
he praised the activities of our Armed 
Forces in the Middle East. The gentle
man's concern was not the performance 
or lack thereof of these people, men 
and women. His concern was the prece
dent setting, as he considered it, and 
those that I mentioned in my remarks 
in the Defense Department, the prece
dent-setting act that this possibly 
could move forward on and the fact 
that we have had a number of wars 
prior to this where no recognition of 
this group was ever given. 

I would like that to be placed clearly 
on the record. 

Mr. Speaker, I have not further re
quests for time, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

Mrs. LLOYD. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
strong support of H.R. 1107, the bill to direct 
the Treasury Department to design a silver 
congressional commemorative medal to honor 
those who served in the Persian Gulf. I have 
spoken on the House floor on several occa
sions both during the war and after, on behalf 
of our brave men and women in the Armed 
Services. They merit every outstanding com
pliment and good word that every Member, in
cluding myself, has bestowed upon them. 
When Congress convened last year to debate 
the resolution authorizing the use of force in 
the Persian Gulf, we witnessed some of the 
most impassioned and meaningful debate in 
congressional history. While not all Members 
voted for the use of force, once the war start
ed, the ranks fell in line and this body showed 
its unequivocal support for our men and 
women overseas. 

The war is over now and the country has 
taken part in many celebrations and home
comings that have so wonderfully shown the 
feeling of the country. We must continue to 
ride this national momentum of patriotism and 
pride, first for those troops still deployed in the 
Middle East, and second for those reunited 
with their families and getting on with their 
lives. I urge my colleagues to support H.R. 
1107, a very important measure. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
TORRES] that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 1107, as 
amended. 

The question was taken; and on a di
vision (demanded by Mr. WALKER) 
there were-yeas 13, nays 13. 

Mr. TORRES. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu

ant to clause 5 of rule I and the Chair's 
prior announcement, further proceed
ings on this vote will be postponed. 

REQUEST GENERAL LEAVE 

0 1940 

Mr. TORRES. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
have 5 legislative days to revise and ex
tend their remarks on the bill just con
sidered. 

Mr. WALKER. I object. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

CONDIT). Objection is heard. 

CHRISTOPHER COLUMBUS COIN 
AND FELLOWSHIP ACT 

Mr. TORRES. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H.R. 500) to require the Secretary of 
the Treasury to mint coins in com
memoration of the quincentenary of 
the discovery of America by Chris
topher Columbus and to establish the 
Christopher Columbus Fellowship 
Foundation, as amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
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H.R. 500 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Christopher 
Columbus Coin and Fellowship Act" . 

TITLE I-CHRISTOPHER COLUMBUS 
QUINCENTENARY COINS 

SEC. 101. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the "Christopher 

Columbus Quincentenary Coin Act" . 
SEC. 102. SPECIFICATION OF COINS. 

(a) FIVE DOLLAR GOLD COINS.-
(1) ISSUANCE.-The Secretary of the Treas

ury (hereinafter in this title referred to as 
the " Secretary") shall mint and issue not 
more than 500,000 five dollar coins each of 
which shall-

(A) weigh 8.359 grams; 
(B) have a diameter of .850 inches; and 
(C) be composed of 90 percent gold and 10 

percent alloy. 
(2) DESIGN.-The design of the five dollar 

coins shall, in accordance with section 104, 
bear a likeness of Christopher Columbus. 
Each five dollar coin shall bear a designation 
of the value of the coin, an inscription of the 
year " 1992", and inscriptions of the words 
"Liberty", "In God We Trust", " United 
States of America" , and "E Pluribus Unum". 

(b) ONE DOLLAR SILVER COINS.-
(1) IsSUANCE.-The Secretary shall mint 

and issue not more than 4,000,000 one dollar 
coins each of which shall-

(A) weigh 26. 73 grams; 
(B) have a diameter of 1.500 inches; and 
(C) be composed of 90 percent silver and 10 

percent copper. 
(2) DESIGN .-The design of the one dollar 

coins shall, in accordance with section 104, 
be emblematic of the quincentenary of the 
discovery of America. Each one dollar coin 
shall bear a designation of the value of the 
coin, an inscription of the year "1992", and 
inscriptions of the words "Liberty'', "In God 
We Trust", "United States of America'', and 
"E Pluribus Unum". 

(C) HALF DOLLAR CLAD COINS.-
(1) IssuANCE.-The Secretary shall issue 

not more than 6,000,000 half dollar coins each 
of which shall-

(A) weigh 11.34 grams; 
(B) have a diameter of 1.205 inches; and 
(C) be minted to the specifications for half 

dollar coins contained in section 5112(b) of 
title 31, United States Code. 

(2) DESIGN .-The design of the half dollar 
coins shall, in accordance with section 104, 
be emblematic of the quincentenary of the 
discovery of America. Each half dollar coin 
shall bear a designation of the value of the 
coin, an inscription of the year "1992", and 
inscriptions of the words "Liberty", "In God 
We Trust", "United States of America'', and 
"E Pluribus Unum". 

(d) LEGAL TENDER.-The coins minted 
under this title shall be legal tender as pro
vided in section 5103 of title 31, United States 
Code. 

(e) NUMISMATIC ITEMS.-For purposes of 
section 5132(a)(l) of title 31, United States 
Code, all coins minted under this title shall 
be considered to be numismatic items. 
SEC. 103. SOURCES OF BULLION. 

(a) GoLD.-The Secretary shall obtain gold 
for minting coins under this title pursuant 
to the authority of the Secretary under ex
isting law. 

(b) SILVER.-The Secretary shall obtain sil
ver for minting coins under this title only 
from stockpiles established under the Stra
tegic and Critical Minerals Stock Piling Act 
(50 U.S.C. 98 et seq.). 

SEC. 104. DESIGN OF COINS. 
The design for each coin authorized by this 

title shall be selected by the Secretary after 
consultation with the Christopher Columbus 
Fellowship Foundation and the Commission 
of Fine Arts. 
SEC. 105. ISSUANCE OF COINS. 

(a) FIVE DOLLAR COINS.-The five dollar 
coins minted under this title may be issued 
in uncirculated and proof qualities and shall 
be struck at the United States Mint at West 
Point, New York. 

(b) ONE DOLLAR AND HALF DOLLAR COINS.
The one dollar and half dollar coins minted 
under this title may be issued in uncir
culated and proof qualities, except that not 
more than one facility of the Bureau of the 
Mint may be used to strike any particular 
combination of denomination and quality. 

(c) PERIOD OF ISSUANCE.-The Secretary 
may issue the coins minted under this title 
during the period beginning on January 1, 
1992, and ending on June 30, 1993. 
SEC. 106. SALE OF COINS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, the Secretary shall 
sell the coins minted under this title at a 
price equal to the face value, plus the cost of 
designing and issuing the coins (including 
labor, materials, dies, use of machinery, and 
overhead expenses). 

(b) BULK SALES.-The Secretary shall 
make any bulk sales of the coins minted 
under this title at a reasonable discount. 

(C) PREPAID ORDERS.-The Secretary shall 
accept prepaid orders for the coins minted 
under this title prior to the issuance of such 
coins. Sale prices with respect to such pre
paid orders shall be at a reasonable discount. 

(d) SURCHARGES.-All sales of coins minted 
under this title shall include a surcharge of 
$35 per coin for the five dollar coins, $7 per 
coin for the one dollar coins, and $1 per coin 
for the half dollar coins. 
SEC. 107. FINANCIAL ASSURANCES. 

(a) No NET COST TO THE GOVERNMENT.-The 
Secretary shall take such actions as may be 
necessary to ensure that minting and issuing 
coins under this title will not result in any 
net cost to the United States Government. 

(b) PAYMENT FOR COINS.-A coin shall not 
be issued under this title unless the Sec
retary has received-

(1) full payment for the coin; 
(2) security satisfactory to the Secretary 

to indemnify the United States for full pay
ment; or 

(3) a guarantee of full payment satisfac
tory to the Secretary from a depository in
stitution whose deposits are insured by the 
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation or 
the National Credit Union Administration 
Board. 
SEC. 108. USE OF SURCHARGES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-The surcharges that are 
received by the Secretary from the sale of 
coins minted under this title shall be depos
ited in the Christopher Columbus Fellowship 
Fund and be available to the Christopher Co
lumbus Fellowship Foundation. All remain
ing funds from the sale of the coins author
ized under this title shall be deemed to be 
surcharges and transmitted in accordance 
with this section. 

(b) AUDITS.-The Comptroller General shall 
have the right to examine such books, 
records, documents, and other data of the 
Christopher Columbus Fellowship Founda
tion as may be related to the expenditure of 
amounts paid under subsection (a). 
SEC. 109. GENERAL WAIVER OF PROCUREMENT 

REGULATIONS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in 

subsection (b), no provision of law governing 

procurement or public contracts shall be ap
plicable to the procurement of goods and 
services necessary for carrying out the provi
sions of this title. 

(b) EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY.
Subsection (a) shall not relieve any person 
entering into a contract under the authority 
of this title from complying with any law re
lating to equal employment opportunity. 
SEC. 110. COINAGE PROFIT FUND. 

(a) DEPOSITS.-All amounts received from 
the sale of coins issued under this title shall 
be deposited in the coinage profit fund. 

(b) PAYMENTS.-The Secretary shall make 
the deposits of the amounts required under 
section 108(a) from the coinage profit fund. 

(c) EXPENDITURES.-The Secretary shall 
charge the coinage profit fund with all ex
penditures under this title. 
SEC. 111. REPORTS TO CONGRESS. 

(a) REQUIRED.-Not later than 15 days after 
the last day of each month which begins be
fore July 1, 1993, the Secretary shall submit 
a report describing in detail the activities 
carried out under this title to the Committee 
on Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs of 
the House of Representatives and the Com
mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af
fairs of the Senate. 

(b) CONTENTS OF REPORT.-Each report sub
mitted pursuant to subsection (a) shall in
clude a review of all marketing activities 
under section 106 and a financial statement 
which details sources of funds, surcharges 
generated, and expenses incurred for manu
facturing, materials, overhead, packaging, 
marketing, and shipping. 

TITLE II-CHRISTOPHER COLUMBUS 
FELLOWSHIP FOUNDATION 

SEC. 201. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the "Christopher 

Columbus Fellowship Act". 
SEC. 202. PURPOSE. 

The purpose of this title is to establish the 
Christopher Columbus Fellowship Program 
to encourage and support research, study, 
and labor designed to produce new discov
eries in all fields of endeavor for the benefit 
of mankind. 
SEC. 203. CHJUSTOPHER COLUMBUS FELLOW

SHIP FOUNDATION. 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT AND PuRPOSES.-There 

is established, as an independent establish
ment of the executive branch, the Chris
topher Columbus Fellowship Foundation 
(hereinafter in this title referred to as the 
"Foundation"). 

(b) MEMBERSIITP.-The Foundation shall be 
subject to the supervision and direction of 
the Board of Trustees. The Board shall be 
composed of 13 members, as follows: 

(1) 2 members appointed by the President 
pro tempore of the Senate. 

(2) 2 members appointed by the Minority 
Leader of the Senate. 

(3) 2 members appointed by the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives. 

(4) 2 members appointed by the Minority 
Leader of the House of Representatives. 

(5) 5 members appointed by the President. 
(C) CHAIRMAN AND VICE CHAIRMAN OF THE 

FOUNDATION.-The President shall designate 
a Chairman and a Vice Chairman from 
among the members appointed by the Presi
dent. 

(d) TERMS OF OFFICE; v ACANCIES.-Each 
member of the Board of Trustees appointed 
under subsection (b) shall serve for a term of 
6 years from the expiration of the term of 
such member's predecessor, except that-

(1) any member appointed to fill a vacancy 
occurring prior to the expiration of the term 
for which such member's predecessor was ap~ 
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pointed shall be appointed for the remainder 
of such term; and 

(2) of the members first appointed-
(A) 4 shall be appointed for a term of 2 

years; 
(B) 5 shall be appointed for a term of 4 

years; and 
(C) 4 shall be appointed for a term of 6 

years, as designated by the President. 
(e) ExPENSES; No ADDITIONAL COMPENSA

TION.-Members of the Board shall serve 
without pay, but shall be entitled to reim
bursement for travel, subsistence, and other 
necessary expenses incurred in the perform
ance of their duties as members of the Board. 
SEC. 204. FEILOWSHIP RECIPIENTS. 

(a) AwARD.-The Foundation is authorized 
to award fellowships to outstanding individ- · 
uals to encourage new discoveries in all 
fields of endeavor for the benefit of mankind. 
Recipients shall be known as "Columbus 
Scholars". 

(b) TERM.-Fellowships shall be granted for 
such periods as the Foundation may pre
scribe but not to exceed 2 years. 

(c) SELECTION.-The Foundation may pro
vide, directly or by contract, for the conduct 
of a nationwide competition for the selection 
of fellowship recipients. 
SEC. 206. STIPENDS. 

Each person awarded a fellowship under 
this title shall receive a stipend as deter
mined by the Foundation. 
SEC. 206. CHRISTOPHER COLUMBUS FEILOW

SHIPFUND. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-There is established in 

the Treasury a fund to be known as the 
Christopher Columbus Scholarship Fund 
(hereafter in this title referred to as the 
"fund"), which shall consist of-

(1) amounts deposited under subsection (d); 
(2) obligations obtained under subsection 

(c); 
(3) amounts contributed to the Founda

tion; and 
(4) all surcharges received by the Secretary 

of the Treasury from the sale of coins minted 
under the Christopher Columbus Quin
centenary Coin Act. 

(b) lNVESTMENTS.-
(1) DUTY OF SECRETARY TO INVEST.-The 

Secretary of the Treasury shall invest in full 
any amount appropriated or contributed to 
the fund. 

(2) AUTHORIZED INVESTMENTS.-Investments 
pursuant to paragraph (1) may be made only 
in interest-bearing obligations of the United 
States or in obligations guaranteed as to 
both principal and interest by the United 
States. for such purpose, such obligations 
may be acquired-

(A) on original issue at the issue price; or 
(B) by purchase of outstanding obligations 

at the market price. 
(3) SPECIAL OBLIGATIONS.-The purposes of 

which obligations of the United States may 
be issued under chapter 31 of title 31, United 
States Code, are hereby extended to author
ize the issuance at par of special obligations 
exclusively to the fund. Such special obliga
tions shall bear interest at a rate equal to 
the average rate of interest, computed as to 
the end of the calendar month preceding the 
date of such issue, borne by all marketable 
interest-bearing obligations of the United 
States then forming a part of the public 
debt; except that, if such average rate is not 
a multiple of 1Ai of 1 percent, the rate of in
terest of such special obligations shall be the 
mutiple of 1h of 1 percent next lower than 
such average rate. Such special obligations 
shall be issued only if the Secretary deter
mines that the purchase of other obligations 
of the United States, or of obligations guar-

anteed as to both principal and interest by 
the United States or original issue at the 
market price, is not in the public interest. 

(c) SALE OF OBLIGATIONS.-Any obligations 
acquired by the fund (except special obliga
tions issued exclusively to the fund in ac
cordance with subsection (b)(3)) may be sold 
by the Secretary at the market price, and 
such special obligations may be redeemed at 
par plus accrued interest. 

(d) lNTEREST.-The interest on, and the 
proceeds from, the sale or redemption of any 
obligations held in the fund shall be credited 
to and form a part of the fund. 

(e) AVAILABILITY OF FUND.-
(1) STIPENDS.-The fund shall be available 

to the Foundation for payment of stipends 
awarded under section 205. 

(2) EXPENSES.-The Secretary of the Treas
ury is authorized to pay to the Foundation 
from the interest and earnings of the funds 
such sums as the Board determines are nec
essary and appropriate to enable the Founda
tion to carry out the provision of this title. 

(f) DISBURSEMENTS.-Disbursements from 
the fund shall be made on vouchers approved 
by the Foundation and signed by the Chair
man. 
SEC. 207. AUDITS. 

The activities of the Foundation under this 
title may be audited by the Comptroller Gen
eral of the United States. The Comptroller 
General shall have access to all books, ac
counts, records, reports, and files and all 
other papers, things, or property belonging 
to or in use by the Foundation, pertaining to 
such activities and necessary to facilitate 
the audit. 
SEC. 208. EXECUTIVE SECRETARY OF FOUNDA

TION. 
(a) DUTIES.-There shall be an Executive 

Secretary of the Foundation who shall be ap
pointed by the Board. The Executive Sec
retary shall be the chief executive officer of 
the Foundation and shall carry out the func
tions of the Foundation subject to the super
vision and direction of the Board. 

(b) COMPENSATION.-The Executive Sec
retary of the Foundation shall be com
pensated at an annual rate of basic pay not 
in excess of the amount payable for Execu
tive Level V. 
SEC. 209. ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS. 

(a) The Foundation may-
(1) appoint and fix the compensation of 

such personnel as may be necessary to carry 
out the provisions of this title, except that 
in no case shall employees (other than the 
Executive Secretary) be compensated at a 
rate in excess of the rate of basic pay pay
able for GS-15 of the General Schedule; 

(2) procure temporary and intermittent 
services of such experts and consultants as 
are necessary to the extent authorized by 
section 3109 of title 5, but at rates not in ex
cess of the rate of basic pay payable for Ex
ecutive Level V; 

(3) prescribe such regulations as the Foun
dation may determine to be necessary gov
erning the manner in which its functions 
shall be carried out; 

(4) receive money and other property do
nated, bequeathed, or devised, without condi
tion or restriction other than it be used for 
the purposes of the Foundation; and to use, 
sell, or otherwise dispose of such property 
for the purpose of carrying out its functions; 

(5) accept and utilize the services of vol
untary and noncompensated personnel and 
reimburse them for travel expenses, includng 
per diem, as authorized by section 5703 of 
title 5, United States Code; 

(6) enter into contracts, grants, or other 
arrangements, or modifications thereof, to 

carry out the provisions of this chapter, and 
such contracts or modifications thereof may, 
with the concurrence of two-thirds of the 
members of the Board, be entered into with
out performance or other bonds, and without 
regard to section 3709 of the Revised Stat
utes; 

(7) make advances, progress, and other 
payments which the Board deems necessary 
under this chapter without regard to the pro
visions of section 529 of title 31, United 
States Code; 

(8) rent office space; 
(9) conduct programs in addition to or in 

conjunction with the Fellowship program 
which shall further the Foundations' purpose 
of encouraging new discoveries in all fields 
of endeavor for the benefit of mankind; and 

(10) to make necessary expenditures. 
(b) ANNUAL REPORT.-The Foundation shall 

submit to the President and to the Congress 
an annual report of its operations under this 
title. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
California [Mr. TORRES] will be recog
nized for 20 minutes, and the gen
tleman from California [Mr. MCCAND
LESS] will be recognized for 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California [Mr. TORRES]. 

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

Mr. Speaker, as chairman of the 
House Banking Subcommittee on 
Consumer Affairs and Coinage I am 
pleased to support this bill to com
memorate the 500th anniversary of 
Christopher Columbus' discovery of 
America. It was 100 years ago that Con
gress passed its first commemorative 
coin for the 400th anniversary of Co
lumbus' journey to the Americas. 

Mr. ANNUNZIO's bill, the Christopher 
Columbus Commemorative Coin and 
Fellowship Act, will help fund a new 
foundation in the spirit of Columbus' 
exploration of new and unknown hori
zons. The Christopher Columbus Foun
dation will assist scholars to advance 
discoveries in all fields, benefiting peo
ple throughout the world for years to 
come. 

In our subcommittee hearing in May 
the U.S. Mint testified that this com
memorative coin program "has great 
potential for wide acceptance by the 
public." During 1992 there will be many 
events celebrating the quincentenary 
of· Columbus' exploration which will 
provide the necessary exposure for a 
successful coin program. I urge my col
leagues to support this legislation. 

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

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

Mr. Speaker, my colleague from Cali
fornia, the chairman of the subcommit
tee, has outlined the provisions of H.R. 
500. 

It calls for the minting of commemo
rative coins in recognition of the 500th 
anniversary of the voyages of Chris
topher Columbus. 

The surcharges from the sale of the 
coins will go to the Christopher Colum
bus Fellowship Foundation. 
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The Foundation is authorized "to 

award fellowships to outstanding indi
viduals to encourage new discoveries in 
all fields of endeavor for the benefit of 
mankind.'' 

Recipients of the fellowships shall be 
known as Columbus scholars. 

The Foundation should have an easi
er time of attracting scholars than 
Christopher Columbus had in attract
ing a crew. 

According to history, many members 
of Columbus' crew had to be induced by 
4 months' pay in advance, and by a de
cree that volunteers would be free from 
arrest for 2 months after their return. 

H.R. 500 also provides for the admin
istration of the Foundation, and allows 
GAO to audit it. 

During the hearing before the sub
committee, I asked the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. ANNUNZIO], the spon
sor of legislation, a question that I be
lieve should be a part of the legislative 
history. 

If Mr. ANNUNZIO would join me in a 
brief colloquy, I would ask him the fol
lowing question: Some say that it is in
appropriate to commemorate Colum
bus' discovery of America because 
there is historical evidence that ex
plorers from Scandinavia had been here 
first. How would you respond to that? 

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCANDLESS. I am glad to 
yield to the gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, when I 
testified before the Committee on the 
Judiciary on the holiday bill in which 
the second Monday of October was des
ignated as a national holiday, Mr. 
MCCLORY of Illinois, who was a member 
of the Committee on the Judiciary, 
asked the same question about the Vi
king Lief Ericson, about Saint Vincent 
the Irishman, and so forth and so on. 

Mr. Speaker, the only difference is 
this: That when Columbus discovered 
America, it stayed discovered. 

Mr. MCCANDLESS. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
ANNUNZIO). 

Mr. Speaker, with that, I support the 
legislation, and reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. TORRES. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
distinguished gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. ANNUNZIO], the author of this bill. 

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, the 
Nation is fast approaching the 500th 
anniversary of the arrival of Chris
topher Columbus to the shores of 
America, an event which has been 
called perhaps the most important re
corded in secular history. 

H.R. 500, the Christopher Columbus 
Coin and Fellowship Act, which we 
have before us today, will honor next 
year the greatest explorer in history. 
In doing so, we also pay tribute to the 
generations of brave and bold Ameri
cans who, like him, have overcome 
great odds in order to chart the un
known. 

I want to thank the distinguished 
gentleman from California [Mr. 
TORRES], the chairman of the 
Consumer Affairs and Coinage Sub
committee, for his efforts in bringing 
the bill to the floor today. I also want 
to thank the ranking minority member 
of the subcommittee [Mr. McCANDLESS] 
for his cooperation. 

I also want to thank the distin
guished chairman of the Education and 
Labor Committee [Mr. FORD] and the 
distinguished chairman of the Science, 
Space, and Technology Committee [Mr. 
BROWN], for providing the necessary 
clearances so that the House can take 
up this bill today. 

The importance of Columbus' discov
eries in 1992 cannot be overstated. 
Until Columbus discovered the New 
World, the focus in Europe had been to 
the East. By discovering the New 
World, and showing that one could re
turn, he changed Europe's focus from 
East to West. 

For nearly half a millennium, Ameri
cans have followed the example of this 
great explorer, challenging the fron
tiers of knowledge. Throughout our na
tion's history, the spirit of discovery 
has been demonstrated by scholar and 
student, expert and novice, alike. 

The most important aspect of this 
legislation is not the commemorative 
coins, but the establishment of the Co
lumbus Foundation which will award 
fellowships to assist modern day ex
plorers in their search for discoveries 
that can benefit mankind. 

Next year, the Nation will proudly 
participate in events honoring Colum
bus. 

What better way to honor the mem
ory of this great explorer than to cre
ate an enduring legacy by encouraging 
and supporting research, study and 
labor design to produce new discoveries 
in all fields of endeavor. The non-par
tisan Christopher Columbus Founda
tion will award fellowships to out
standing individuals to encourage new 
discoveries. These Columbus Scholars 
would be selected on the basis of a na
tionwide competition. The scholars 
would receive stipends to pursue dis
coveries in fields of their choice. 

And this program will be conducted 
at no cost to the nation's taxpayers. 

If all the coins are sold, the f ounda
tion will begin operations with an en
dowment of $51.5 million. It is also au
thorized to accept contributions, and 
as the fame and benefits of Columbus 
Scholars becomes well known, the 
Foundation should attract significant 
amounts of contributions. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a program which 
passed the House last year, only to 
have time expire in the Senate. Our 
Nation's first commemorative coin was 
struck in 1892 to honor the 400th anni
versary of Columbus' discovery. As we 
approach the 500th anniversary, it is 
only fitting that we honor this great 
man with these coins. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge the passage of 
H.R. 500. 

0 1950 
Mr. TORRES. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 

minute to the gentlwoman from the 
State of California, [Ms. PELOSI]. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me the 
time. 

I rise in support of this legislation 
and thank the gentleman very much 
for the work he has done to bring it to 
the floor. I also want to commend our 
former chairman of the subcommittee, 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. AN
NUNZIO], for his work on this legisla
tion. I had the privilege of serving on 
the subcommittee when he was chair 
before he moved on to be chair of the 
Financial Institutions Subcommittee 
of the Committee on Banking, Finance 
and Urban Affairs, and I know how 
much effort he also put into this, giv
ing us this opportunity to vote on it to
night. 

As a district which has a large num
ber of Italian-Americans in it, not that 
that has direct bearing on this, but we 
take particular pride in this legislation 
this evening, and want to thank the 
gentleman from Illinois, [Mr. ANNUN
ZIO] and the gentleman from California 
[Mr. TORRES] for their efforts to bring 
it to the floor. 

Mr. McCANDLESS. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. WYLIE], 
the ranking minority member of the 
full Committee on Banking, Finance 
and Urban Affairs. 

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding time to me. 

I rise to express my support for H.R. 
500, the Christopher Columbus Coin and 
Fellowship Act of 1991. I would like to 
praise Congressman ANNUNZIO for the 
splendid work he has done on this bill 
and for his persistent effort. 

Christopher Columbus represents a 
special figure in America's history to 
me and one I believe is truly worth 
commemorating. I represent and live 
in Columbus, OH, the largest city in 
the world named after the great ex
plorer and the flagship city of the 
quincentenary celebration. Our town 
with its great university, Ohio State, 
and its other educational institutions 
is a place that I feel has captured the 
spirit of Christopher Columbus. It 
seems highly appropriate to me that 
not only does this bill commemorate 
the 500th anniversary of the discovery 
of America, but it also establishes an 
educational foundation to promote re
search designed to produce new discov
eries in all fields of endeavor for the 
benefit of mankind. This ideal was im
portant to Christopher Columbus and 
it embodies the spirit of my hometown, 
and his namesake Columbus, OH. I am 
hopeful that our university, Ohio 
State, will in the near future have sev
eral Columbus scholars that will be 
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able to identify both with the explorer 
and our city. I am optimistic that the 
work and discoveries of this new gen
eration of explorers will move our soci
ety ahead and have the same effect as 
the discovery of America 500 years ago. 

H.R. 500 will promote the spirit of 
Christopher Columbus and support 
worthy scholars working in his image. 
I call upon the House to pass this im
portant legislation. 

Mr. McCANDLESS. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Columbus
Ohio, that is-for his remarks. 

Mr. TORRES. Mr. Speaker, I, too, 
want to commend the gentleman from 
Ohio for his comments and for his sup
port of this legislation. 

Mr. GUARINI. Mr. Speaker, I rise to com
mend my distinguished colleague FRANK AN
NUNZIO for all his hard work and persistance in 
passing the Christopher Columbus Coin and 
Fellowship Act of 1991. This legislation em
bodies the true spirit of Christopher Columbus' 
journey to America. It is not only a positive 
contribution to the Columbus quincentenary in 
1992 but also will establish an enduring legacy 
that will be cherished for years to come. 

This legislation commissions the minting of 
a commemorative coin honoring the 500th an
niversary of Christopher Columbus' journey to 
America which will be celebrated next year. 
Anticipating the potential for extensive public 
interest-and sizable revenues as a result
Mr. ANNUNZIO proposes using the proceeds 
from the coin sales to establish the Chris
topher Columbus Fellowship Program. The 
program will provide funds to support research 
designed to produce new discoveries in all 
fields of endeavor for the benefit of mankind 
without any burden to the taxpayer. 

If all the coins are sold, the Foundation will 
begin operating with an endowment of $51 .5 
million. The fund will also be able to accept 
private donations, assuring it a source of in
come well into the future. The Christopher Co
lumbus Foundation will be nonpartisan with its 
members serving without pay. It will award fel
lowships to deserving individuals who will 
compete in a nationwide competition open to 
all. 

Mr. Speaker, the great voyage upon which 
Christopher Columbus would encounter the 
New World was made possible by Ferdinand 
and Isabella. It is especially fitting, therefore, 
that on this 500th year anniversary of that 
great event, all my distinguished colleagues, 
led by Representative ANNUNZIO, will through 
the fellowship program offer individuals the 
chance to embark on similar voyages of dis
covery. I rise in strong support of the Chris
topher Columbus Coin and Fellowship Foun
dation Act of 1991 and thank my colleague 
FRANK ANNUNZIO for initiating such a worth
while project. 

Mr. McCANDLESS. Mr. Speaker, I 
have no further requests for time, and 
I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. TORRES. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
CONDIT). The question is on the motion 
offered by the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. TORRES] that the House sus
pend the rules and pass the bill, H.R. 
500, as amended. 

The question was taken. 
Mr. TORRES. Mr. Speaker, on that I 

demand the yeas and nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu

ant to clause 5 of rule I, and the Chair's 
prior announcement, further proceed
ings on this motion will be postponed. 

REQUEST FOR GENERAL LEA VE 
Mr. TORRES. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on 
H.R. 500, the bill just considered. 

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

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I object. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objec

tion is heard. 

BILL PRESENTED TO THE 
PRESIDENT 

Mr. ROSE, from the Committee on 
House Administration, reported that 
that committee did on the following 
date present to the President, for his 
approval, a bill of the House of the fol
lowing title: 

On July 29, 1991: 
H.R. 153. An act to amend title 38, United 

States Code, to make miscellaneous adminis
trative and technical improvements in the 
operation of the U.S. Court of Veterans Ap
peals, and for other purposes. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 

Speaker, I move that the House do now 
adjourn. 

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

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, is the 
motion in writing? The motion is not 
in writing: it, therefore, is not in order. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, as a parliamentary inquiry 
may I ask, is this motion required to 
be in writing? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All mo
tions must be in writing upon demand. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I move that the House do now 
adjourn. 

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

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts moves that 

the House do now adjourn. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question in on the motion to adjourn 
offered by the gentleman from Massa
chusetts [Mr. FRANK]. 

The question was taken; and on a di
vision (demanded by Mr. WALKER) 
there were-ayes 14, noes 20. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I object to the vote on the 
ground that a quorum is not present, 

and make the point of order that a 
quorum is not present. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, that is 
an improper motion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Obvi
ously a quorum is not present. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, it is an 
improper motion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. It is a 
proper point of order on a negative 
vote on a motion to adjourn. 

Evidently a quorum is not present. 
The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab

sent Members. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-yeas 109, nays 72, 
not voting 252, as follows: 

Ackerman 
Anderson 
Annunzio 
Asp in 
Atkins 
Au Coin 
Bacchus 
Bennett 
Bil bray 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boxer 
Brown 
Bruce 
Byron 
Cardin 
Clement 
Coleman (TX) 
Condit 
Cooper 
Coyne 
Cramer 
de la Garza 
DeLauro 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dooley 
Eckart 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Engel 
Evans 
Fa.seen 
Fazio 
Flake 
Ford (TN) 

Allard 
Ballenger 
Barton 
Bliley 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Callahan 
Camp 
Chandler 
Coble 
Coleman (MO) 
Cox (CA) 
Cunningham 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards (OK) 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Franks (CT) 
Gallo 
Gilchrest 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Goodling 

Abercrombie 
Alexander 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX} 

[Roll No. 233] 
YEAS-109 

Frank (MA) Pallone 
Gejdenson Panetta 
Glickman Pelosi 
Gonzalez Peterson (FL) 
Gordon Peterson (MN) 
Guarini Price 
Horn Quillen 
Hoyer Rahall 
Hubbard Rangel 
Jontz 
Kanjorski Reed 

Kaptur Roe 

Kennedy Roemer 

Kennelly Rowland 

Kildee Russo 
Kolter Sarpalius 
Kostmayer Savage 
Lancaster Scheuer 
La.Rocco Schumer 
Levine (CA) Sikorski 
Lewis (GA) Skaggs 
Lowey (NY) Skelton 
Luken Slattery 
Markey Slaughter (NY) 
Mccurdy Smith(FL) 
McDermott Smith (!A) 
McNulty Stark 
Mfume Stokes Miller (CA) 

Swett Mine ta 
Mink Swift 

Moran Tanner 

Nagle Taylor (MS) 

Natcher Torres 
Neal (MA) Waters 
Olver Weiss 
Owens (NY) Wyden 

NAYS-72 
Goss Nichols 
Green Rhodes 
Gunderson Riggs 
Hammerschmidt Rogers 
Hancock Ros-Lehtinen 
Hastert Roukema 
Hobson Santorum 
Holloway Saxton 
Inhofe Schiff 
James Shays 
Johnson (CT) Shuster 
Klug Snowe 
Kyl Solomon 
Lagomarsino Stearns 
Lewis (CA) Stump 
Lowery (CA) Sundquist 
McCandless Taylor (NC) 
McEwen Thomas (WY) 
McGrath Vucanovich 
Meyers Walker 
Michel Walsh 
Miller (OH) Wylie 
Morella Zeliff 
Morrison Zimmer 

NOT VOTING-252 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Archer 
Armey 
Baker 

Barnard 
Barrett 
Bateman 
Beilenson 
Bentley 
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Bereuter Hochbrueckner Pease 
Berman Hopkins Penny 
Bevill Horton Perkins 
Bilirakis Houghton Petri 
Boucher Huckaby Pickett 
Brewster Hughes Pickle 
Brooks Hunter Porter 
Broomfield Hutto Po shard 
Browder Hyde Pursell 
Bryant Ireland Ra.ms tad 
Bunning Jacobs Ravenel 
Burton Jefferson Ray 
Bustamante Jenkins Regula 
Campbell (CA) Johnson (SD) Richardson 
Campbell (CO) Johnson (TX) Ridge 
Carper Johnston Rinaldo 
Carr Jones(GA) Ritter 
Chapman Jones (NC) Roberts 
Clay Kasi ch Rohrabacher 
Clinger Kleczka Rose 
Collins (IL) Kolbe Rostenkowski 
Collins (Ml) Kopetski Roth 
Combest LaFalce Roybal 
Conyers Lantos Sabo 
Costello Laughlin Sanders 
Coughlin Leach Sangmeister 
Cox (IL) Lehman (CA) Sawyer 
Crane Lehman (FL) Schaefer 
Dannemeyer Lent Schroeder 
Darden Levin (Ml) Schulze 
Davis Lewis (FL) Sensenbrenner 
De Fazio Lightfoot Serrano 
De Lay Lipinski Sharp 
Dell urns Livingston Shaw 
Derrick Lloyd Sisisky 
Dickinson Long Skeen 
Dicks Machtley Slaughter (VA) 
Doolittle Manton Smith(NJ) 
Dorgan (ND) Marlenee Smith(OR) 
Dornan(CA) Martin Smith(TX) 
Downey Martinez Solarz 
Durbin Matsui Spence 
Dwyer Mavroules Spratt 
Dymally Mazzoli Staggers 
Early Mccloskey Stallings 
Emerson McCollum Stenholm 
English McCrery Studds 
Erdreich Mc Dade Synar 
Espy McHugh Tallon 
Feighan McMillan (NC) Tauzin 
Fields McMillen (MD) Thomas(CA) 
Fish Miller (WA) Thomas(GA) 
Foglietta Moakley Thornton 
Ford (Ml) Molinari Torricelli 
Frost Mollohan Towns 
Gallegly Montgomery Traficant 
Gaydos Moody Traxler 
Gekas Moorhead Unsoeld 
Gephardt Mrazek Upton 
Geren Murphy Valentine 
Gibbons Murtha VanderJagt 
Gillmor Myers Vento 
Gradison Neal (NC) Visclosky 
Grandy Nowak Volkmer 
Gray Nussle Washington 
Hall (OH) Oakar Waxman 
Hall (TX) Oberstar Weber 
Hamilton Obey Weldon 
Hansen Olin Wheat 
Harris Ortiz Whitten 
Hatcher Orton Williams 
Hayes (IL) Owens (UT) Wilson 
Hayes (LA) Oxley Wise 
Hefley Packard Wolf 
Hefner Parker Wolpe 
Henry Patterson Yates 
Herger Paxon Yatron 
Hertel Payne (NJ) Young (AK) 
Hoagland Payne (VA) Young (FL) 

0 2030 

So the motion was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
Accordingly (at 8 o'clock and 31 min

utes p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Wednesday, July 31, 1991, at 11 a.m. 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 2506 
Mr. FAZIO submitted the following 

conference report and statement on the 
bill (H.R. 2506) making appropriations 
for the legislative branch for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1992, and for 
other purposes: 

CONFERENCE REPORT (H. REP!'. 102-176) 
The Committee of Conference on the dis

agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (R.R. 
2506) "making appropriations for the legisla
tive branch for the fiscal year ending Sep
tember 30, 1992, and for other purposes," hav
ing met, after full and free conference, have 
agreed to recommend and do recommend to 
their respective Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its amend
ments numbered 11 and 23. 

That the House recede from its disagree
ment to the amendments of the Senate num
bered 5, 8, 12, 14, 15, 17, 18, 19, and 20, and 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 1: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered l, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

Delete all of Section 1 of said amendment 
and insert the following: 

Sec. 1. (a) Section 1 of the Congressional Op
erations Appropriations Act, 1991 (2 U.S.C. 61g-
6a), is amended by deleting "$75,000" and in
serting in lieu thereof "$275,000". 

(b) Subsection (a) shall take effect on October 
1,1991. 

And the Senate agree to the same. 
Amendment numbered 2: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 2, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $64,093,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 3: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 3, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $31,741,500; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 4: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 4, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $32,351,500; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 6: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 6, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum propased by said amend
ment insert: $22,542,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 7: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 7, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum propased by said amend
ment insert: $23,021,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 9: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 9, and agree to the .. same with an 
amend.men t, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $4,425,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 10: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 10, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of "$40,000,000" named in said 
amendment insert: $40,406,000; and the Sen
ate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 13: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 13, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $196,266,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 16: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 16, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert: $438,679,000; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 21: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 21, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

Delete all of subsection (g) of said amend
ment and insert the following: 

SEC. 312 (a)(l) The Clerk of the House of Rep
resentatives shall maintain and operate a child 
care center (to be known as the "House of Rep
resentatives Child Care Center") to furnish pre
school child care-

( A) for children of individuals whose pay is 
disbursed by the Clerk of the House of Rep
resentatives or the Sergeant at Arms of the 
House of Representatives and children of sup
port personnel of the House of Representatives; 
and 

(B) if places are available after admission of 
all children who are eligible under subpara
graph (A), for children of individuals whose pay 
is disbursed by the Secretary of the Senate and 
children of employees of agencies of the legisla
tive branch. 

(2) Children shall be admitted to the center on 
a nondiscriminatory basis and without regard to 
any office or position held by their parents. 

(b)(l)(A) The Speaker of the House of Rep
resentatives shall appoint 15 individuals (of 
whom 7 shall be upon recommendation of the 
Minority Leader of the House of Representa
tives), to serve without pay, as members of an 
advisory board for the center. The board shall-

(i) provide advice to the Clerk on matters of 
policy relating to the administration and oper
ation of the center (including the selection of 
the director of the center); 

(ii) be chosen from Members of the House of 
Representatives, spouses of Members, parents of 
children enrolled in the center, and other indi
viduals with expertise in child care or interest in 
the center; and 

(iii) serve during the Congress in which they 
are appointed, except that a member of the 
board may continue to serve after the expiration 
of a term until a successor is appointed. 

(B) The director of the center shall serve as an 
additional member of the board, ex officio and 
without the right to vote. 

(2) A vacancy on the board shall be filled in 
the manner in which the original appointment is 
made. 

(3) The chairman of the board shall be elected 
by the members of the board. 

(c) In carrying out subsection (a), the Clerk is 
authorized-

(1) to collect fees for child care services; 
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(2) to accept such gifts of money and property 

as may be approved by the Chairman and the 
ranking minority party member of the Commit
tee on House Administration of the House of 
Representatives, acting jointly; and 

(3) to employ a director and other employees 
for the center. 

(d)(l) There is established in the contingent 
fund of the House of Representatives an ac
count which, subject to appropriation, and ex
cept as provided in paragraph (2), shall be the 
exclusive sour(:e for all salaries and expenses for 
activities carried out under this section. The 
Clerk shall deposit in the account any amounts 
received under subsection (c). 

(2) During fiscal year 1992, of the funds pro
vided in this Act for the " HOUSE OF REP
RESENT AT IVES" under "SALARIES AND EX
PENSES' ', not more than $45,000 may be ex
pended to carry out this section, subject to ap
proval of the Committee on Appropriations of 
the House of Representatives. Any amount 
under this paragraph shall be in addition to 
any amount made available under paragraph 
(1). 

(e) As used in this section-
(1) the term "Member of the House of Rep

resentatives" means a Representative in, or a 
Delegate or Resident Commissioner to, the Con
gress; 

(2) the tenn "agency of the legislative 
branch" means the Office of the Architect of the 
Capitol, the Botanic Garden, the General Ac
counting Office, the Government Printing Of
fice, the Library of Congress, the Office of Tech
nology Assessment, the Congressional Budget 
Office, and the Copyright Royalty Tribunal; 
and 

(3) the term "support personnel" means, with 
respect to the House of Representatives, any em
ployee of a credit union or of the Architect of 
the Capitol , whose principal duties are to sup
port the functions of the House of Representa
tives. 

(f) House Resolution 21, Ninety-Ninth Con
gress, agreed to December 11 , 1985, enacted into 
permanent law by section 103 of the Legislative 
Branch Appropriations Act , 1987 (as incor
porated by reference in section 101 (j) of Public 
Law 99-500 and Public Law 99-591) (40 U.S.C. 
184b-184f) is repealed. 

And the Senate agree to the same. 
Amendment numbered 22: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 22, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of section "312" named in said 
amendment, insert: 313 and at the end of said 
amendment insert the following: 

SEC. 314. (a) Section 102(a)(2) of the Ethics in 
Government Act of 1978 is amended-

(1) by repealing subparagraph (A); 
(2) by redesignating subparagraphs (B) 

through (D) as subparagraphs (A) through (C), 
respectively; 

(3) by amending subparagraph (A) (as redesig
nated) to read as fallows: 

"(A) The identity of the source, a brief de
scription, and the value of all gifts aggregating 
more than the minimal value as established by 
section 7342(a)(5) of title 5, United States Code, 
or $250, whichever is greater, received from any 
source other than a relative of the reporting in
dividual during the preceding calendar year, ex
cept that any food, lodging, or entertainment re
ceived as personal hospitality of an individual 
need not be reported, and any gift with a fair 
market value of $100 or less, as adjusted at the 
same time and by the same percentage as the 
minimal value is adjusted, need not be aggre
gated for purposes of this subparagraph."; 

(4) by striking "$25 or more in value" in sub
paragraph (B) (as redesignated) and inserting 

"more than the minimal value as established by 
section 7342(a)(5) of title 5, United States Code, 
or $250, whichever is greater"; and 

(5) by striking "or (B)" in subparagraph (C) 
(as redesignated). 

(b) Section 505(3) of the Ethics in Government 
Act of 1978 is amended by inserting "(including 
a series of appearances, speeches, or articles if 
the subject matter is directly related to the indi
vidual's official duties or the payment is made 
because of the individual 's status with the Gov
ernment)" before "by a Member". 

(c) Section 901(a) of the Ethics Reform Act of 
1989 is amended-

(1) by repealing paragraphs (1), (3), and (4); 
(2) by redesignating paragraphs (2), (5), (6), 

(7), and (8) as paragraphs (1) through (5) , re
spectively; 

(3) in paragraph (1) (as redesignated), by 
striking " having an aggregate value exceeding 
$300 during a calendar year" and inserting "in 
any calendar year aggregating more than the 
minimal value as established by section 
7342(a)(5) of title 5, United States Code, or $250, 
whichever is greater"; 

(4) in paragraph (2) (as redesignated) by strik
ing "less than $75" and inserting "$100 or less, 
as adjusted under section 102(a)(2)(A) of the 
Ethics in Government Act of 1978"; and 

(5) in paragraph (3) (as redesignated), by 
striking subparagraph (A) and redesignating 
subparagraphs (B) and (C) as subparagraphs 
(A) and (B), respectively. 

(d) Clause 4 of rule XLIII of the Rules of the 
House of Representatives is amended-

(1) by striking "$75 or less" and inserting 
"$100 or less, as adjusted under section 
102(a)(2)(A) of the Ethics in Government Act of 
1978"; 

(2) by striking "paragraph (5) of section 7342" 
and inserting "section 7342(a)(5)"; and 

(3) by inserting "or $250, whichever is great
er" after "United States Code,". 

(e) The last sentence of section 770(k) of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended to 
read as follows: "For purposes of this sub
section, a Senator, a Representative in, or a 
Delegate or Resident Commissioner to, the Con
gress shall be treated as an officer or employee 
of the Federal Government.". 

(f) The provisions of this section that are ap
plicable to Members, officers, or employees of 
the legislative branch are enacted by the Con
gress-

(1) as an exercise of the rulemaking power of 
the House of Representatives and the Senate, re
spectively, and as such they shall be considered 
as part of the rules of each House, respectively, 
or of that House to which they specifically 
apply, and such rules shall supersede other 
rules only to the extent that they are inconsist
ent therewith; and 

(2) with full recognition of the constitutional 
right of either House to change such rules (so 
far as relating to such House) at any time, in 
the same manner, and to the same extent as in 
the case of any other rule of such House. 

(g) The amendments made by this section 
shall take effect on January 1, 1992. 

And the Senate agree to the same. 
Amendment numbered 24: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 24, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of section "314" named in said 
amendment insert: 315; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

VIC FAZIO, 
LAWRENCE SMITH, 
BILL ALEXANDER, 
JOHN P. MURTHA, 
BOB TRAXLER, 
JAMIE L. WHITTEN, 

JERRY LEWIS, 
JOHN EDWARD PORTER, 
BARBARA F. VUCANOVICH, 
JOSEPH M. MCDADE, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 

HARRY REID, 
BARBARA A. MIKULSKI 

(except for amend
ment No. 1), 

BROCK ADAMS 
(except for amend-

ment No. 1), 
DANIEL K. INOUYE, 
SLADE GoRTON, 
MARK 0. HATFIELD, 
TED STEVENS, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 

JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF 
THE COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE 

The managers on the part of the House and 
the Senate at the conference on the disagree
ing votes of the two Houses on the amend
ments of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 2506) 
making appropriations for the Legislative 
Branch for the fiscal year ending September 
30, 1992, and for other purposes, submit the 
following joint statement to the House a.nd 
Senate in explanation recommended in the 
accompanying conference report. 
TITLE I-CONGRESSIONAL OPERATIONS 

SENATE 

Amendment No. 1: Appropriates 
$466,248,600, after deducting $3,190,000 in FY 
1992 rescissions, for the operations of the 
Senate, and contains several administrative 
provisions, as proposed by the Senate. Inas
much as the amendment relates solely to the 
Senate and in accord with long practice, 
under which each body concurs without 
intervention, the managers on the pa.rt of 
the House, at the request of the managers on 
the part of the Senate, have agreed to delete 
Sec. 1 relating to Senate staff salaries and to 
substitute a new Sec. 1 regarding certain 
transfer authority. The conferees emphasize 
that the provisions prohibiting honoraria in 
this amendment will take effect upon enact
ment and will not be applied retroactively. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

SALARIES AND ExPENSES 

SALARIES, OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES 

Funds for a position described as a "Coun
sel to the Sergeant at Arms of the House of 
Represenatives" are included in this Act. It 
is a general understanding, however, that all 
legal work performed for the Officers of the 
House, including the Sergeant at Arms, is 
performed by the Office of General Counsel 
to the Clerk. That office functions under the 
direction and supervision of the Speaker and 
Bipartisan Leadership Legal Advisory Group. 
In order to avoid a proliferation of legal staff 
to House Officers, the funds appropriated 
herein are to be expended consistent with 
this understanding and the position in the 
Office of the Sergeant at Arms should be en
titled a special assistant to the Sergeant at 
Arms, or similar designation. The individual 
employed in that position should be assigned 
such duties, other than the rendering of legal 
services, as are necessary to provide for the 
proper functioning of the Office of the Ser
geant at Arms. 

JOINT ITEMS 

CAPITOL POLICE BOARD 

CAPITOL POLICE 

SALARIES 

Amendment No. 2: Provides $64,093,000 for 
the salaries and related personnel expenses 
of the Capitol Police instead of $63,343,000 as 
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proposed by the House and $64,843,000 as pro
posed by the Senate. Of this amount, no 
more than $1. 7 million may be expended for 
pay compression, subject to authorizing leg
islation, without reprogramming approval 
from the Committees on Appropriations. 

The Capitol Police Board is directed to re
view the practice of accumulating compen
satory time in the event senior police offi
cers and officials exceed their "normal" 
eight hour workday. Senior officials and offi
cers are expected to work additional hours 
when necessary to fulfill their duties and to 
exercise the responsibilities attendant to 
their rank or job title. The conferees will 
leave the level at which this policy should be 
applied (e.g. captains, or lieutenants and 
above) to the discretion of the Capitol Police 
Board. It is clearly not appropriate, however, 
for the chief, deputy chief, assistant chiefs, 
and inspectors to be claiming compensatory 
time in the hundreds of hours for perform
ance of duty. To what extent the Board be
lieves that policy should apply to Captains 
and Lieutenants should be ascertained by 
the Board. 

Amendment No. 3: A-ppropriates $31,741,500 
to the Sergeant at Arms of the House, to be 
disbursed by the Clerk of the House, for the 
salaries and related personnel expenses of 
the Capitol Police assigned to the House 
rolls instead of $31,389,000 as proposed by the 
House and $32,094,000 as proposed by the Sen
ate. 

Amendment No. 4: Appropriates $32,351,500 
to the Sergeant at Arms and Doorkeeper of 
the Seante, to be disbursed by the Secretary 
of the Senate, instead of $31,954,000 as pro
posed by the House and $32,749,000 as pro
posed by the Senate. 

OFFICE OF TECHNOLOGY ASSESSMENT 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

Amendment No. 5: Deletes language in the 
House bill regarding a reimbursement to the 
Office of Technology Assessment. 

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE 
SALARIES AND ExPENSES 

Amendment No. 6: Appropriates $22,542,000 
instead of $22,372,000 as proposed by the 
House and $22, 789,000 as proposed by the Sen
ate for the salaries and expenses of the Con
gressional Budget Office. The conferees have 
agreed to provide $170,000 for a deputy direc
tor and an administrative assistant. 

ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL 
CAPITOL BUILDINGS AND GROUNDS 

CAPITOL BUILDINGS 

Amendment No. 7: Appropriates $23,021,000 
for "Capitol buildings," "Capitol buildings 
and grounds" instead of $21,990,000 as pro
posed by the House and $23,427 ,000 as pro
posed by the Senate. The $406,000 reduction 
under the Senate bill reflects the transfer of 
salaries of elevator operators to the Senate 
payroll. 

Amendment No. 8: Provides that $4,905,000 
for "Capitol buildings," "Capitol buildings 
and grounds" shall remain available until 
expended as proposed by the Senate instead 
of $3,405,000 as proposed by the House. 

CAPITOL GROUNDS 

Amendment No. 9: Appropriates $4,425,000 
for "Capitol grounds" instead of $4,150,000 as 
proposed by the House and $5,029,000 as pro
posed by the Senate. The areas surrounding 
the Capitol, the Senate and House office 
buildings, and the Capitol Power Plant, are 
among the best maintained grounds in the 
Nation's Capital. The Architect of the Cap
itol and his staff are commended for the 
manner in which the grounds are main-

tained. This does not mean that improve
ment is not possible. The Architect of the 
Capitol should develop a program that iden
tifies areas in which improvements may be 
made. The conferees have provided an addi
tional $275,000 above the House bill to im
prove maintenance and care of Capitol 
lawns, to complete the program for replace
ment of trash receptacles, and to provide 
benches at various locations throughout the 
250 acres of Capitol Grounds. 

SENATE OFFICE BUILDINGS 

Amendment No. 10: Appropriates $40,406,000 
for "Senate office buildings", of which 
$10,149,000 shall remain available until ex
pended, instead of $40,000,000, of which 
$10,149,000 shall remain available until ex
pended, as proposed by the Senate. 

LIBRARY OF CONGRESS 
CONGRESSIONAL RESEARCH SERVICE 

SALARIES AND ExPENSES 

Amendment No. 11: Appropriates $55,725,000 
for salaries and expenses of the Congres
sional Research Service as proposed by the 
House instead of $56,000,000 as proposed by 
the Senate. The CRS should reallocate re
sources to add senior level science and tech
nology capability. The conferees encourage 
the Congressional Research Service to pro
vide technical and other research assistance 
to the United States Alternative Fuels Coun
cil, supported by a reimbursement of funds 
from the Department of Energy. The CRS 
should use these funds to procure technical 
reports and other research assistance from 
qualified sources through existing contract
ing authority (2 U.S.C. 166(h)), an inter
agency transfer of funds, or other appro
priate means. 

GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE 
CONGRESSIONAL PRINTING AND BINDING 

Amendment No. 12: Appropriates $89,341,000 
for "Congressional printing and binding," 
"Government Printing Office" as proposed 
by the Senate instead of $89,941,000 as pro
posed by the House. 

TITLE II 
LIBRARY OF CONGRESS 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

Amendment No. 13: Provides $196,266,000 for 
"Salaries and expenses," "Library of Con
gress" instead of $201,494,000 as proposed by 
the House and $197 ,582,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. Additional funds for the deacidifica
tion project are not allowed due to the tim
ing of the need for these funds and because 
the conferees believe there are continuing 
questions of the technologies and their treat
ment effects on books and other materials. 
The conferees have agreed to delete $222,000 
provided in the House bill for certain im
provements at the 6th and East Capitol St. 
building; the $1,000,000 in the Senate bill for 
automation; and the $180,000 for financial 
services positions. In addition, $279,393 for 10 
deacidification positions is deleted; however, 
$142,761 may be used for 3 unfinanced, but 
currently authorized operating accountants. 

The conferees direct that the unobligated 
$5,400,000 still available in the deacidifica
tion account not be obligated without the 
prior approval of the House and Senate Ap
propriations Committees. The conferees en
courage the Library to continue its efforts to 
identify appropriate, technically acceptable 
deacidification technologies for preserving 
the Library's paper-based materials. 

The conferees believe that a more clearly 
defined, selective acquisitions policy for spe
cial collections in the Library of Congress to 
limit acquisitions to those that are of ut-

most importance to the American record and 
world culture will help stem unnecessary 
growth in the Library's collections. The Li
brary should explore the feasibility of locat
ing in other depositories special collections 
of a more regional and local nature. Further, 
the Library is directed to establish criteria 
for accepting or rejecting prospective special 
collections that might be housed at deposi
tories already renowned for excelling in col
lections of a similar nature. 

Amendment No. 14: Deletes provision in 
House bill authorizing funds to remain avail
able until expended for the deacidification 
program. 

Amendment No. 15: Provides that $622,000 
is available to support the catalog cards 
service as proposed by the Senate. Current 
law requires the Library of Congress to re
cover the cost of this program through 
charges to purchasers of the services pro
vided, and the conferees view this subsidy to 
be temporary in nature. The Library of Con
gress should encourage libraries that con
tinue to use catalog cards to find alternative 
means, including CD-Rom, microfiche or 
other methods. Many State libraries are able 
to collaborate with smaller community li
braries in this regard and the Library of Con
gress may be able to support those efforts. 

GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE 
OFFICE OF SUPERINTENDENT OF DOCUMENTS 

SALARIES AND ExPENSES 

The conferees direct that the Government 
Printing Office, acting as contracting officer 
for the Defense Logistics Agency under a del
egation of procurement authority from the 
General Services Administration, should 
withhold a contract award for the FEDLOG 
procurement until current inquiries being 
made by the General Accounting Office are 
completed. 

GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE 
SALARIES AND ExPENSES 

Amendment No. 16: Appropriates 
$438,679,000 for the General Accounting Office 
instead of $440,879,000 as proposed by the 
House and $434,379,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. The reduction under the House bill 
should not be applied to the asbestos re
moval project. Beginning in October 1991, the 
GAO is directed to provide a monthly report 
listing all investigations and audit and eval
uation projects undertaken during that pe
riod to the Speaker of the House, President 
pro tempore of the Senate, the Majority 
Leader of the House, the Minority Leader of 
the House, the Majority Leader of the Senate 
and the Minority Leader of the Senate. 

TITLE ill-GENERAL PROVISIONS 
Amendment No. 17: Amends a section num

ber in previously enacted legislation as pro
posed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 18: Deletes a limitation in 
the House bill regarding P.L. 101-576. 

Amendment No. 19: Requires that cost of 
living adjustments be absorbed within the 
funds provided in this Act as proposed by the 
Senate. 

Amendment No. 20: Amends P.L. 101-302 re
garding the Senate art collection as proposed 
by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 21: Deletes subsection (g) 
of Sec. 311 of the Senate bill regarding the 
House day care center, and adds a new sec
tion 312 which authorizes the Clerk of the 
House to operate a self-sustaining child care 
center, and creates an account within the 
contingent fund of the House which shall be 
operated much as a revolving fund into 
which all tuition and other center-generated 
income will be deposited. This account, ex-
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cept for a one time supplement described 
below, shall be the source of the funds re
quired for all salaries and expenses of the 
day care center, including employer's share 
of benefit programs. To make up any defi
ciency during the first year of operation, not 
to exceed $45,000 may be reprogrammed from 
savings in funds appropriated to the House. 
However, the House conferees do not intend 
any further infusion of appropriated funds. 
The House conferees intend that the fiscal 
year 1992 budget program for this activity 
shall be subject to review by the appropriate 
authority. A 15 member advisory board will 
be appointed by the Speaker of the House 
(with seven members recommended by the 
Minority Leader) to advise the Clerk on pol
icy matters. 

Amendment No. 22: Changes a section 
number and adds Sec. 314 which amends the 
Ethics in Government Act of 1978, the Ethics 
Reform Act of 1989, rule 43 of the House of 
Representatives, and section 7701(k) of the 
Internal Revenue Code. Sec. 314 (a) amends 
the financial disclosure law in three re
spects: (1) it combines the reporting of tan
gible gifts and gifts of food, lodging, trans
portation and entertainment into one cat
egory, and replaces the $100 and $250 disclo
sure thresholds, respectively, with "minimal 
value" as established under the Foreign 
Gifts and Decorations Act, or $250, whichever 
is greater; (2) it replaces the $250 disclosure 
threshold for travel reimbursements with 
the greater of $250, or "minimal value" 
under the Foreign Gifts Act; (3) it sets the 
minimum exemption for disclosing gifts at 
$100, adjusted periodically in the same man
ner as in the Foreign Gifts Act. Subsection 
(b) amends the definition of "honorarium" to 
include payment for a "series of appear
ances, speeches, or articles," if the subject 
matter is related to the individual's official 
duties or payment is made because of the in
dividual's status with the Government, rath
er than only payment for a single event. 
Subsection (c) amends the Senate gifts rule, 
in title IX of the Ethics Reform Act, to con
form to the comparable House gifts rule. It 
repeals the separate $100 limit on gifts from 
persons with a direct interest in legislation, 
and replaces the $300 limit on other gifts 
with the "minimal value" limit under the 
Foreign Gifts Act, or $250, whichever is 
greater. The subsection also repeals the 
paragraph which allows an individual to de
duct the value of gifts given to the donor. 
Subsection (d) amends the Code of Official 
Conduct in rule 43 of the House by adjusting 
the gift exemption to $100, indexed as in the 
Foreign Gifts Act, and setting $250, or mini
mal value, as the limit on total gifts from an 
individual. Subsection (e) amends the tax 
code, as amended by the Ethics Reform Act, 
to include the Senate under the provision 
that no tax consequence or benefit to a Sen
ator or Senate employee may be derived 
from direct contributions of honoraria pay
ments to a charitable organization. 

The conferees have added language specify
ing that the provisions of Sec. 314 are en
acted as an exercise of the rulemaking power 
of the House and Senate. 

The conferees reaffirm their commitment 
to the longstanding principle of comity be
tween the Senate and House of Representa
tives, derived from the constitutional au
thority of "each House [to] determine the 
Rules of its Proceedings." Article I, sec. 5, cl. 
2. 

Accordingly, Senate and House conferees 
support the following principles as a basis 
for maintaining comity: 

1. The constitutional right of the Senate to 
govern matters falling within the Standing 

Rules of the Senate, and of the House of Rep
resentatives to govern matters falling within 
the Rules of the House of Representatives 
shall be respected by the other body. 

2. More specifically, regarding standards 
for ethical conduct, those matters which are 
currently governed by Senate and House of 
Representatives rules, respectively, shall re
main within the exclusive jurisdiction of 
each body to regulate. However, regarding 
government-wide statutory ethics rules, it is 
appropriate for the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives to cooperate in developing uni
form principles for the Legislative Branch. 

3. On matters involving the administration 
of the various offices and instrumentalities 
within the Senate and House of Representa
tives, respectively, the right of each body to 
establish its own rules, standards, and proce
dures shall be respected, recognizing, how
ever, that both bodies have an interest in the 
total amount of funds appropriated for the 
Legislative Branch. 

Amendment No. 23: Deletes the Senate pro
vision which appropriates $200,000 for the Na
tional Commission on Children. 

Amendment No. 24: Changes a section 
number. 

CONFERENCE TOTAL-WITH 
COMPARISONS 

The total new budget (obligational) au
thority for the fiscal year 1992 recommended 
by the Committee of Conference, with com
parisons to the fiscal year 1991 amount, the 
1992 budget estimates, and the House and 
Senate bills for 1992 follows: 

New budget (obligational) 
authority, fiscal year 
1991 ................ ... ............ . . $2,216,457,026 

Budget estimates of new 
(obligational) authority, 
fiscal year 1992 ............... . 

House bill, fiscal year 1992 . 
Senate bill, fiscal year 1992 
Conference agreement, fis-

2,638,535,500 
1,805,378,000 
2,305,322,600 

cal year 1992 ............ ....... . 2,306,230,600 
Conference agreement 

compared with: 
New budget 

(obligational) author-
ity, fiscal year 1991 ..... . +89, 773,574 

Budget estimates of new 
(obligational) author-
ity, fiscal year 1992 ..... . - 332,304,900 

House bill, fiscal year 
1992 ························ ······ +500,852,600 

Senate bill, fiscal year 
1992 ...... ...... ... .............. . 

VIC FAZIO, 
LAWRENCE SMITH, 
BILL ALEXANDER, 
JOHN P. MURTHA, 
BOB TRAXLER, 
JAMIE L. WIIlTTEN, 
JERRY LEWIS, 

+908,000 

JOHN EDWARD PORTER, 
BARBARA F. VUCANOVICH, 
JOSEPH M. MCDADE, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 

HARRY REID, 
BARBARA A. MIKULSKI 

(except for amend
ment No. l), 

BROCK ADAMS 
(except for amend-

ment No. 1), 
DANIEL K. INOUYE, 
SLADE GoRTON, 
MARK 0 . HATFIELD, 
TED STEVENS, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 2427 
Mr. BEVILL submitted the following 

conference report and statement on the 
bill (H.R. 2427) making appropriations 
for energy and water development for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1992, and for other purposes: 

CONFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. 102-177) 
The Cammi ttee of Conference on the dis

agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 
2427) "making appropriations for energy and 
water development for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1992, and for other purposes," 
having met, after full and free conference, 
have agreed to recommend and do rec
ommend to their respective Houses as fol
lows: 

That the Senate recede from its amend
ments numbered 3, 5, 6, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 29, 33, 
35, 37, 42, 51, and 52. 

That the House recede from its disagree
ment to the amendments of the Senate num
bered 27, 40, 41, 43, 46, 50, 54, and 55, and agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 1: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered l, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert $194,427,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 11: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 11, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

Delete the matter stricken by said amend
ment and delete the matter inserted by said 
amendment; and the Senate agree to the 
same. 

Amendment numbered 25: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 25, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert $13,554,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 26: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 26, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert $564,209,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 38: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 38, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted, 
insert the following: $1,472,489,000, to remain 
available until expended; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 44: 
That the House recede from its disagree

ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 44, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert $3,500,000; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

The committee of conference report in dis
agreement amendments numbered 2, 4, 7, 8, 9, 
10, 12, 13, 14, 15, 21 , 22, 23, 24, 28, 30, 31, 32, 34, 
36, 39, 45, 47, 48, 49, and 53. 

TOM BEVILL, 
VIC FAZIO, 
LINDSAY THOMAS, 



July 30, 1991 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 20399 
JIM CHAPMAN, 
DAVID E. SKAGGS, 
BERNARD J. DWYER, 
JAMIE L. WHITTEN, 
JOHN T. MYERS, 
CARL D. PURSELL, 
DEAN A. GALLO, 
JOSEPH M. MCDADE, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 

J. BENNE'IT JOHNSTON, 
ROBERT C. BYRD, 
ERNEST F. HOLLINGS, 
QUENTIN N. BURDICK, 
JIM SASSER, 
DENNIS DECONCINI, 
HARRY REID, 
MARK 0. HATFIELD, 
JAKE GARN, 
THAD COCHRAN, 
PETE V. DOMENIC!, 
ARLEN SPECTER, 
DON NICKLES, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 

JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF 
THE COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE 

The managers on the part of the House and 
the Senate at the conference on the disagree
ing votes of the two houses on the amend
ments of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 2427) 
making appropriations for energy and water 
development for the fiscal year ending Sep
tember 30, 1992, and for other purposes, sub
mit the following joint statement to the 
House and the Senate in explanation of the 
effects of the action agreed upon by the man
agers and recommended in the accompany
ing conference report. 

Report language included by the House 
which is not changed by the report of the 
Senate, and Senate report language which is 
not changed by the conference is approved by 
the committee of conference. The statement 
of the managers, while repeating some report 
language for emphasis, does not intend tone
gate the language referred to above unless 
expressly provided herein. 

TITLE I-DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
CIVIL 

The summary tables at the end of this title 
set forth the conference agreement with re
spect to the individual appropriations, pro
grams and activities of the Corps of Engi
neers. Additional items of conference agree
ment are discussed below. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
CORPS OF ENGINEERS-CIVIL 

GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 

Amendment No. 1: Appropriates $194,427,000 
for General Investigations instead of 
$200,566,000 as proposed by the House and 
$176,211,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

The conference agreement includes 
$2,000,000 for preconstruction engineering 
and design (PED) for the Los Angeles-Long 
Beach Harbors, California, project. If addi
tional funds are required in fiscal year 1992 
to complete the feasibility study for the 
project, the conferees agree that the Corps of 
Engineers may use the funds provided for 
PED for that purpose. 

The Riverside-Quindaro Bend Levee Dis
trict-Levee 385 in Missouri was originally 
authorized in 1944 and the Corps of Engineers 
has spent $2,500,000 on preliminary planning 
and design of the project. There is strong 
local sponsor support for construction of the 
project, which fulfills the requirement of 
Public Law 99--662. It is the intention of the 
conferees that the $750,000 provided in fiscal 
year 1992 be used to expedite completion of 
preconstruction engineering and design for 
Unit ~385 in accordance with the cost shar-

ing requirements of section 103(a) of Public 
Law 99--662. 

The Corps of Engineers is directed to use 
up to $250,000 from within available funds to 
make an assessment of the feasibility of the 
purchase, maintenance, and improvement of 
Makena Beach in Hawaii. 

Upon enactment, the Corps of Engineers is 
directed to immediately begin the study of 
the streamflow enhancement project at the 
Rouge River, Huron River and Belleville 
Lake as authorized by section 102(r) of the 
Water Resources Development Act of 1990. 

The conferees agree that there should be 
complete and thorough public comment on 
the Watertown and Vicinity, South Dakota, 
project before any funds are expended for 
preconstruction and construction activities. 
However, if, after the public comment pe
riod, it is determined that a given alter
native is justified, then fiscal year 1992 funds 
can be used for preconstruction activities. 

The fiscal year 1992 budget request for the 
Corps of Engineers included $21,700,000 for re
search and devleopment under the General 
Investigations appropriation, which is 
$5,500,000 less than the amount appropriated 
in fiscal year 1991. However, the total 
amount requested for research and develop
ment activities in all appropriation accounts 
in fiscal year 1992 was $61,250,000. That 
amount included over $22,000,000 in research 
and development work under the Operation 
and Maintenance appropriation. The con
ferees are concerned with this trend of 
spreading research related programs 
throughout several appropriation accounts 
and direct the Corps of Engineers to work 
with the House and Senate Committees to 
address this issue. 

Amendment No. 2: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate with 
an amendment as follows: 

In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted 
by said amendment, insert the following: : 
Provided, That with funds appropriated herein, 
the Secretary of the Army, acting through the 
Chief of Engineers, is directed to undertake the 
fallowing items under General Investigations in 
fiscal year 1992 in the amounts specified: 

Red River Waterway, Index, Arkansas, to 
Denison Dam, Texas, $500,000; 

Casino Beach, Illinois, $375,000; 
Chicago Shoreline, fllinois, $150,000; 
Illinois Waterway Navigation Study, fllinois, 

$2,185,000; 
McCook and Thornton Reservoirs, fllinois, 

$2,000,000; 
Miami River Sediments, Florida, $200,000; 
Lake George, Hobart, Indiana, $330,000; 
Little Calumet River Basin (Cady Marsh 

Ditch), Indiana, $170,000; 
St. Louis Harbor, Missouri and fllinois, 

$900,000; 
Fort Fisher and Vicinity, North Carolina, 

$250,000; 
Passaic River Mainstem, New Jersey, 

$7,150,000, of which $400,000 shall be used to ini
tiate the General Design Memorandum for the 
Streambank Restoration Project, West Bank of 
thie Passaic River, as authorized by section 
101(a)(18)(B) of Public Law 101~40; 

Buffalo Small Boat Harbor, New York, 
$70,000; 

Red River Waterway, Shreveport, Louisiana, 
to Daingerfield, Texas, $3,200,000; and 

La Conner, Washington, $60,000. 
Provided further, That using $425,000 of the 

funds appropriated herein, the Secretary of the 
Army, acting through the Chief of Engineers, is 
directed to complete a reconnaissance report 
and initiate a feasibility phase study of the 

bank stabilization problems at Norco Bluffs, 
California, as authorized by section 116(b) of the 
Water Resources Development Act of 1990: Pro
vided further, That the Secretary of the Army, 
acting through the Chief of Engineers, is di
rected to initiate and complete preconstruction 
engineering and design of the Miami River, 
Florida, sediments project, to include the full 
dredging of all polluted bottom sediments from 
the Seybold Canal and the Miami River between 
the mouth of the river and the salinity control 
structure at 36th Street, and the disposal of the 
polluted sediments in an environmentally sound 
manner, in compliance with Public Law 99-662, 
using funds appropriated for that purpose in 
this Act and the Energy and Water Development 
Appropriation Act, 1991, Public Law 101-514: 
Provided further, That using $200,000 of the 
funds appropriated herein, the Secretary of the 
Army, acting through the Chief of Engineers, is 
authorized and directed to undertake the devel
opment of a comprehensive waterfront plan for 
the White River in central Indianapolis, Indi
ana: Provided further, That with $425,000 of the 
funds appropriated herein, the Secretary of the 
Army, acting through the Chief of Engineers, is 
directed to complete preconstruction engineering 
and design for the Olcott Harbor, New York, 
project, including all activities necessary to 
ready the project of construction as authorized 
by Public Law 99-662: Provided further, That 
with $700,000 of the funds appropriated herein, 
the Secretary of the Army, acting through the 
Chief of Engineers, is directed to create, in co
operation with the National Park Service and 
other agencies as appropriate, a comprehensive 
river corridor green way plan for the Lacka
wanna River Basin, Pennsylvania: Provided 
further, That with $120,000 of the funds appro
priated herein, the Secretary of the Army, act
ing through the Chief of Engineers, is author
ized and directed to undertake a study, in co
operation with the Port of Walla Walla, Wash
ington, of the disposition of the current Walla 
Walla District headquarters: Provided further, 
That using $1,100,000 of the funds appropriated 
in the Energy and Water Development Appro
priations Act, 1991, Public Law 101-514, the Sec
retary of the Army, acting through the Chief of 
Engineers, is directed to complete the South At
lantic Cargo Traf fie study authorized by section 
116(a) of the Water Resources Development Act 
of 1990 at full Federal expense in accordance 
with existing law: Provided further, That the 
Secretary of the Army is authorized, in partner
ship with the Department of Transportation, 
and in coordination with other Federal agen
cies, including the Department of Energy, to 
conduct research and development associated 
with an advanced high speed magnetic levita
tion transportation system during fiscal year 
1992: Provided further, That with $300,000 of the 
funds appropriated herein, the Secretary of the 
Army, acting through the Chief of Engineers, is 
directed to complete a regional environmental 
reconnaissance study to identify and quantify 
point and nonpoint sources of pollution of Old 
Hickory, Percy Priest and Cheatham Lakes in 
Tennessee, and to complete a reconnaissance 
study of the nondam alternatives for the Mill 
Creek flood control project in Nashville, Ten
nessee. 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. 

The conferees have been advised that the 
Corps of Engineers is proceeding with the 
flood control study for Colleguas Creek, Cali
fornia, consistent with the direction pro
vided in the House-passed bill. Therefore, 
agreement deletes the House language as 
proposed by the Senate. 

For the Calleguas Creek project, the con
ferees have taken note of the desire of local 
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interests that the Corps of Engineers com
pute the benefits that would result from a 
change in cropping pattern to more capital 
intensive crops within the floodplain in a 
nontraditional manner. While the conferees 
believe that the Corps should continue its 
standard practice, the conferees desire to see 
the effect that the nontraditional approach 
would produce. Therefore, the conferees di
rect that the Corps compute and display the 
resulting benefits in accordance with its 
standard procedures and in this desire non
traditional manner. 

The conference agreement includes lan
guage proposed by the Senate authorizing 
the Secretary of the Army to conduct re
search and development associated with an 
advanced high speed magnetic levitation 
transportation system amended to clarify 
that the language only applies to fiscal year 
1992. The conferees have included the lan
guage so that the ongoing activities of the 
Corps of Engineers in this area will not be 
interrupted while the appropriate authoriz
ing committees of the House and Senate ad
dress this issue. 

The conference agreement also deletes lan
guage proposed by the Senate relating to the 
Montauk Point, New York, reconnaissance 
study. This language is not required since 
funding for this project has been included in 
the amount appropriated in Amendment 
No.1. 

Amendment No. 3: Deletes language pro
posed by the Senate providing $850,000 for the 
Wyoming Valley, Pennsylvania, levee raising 
project. This language is not required since 
funding for the project has been included in 
the amount appropriated in Amendment 
No.1. 

Amendment No. 4: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the Hosue will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate that 
provides $450,000 for the Corps of Engineers 
to intiate a reconnaissance study of proposed 
dams and related riverfront development 
along the North Canadian River in Okla
homa. 

Amendment No. 5: Deletes language pro
posed by the Senate providing $500,000 for the 
Corps of Engineers to initiate the Definite 
Project Report for the Cranston, Rhode Is
land, Wastewater Conveyance System as au
thorized by section 117 of Public Law 101-640. 
This language is not required by section 117 
of Public Law 101-640. This language is not 
required since funding for this project has 
been included in the amount appropriated in 
Amendment No. 1. 

Amendment No. 6: Deletes language pro
posed by the Senate providing $250,000 for the 
Corps of Engineers to undertake a reconnais
sance study to assess the water resource 
needs of the Muddy River in Massachusetts. 
This language is not required since funding 
for this study has not been included in the 
amount appropriated in Amendment No. 1. 

Amendment No. 7: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate with 
an amendment as follows: 

In lieu of the sum named in said amend
ment, insert: $500,000 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. 

The conference agreement includes $500,000 
to carry out the provisions of section 401 of 
Public Law 101-596 instead of $1,000,000 as 
proposed by the Senate. 

CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL 
Amendment No. 8: Reported in technical 

disagreement. The managers on the part of 

the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate with 
an amendment as follows: 

In lieu of the sum stricken and inserted by 
said amendment, insert the following: 
$1,160,461,000 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. 

The conference agreement appropriates 
$1,160,461,000 for Construction, General ex
cluding the Red River Waterway project in
stead of Sl,191,310,000 as proposed by the 
House and Sl,203,760,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. 

With the funds appropriated for the Phoe
nix, Arizona, and Vicinity (Stage 2) project, 
the Secretary of the Army is directed to ini
tiate construction to cover the Arizona 
Canal Diversion Channel for approximately 
150 linear feet east of Central Avenue in 
Phoenix; for l, 760 feet west from 32nd Street 
to the property line of the Arizona Biltmore 
in Phoenix; and from 1,250 feet east of 32nd 
Street to the Cudia City Wash Spillway in 
Paradise Valley. The Secretary is further di
rected to take all appropriate steps to expe
dite construction. Such work shall be carried 
out under the terms and conditions set forth 
in the agreement executed in accordance 
with section 221 of the Flood Control Act of 
1970 (Public Law 9H>ll) between the Mari
copa County Flood Control District and the 
Secretary of the Army, dated July 21, 1977. 

In order to advance an important dredge 
diposal option for the Oakland Harbor, Cali
fornia, deepening project, the conferees di
rect the Corps of Engineers, using $250,000 in 
available funds, to initiate the planning, en
gineering, design and environmental work 
necessary for the development of the 
Sonama Baylands Wetlands project. 

With respect to the $5,900,000 provided to 
continue construction on the Sacramento 
Deep Water Ship Channel in California, the 
conferees direct the Corps of Engineers to ex
peditiously complete Section 10 enforcement 
proceedings, and to direct the permittees to 
relocate all utility pipelines, cables and re
lated facilities as necessary to safely con
struct the project, or which are no longer in 
compliance with the permits. 

The conferees direct the Corps of Engineers 
to expend up to $2,000,000 from previously ap
propriated funds for the Souris River Flood 
Control Project, to include the Department 
of the Interior's share (50%), for the purpose 
of constructing the carp control barrier and 
related works at Dam 357 in the J. Clark 
Salyer National Wildlife Refuge. A 1989 
Memorandum of Understanding between the 
Corps and Fish and Wildlife Service called 
for a jointly financed project. Environmental 
conditions require that the project move for
ward immediately in order to protect the ref
uge. 

Amendment No. 9: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate with 
an amendment as follows: 

In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted 
by said amendment, insert the following: : 
Provided, That with funds appropriated herein, 
the Secretary of the Army, acting through the 
Chief of Engineers, is directed to undertake the 
following projects in fiscal year 1992 in the 
amount specified: 

Red River Emergency Bank Protection, Ar-
kansas and Louisiana, $7,300,000; 

O'Hare Reservoir, Illinois, $4,000,000; 
Kissimmee River, Florida, $5,000,000; 
Red River Below Denison Dam, Louisiana, 

Arkansas, and Texas, $2,300,000; 

New York Harbor Collection and Removal of 
Drift, New York and New Jersey, $2,500,000; and 

Red River Basin Chloride Control, Texas and 
Oklahoma, $3,000,()()(). 

Provided further, That with $20,500,000 of the 
funds appropriated herein to remain available 
until expended, the Secretary of the Army. act
ing through the Chief of Engineers, is directed 
to continue the work for the levees/flood walls 
and to undertake other structural and non
structural work associated with the 
Barbourville, Kentucky, element of the Levisa 
and Tug Forks of the Big Sandy River and 
Upper Cumberland River project authorized by 
section 202 of Public Law 96-367 and to continue 
the work for the river diversion tunnels and to 
undertake other structural and nonstructural 
work associated with the Harlan, Kentucky, ele
ment of the Levisa and Tug Forks of the . Big 
Sandy River and Upper Cumberland River 
project authorized by section 202 of Public Law 
96-367; Provided further, That with $9,000,000 of 
the funds appropriated herein to remain avail
able until expended, the Secretary of the Army, 
acting through the Chief of Engineers, is di
rected to continue fl,oodwall construction at the 
Matewan, West Virginia, element of the Levisa 
and Tug Forks of the Big Sandy River and 
Upper Cumberland River project authorized by 
section 202 of Public Law 96-367; Provided fur
ther, That with $17,000,000 of the funds appro
priated herein to remain available until ex
pended, the Secretary of the Army, acting 
through the Chief of Engineers, is directed to 
continue construction of the Lower Mingo 
County, West Virginia, element of the Levisa 
and Tug Forks of the Big Sandy River and 
Upper Cumberland River project authorized by 
section 202 of Public Law 96-367: Provided fur
ther, That with $2,437,000 of the funds appro
priated herein to remain available until ex
pended, the Secretary of the Army, acting 
through the Chief of Engineers, is directed to 
initiate and complete specific project reports for 
McDowell County, West Virginia, Hatfield Bot
tom, West Virginia, Upper Mingo County, West 
Virginia, Wayne County, West Virginia, Tug 
Fork Tributaries, West Virginia, Upper Tug 
Fork, West Virginia, Pike County, Kentucky, 
Middlesboro, Kentucky, Clover Fork, Kentucky, 
and Upper Cumberland River Basin, Kentucky: 
Provided further, That no fully allocated fund
ing policy shall apply to construction of the 
Matewan, West Virginia, Lower Mingo County, 
West Virginia; specific project reports for 
McDowell County, West Virginia, Upper Mingo 
County, West Virginia, Wayne County, West 
Virginia, Tug Fork Tributaries, West Virginia, 
Hatfield Bottom, West Virginia, Upper Tug 
Fork, West Virginia, Pike County, Kentucky, 
Middlesboro , Kentucky, Clover Fork, Kentucky, 
and Upper Cumberland River Basin, Kentucky; 
and construction of Barbourville, Kentucky, 
and Harlan, Kentucky, elements of the Levisa 
and Tug Forks of the Big Sandy River and 
Upper Cumberland River project: Provided fur
ther, That using $43,000,000 of the funds appro
priated herein, the Secretary of the Army, act
ing through the Chief of Engineers, is directed 
to continue to prosecute the planning, engineer
ing, design and construction of projects under 
the sections 14, 103, 107, 111, 205 and 208 Con
tinuing Authorities Programs: Provided further, 
That using $600,000 of the funds appropriated 
herein, the Secretary of the Army, acting 
through the Chief of Engineers, is directed to 
continue construction of the Salyersville cut
through as authorized by Public Law 99-662, 
section 401(e)(l), in accordance with the Special 
Project Report for Salyersville, Kentucky, con
curred in by the Ohio River Division Engineer 
on or about July 26, 1989: Provided further, 
That with $750,000 of the funds appropriated 
herein, or funds hereafter provided in subse-
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quent annual appropriations Acts, the Secretary 
of the Army, acting through the Chief of Engi
neers, is directed to award continuing contracts 
until construction is complete in accordance 
with the terms and conditions of Public Law 
100-202 for the Des Moines Recreational River 
and Greenbelt project in Iowa: Provided further, 
That the Secretary of the Army, acting through 
the Chief of Engineers, shall expend $300,000 of 
the funds appropriated herein in fiscal year 1992 
on plans and specifications, environmental doc
umentation and hydraulic modeling to advance 
to the maximum extent practicable the project to 
restore the riverbed gradient at Mile 206 of the 
Sacramento River in California: Provided fur
ther, That with funds appropriated herein, the 
Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief 
of Engineers, is directed to construct the project 
for shoreline protection at Emeryville Point 
Park Marina, California, under the authority of 
section 103 of the River and Harbor Act of 1962, 
as amended, at a total estimated first cost of 
$1,396,000 with an estimated first Federal cost of 
$907,000 and an estimated first non-Federal cost 
of $489,000, in accordance with the plan rec
ommended by the Division Commander in the re
port entitled Detailed Project Report, section 
103, Shoreline Protection Project, Emeryville 
Point Park Marina dated November 1988. The 
cost sharing for this project shall be in accord
ance with the provisions of title I, section 103, of 
Public Law 99-662 for hurricane and storm dam
age reduction: Provided further, That the Sec
retary of the Army, acting through the Chief of 
Engineers, is directed to construct the San 
Timoteo feature of the Santa Ana River 
Mainstem flood control project by scheduling 
design and construction. The Secretary is fur
ther directed to initiate and complete design and 
to fund and award all construction contracts 
necessary for completion of the San Timoteo f ea
ture. Furthermore, the Corps of Engineers is di
rected to use $2,000,000 of the funds appro
priated herein to initiate the design: Provided 
further, That using $1,252,000 previously appro
priated for the Hansen Dam, California, project, 
the Secretary of the Army, acting through the 
Chief of Engineers, is directed to plan, design 
and construct a swim lake and associated rec
reational facilities at Hansen Dam as described 
in the February 1991 Hansen Dam Master Plan 
prepared by the United States Army Corps of 
Engineers Los Angeles District: Provided fur
ther, That the Secretary of the Army, acting 
through the Chief of Engineers, is authorized 
and directed to pursue the acquisition of 
Molliey Farms for environmental restoration, 
flood control and navigation and the completion 
of the Ouachita-Black Rivers navigation project 
in Louisiana and Arkansas in accordance with 
law and the revised General Design Memoran
dum for the project, including required cutoffs 
and bendway widenings in Louisiana and Ar
kansas. The Federal Government is authorized 
to advance rights-of-way acquisition funds for 
the cutoffs and bendway widenings at Federal 
expense, and the States of Louisiana and Ar
kansas shall have 10 years after construction 
begins to repay its portion of the costs: Provided 
further, That the Secretary of the Army, acting 
through the Chief of Engineers, shall include as 
project costs in accordance with the Post Au
thorization Change Report, dated April 1989, as 
revised in January 1990, the costs for aesthetics 
for the Brush Creek, Kansas City, Missouri, 
project, which shall be shared with non-Federal 
interests under the provisions of section 103(a) 
of Public Law 99-662: Provided further, That 
with funds hereto[ ore, herein or hereafter ap
propriated, the Secretary of the Army, acting 
through the Chief of Engineers, is directed to 
award continuing contracts until construction is 
complete in accordance with the terms and con
ditions of Public Law 101-101 for the O'Hare 

Reservoir, Illinois, and Wallisville Lake, Texas, 
projects: Provided further, That with funds ap
propriated herein and hereafter for the Lake 
Pontchartrain and Vicinity, Louisiana Hurri
cane Protection project, the Secretary of the 
Army is authorized and directed to provide par
allel hurricane protection along the entire 
lengths of the Orleans Avenue and London Ave
nue Outfall Canals by raising levees and im
proving flood protection works along and par
allel to the entire lengths of the outfall canals 
and other pertinent work necessary to complete 
an entire parallel protection system, to be cost 
shared as an authorized project feature, the 
Federal cost participation in which shall be 70 
percent of the total cost of the entire parallel 
protection system, and the local cost participa
tion in which shall be 30 percent of the total 
cost of such entire parallel protection system: 
Provided further, That the Secretary of the 
Army, acting through the Chief of Engineers, is 
directed to construct project modifications for 
improvement of the environment, as part of the 
Anacostia River Flood Control and Navigation 
project, District of Columbia and Maryland, 
within Prince Georges County, Maryland, using 
$700,000 of the funds appropriated herein, under 
the authority of section 1135 of Public Law 99-
662, as amended: Provided further, That $100,000 
of the funds appropriated herein shall be made 
available to the Town of Krotz Springs, Louisi
ana, for restoration and improvement of Bayou 
Latanier: Provided further, That with $2,500,000 
appropriated herein, the Secretary of the Army, 
acting through the Chief of Engineers, is di
rected to proceed with construction of the Fort 
Yates Bridge, North Dakota and South Dakota, 
project using continuing construction contracts: 
Provided further, That using $600,000 of the 
funds appropriated herein, the Secretary of the 
Army, acting through the Chief of Engineers, is 
directed to use continuing contracts to construct 
hurricane and storm protection measures for 
Folly Beach, South Carolina, in accordance 
with the Charleston District Engineer's Post Au
thorization Change Report dated May 1991: Pro
vided further, That the Secretary of the Army is 
authorized and directed to provide $100,000 from 
funds herein appropriated to reimburse the 
Town of Grand Isle, Louisiana, for interim 
emergency measures constructed by the Town: 
Provided further, That within available funds, 
the Secretary of the Army, acting through the 
Chief of Engineers, is directed to study, design, 
and construct streambank protection measures 
along the bank of the Tennessee River adjacent 
to the Sequoyah Hills Park in the City of Knox
ville, Tennessee, under the authority of section 
14 of Public Law 79-526: Provided further, That 
the April 1977 contract for Recreational Devel
opment at Stonewall Jackson Lake, West Vir
ginia, is amended to include such elements as 
proposed by the State on March 28, 1990, except 
a golf course; and, in addition, $123,681,000, to 
remain available until expended, is hereby ap
propriated for construction of the Red River 
Waterway, Mississippi River to Shreveport, Lou
isiana, project, and the Secretary of the Army is 
directed to complete ,the actions necessary to 
award continuing contracts, which are not to be 
consisdered fully funded, and to award such 
contracts for the second phase construction for 
Locks and Dams 4 and 5 during the first quarter 
of fiscal year 1992; to continue construction of 
the McDade, Moss, Elm Grove, and Cecile Re
vetments in Pool 5 which were previously di
rected to be initiated in fiscal year 1991; to 
award continuing contracts in fiscal year 1992 
for construction of the following features of the 
Red River Waterway Pool 4 and 5 which are not 
to be considered fully funded: Caroll Capout, 
Cupples Capout, Sunny Point Revetment and 
Dikes, Curtis Revetment, and Eagle Bend Revet
ment; and to continue land acquisition in the vi-

cinity of Stumpy Lake/Swan Lake/Loggy Bayou 
Wildlife Management area to insure acquisition 
of manageable units and to develop such lands 
to maximize benefits for mitigation of fish and 
wildlife losses; and to initiate planning and ac
quisition of mitigation lands in the Bayou 
Bodcau area for the mitigation of fish and wild
life losses all as authorized by laws 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. 

The conference agreement includes 
$43,000,000 for the Corps of Engineers' Con
tinuing Authorities Programs instead of 
$44,000,000 as proposed by the House · and 
$40,500,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

The conference agreement includes funding 
for the projects in the Continuing Authori
ties Programs listed in the House and Senate 
reports. The conference agreement also in
cludes $50,000 for a section 205 flood control 
study at Slaughters, Kentucky. Within the 
amount provided for the section 205 flood 
control program, funds are included to initi
ate construction of the Estate Mon Bijou 
project in St. Croix, U.S. Virgin Islands. 

The conferees expect the U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers to use authority available to it 
to acquire all appropriate lands necessary for 
mitigation and flood control to carry out the 
Ouachita-Black Rivers navigation project in 
Louisiana and Arkansas. 

Amendment No. 10: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate that 
provides $5,000,000 for emergency construc
tion of aspects of the Bethel, Alaska, bank 
stabilization project. 

Amendment No. 11: Deletes language pro
posed by the House and language proposed by 
the Senate regarding the Red River Water
way, Mississippi River to Shreveport, Louisi
ana, project. Funding for the Red River Wa
terway project has been included under 
Amendment No. 9. 
FLOOD CONTROL, MISSISSIPPI RIVER AND TRIBU

TARIES, ARKANSAS, ILLINOIS, KENTUCKY, LOU
ISIANA, MISSISSIPPI, MISSOURI, AND TEN
NESSEE 

The conferees agree with the language con
tained in the House report regarding the 
Yazoo Basin, Mississppi, Demonstration Ero
sion Control program. 

Within available funds, the Corps of Engi
neers is directed to use $400,000 to continue 
work on the report of the infrastructure and 
port development needs at Newport, Mis
sissippi. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL 

Amendment No. 12: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate with 
an amendment as follows: 

In lieu of the sum stricken and inserted by 
said amendment, insert the following: 
$1,535,229,000 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. 

The conference agreement appropriates 
$1,535,229,000 for Operation and Maintenance, 
General instead of $1,547,855,000 as proposed 
by the House and $1,537,265,000 as proposed by 
the Senate. 

The conferees have been made a.ware of se
vere public access problems at Lee's Ford 
Marina at Wolf Creek Dam-Lake Cum
berland, Kentucky. Within available funds, 
the Corps of Engineers is directed to use 
$400,000 to initiate work to provide improved 
road access and additional car and trailer 
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parking at this site. The conferees expect the 
Corps to request adequate funding to com
plete this work in fiscal year 1993. 

In order to reduce the risk of Eastern 
Equine Encephalitis to human populations 
surrounding the Kerr Reservoir in Virginia 
and North Carolina, the conferees direct the 
Secretary of the Army, acting through the 
Wilmington District of the Corps of Engi
neers, to initiate a mosquito larviciding pro
gram for 1992 using the biological control Ba
cillus thuringiensis var. israelensis in areas of 
County Government reported Aedes Vexans 
mosquito infestation. 

Within the funds available for the Wet
lands Research Program, the conferees direct 
the Corps of Engineers to provide $1,000,000 
to continue research at the De Plaines River 
Wetlands Demonstration Project in Wads
worth, Illinois. 

The conference agreement includes $500,000 
for the Corps of Engineers to repair the foun
dation of the lighthouse located at the end of 
the West Breakwater at Lorain Harbor, Ohio. 

The conference agreement includes an ad
ditional $1,000,000 for the New York and New 
Jersey Channels project to continue the 
study of alternative dredged material dis
posal sites authorized by Section 412(c) of 
the Water Resources Development Act of 
1990. 

Amendment No. 13: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate with 
an amendment as follows: 

In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted 
by said amendment, insert the following: 
Provided, That not to exceed $8,000,000 shall be 
available for obligation for national emergency 
preparedness programs: Provided further, That 
$1,000,000 of the funds appropriated herein shall 
be used by the Secretary of the Army, acting 
through the Chief of Engineers, to continue the 
development of recreation facilities at Sepulveda 
Dam, California: Provided further, That using 
$400,000 of the funds appropriated herein, the 
Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief 
of Engineers, is directed to plan and design a 
fifteen-acre swim lake and related recreational 
facilities at Hansen Dam, California: Provided 
further, That using $1,000,000 of the funds ap
propriated herein, the Secretary of the Army, 
acting through the Chief of Engineers, is au
thorized and directed to undertake the one-time 
repair and rehabilitation of the Flint, Michigan, 
project in order to restore the project to original 
project dimensions: Provided further, That 
$40,000 of the funds appropriated herein shall be 
used by the Secretary of the Army, acting 
through the Chief of Engineers, to continue the 
project for removal of silt and aquatic growth at 
Sauk Lake, Minnesota: Provided further, That 
$150,000 of the funds appropriated herein shall 
be used by the Secretary of the Army, acting 
through the Chief of Engineers, for the develop
ment of Gateway Park at the Lower Granite 
Lock and Dam project: Provided further, That 
with $2,000,000 of the funds herein appropriated 
to remain available until expended, the Sec
retary of the Army, acting through the Chief of 
Engineers, is directed to use continuing con
tracts, which are not to be considered fully 
funded, for construction of the riverfront park 
at Charleston, West Virginia, in accordance 
with the cost sharing principles of Public Law 
99-662: Provided further, That with $8,000,000 of 
the funds appropriated herein, the Secretary of 
the Army, acting through the Chief of Engi
neers, is authorized and directed on a one-time 
basis, at full Federal expense, and without re
quirement of local sponsorship, to maintain 
navigation access to and berthing areas at all 
currently operating public and private commer-

cial dock facilities associated with the Federal 
navigation project on the Columbia and Snake 
Rivers, from Bonneville Dam to Lewiston, 
Idaho, at a depth commensurate with the Fed
eral navigation project, and the Federal Govern
ment is exempted from any liability due to dam
ages to public and private facilities including 
docks adjacent to the access channels and 
berthing areas resulting from this maintenance: 
Provided further, That the Secretary of the 
Army, acting through the Chief of Engineers, is 
authorized to provide water releases from Bro
ken Bow Lake for the Mountain Fork trout fish
ery under terms and conditions acceptable to 
the Secretary of the Army for a time period not 
to exceed two years from the date of enactment 
of this Act: Provided further, That with 
$4,825,000 of the funds appropriated herein, to 
remain available until expended, the Secretary 
of the Army, acting through the Chief of Engi
neers, is directed to modify the fish lift at the 
Cooper River, Charleston Harbor, South Caro
lina (Rediversion Project), authorized by the 
River and Harbor Act of 1968, Public Law 90-
483, and to monitor operation of the fish lift for 
two years following such modifications 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. 

Amendment No. 14: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate with 
an amendment as follows: 

In lieu of the matter inserted by said 
amendment, insert the following: : Provided 
further, That using $900,000 of the funds appro
priated herein, the Secretary of the Army, act
ing through the Chief of Engineers, is directed 
to rehabilitate recreation facilities at Wilson 
Lake, Kansas 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. 

The conference agreement includes lan
guage proposed by the Senate providing 
$900,000 for the rehabilitation of recreation 
facilities at the Corps of Engineers' Wilson 
Lake project amended to include the state 
where the project is located. 

REGULATORY PROGRAM 

Amendment No. 15: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate that 
prohibits the Corps of Engineers from using 
funds appropriated in the Act to delineate 
any land as a "water of the United States" 
using the Federal Manual for Identifying and 
Delineating Jurisdictional Wetlands issued 
in January 1989 or any subsequent manual 
not adopted in accordance with requirements 
of the Administrative Procedures Act; pro
vides a procedure for handling ongoing per
mit applications and enforcement actions 
that are based on the 1989 manual; and pro
vides that none of the funds appropriated in 
the Act may be used to implement proposed 
regulations to amend the fee structure for 
the Corps' regulatory program. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 

Amendment No. 16: Restores House lan
guage stricken by the Senate relating to 
payment of the non-Federal share of the 
costs of preconstruction engineering and de
sign of water resources projects. 

Amendment No. 17: Restores House lan
guage stricken by the Senate that will per
mit the Corps of Engineers to convey to the 
Port of Camas-Washougal property that has 
been reserved for the Port by Congress in 
Public Law 98-396. 

Amendment No. 18: Restores House lan
guage stricken by the Senate that modifies 

the authorization for the Guadalupe River, 
California, project. 

Amendment No. 19: Restores the section 
number proposed by the House. 

Amendment No. 20: Restores the section 
number proposed by the House. 

Amendment No. 21: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate with 
an amendment as follows: 

In lieu of the first section number named 
in said amendment, insert: 108 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. 

The conference agreement includes lan
guage proposed by the Senate that modifies 
the authorization for the Folly Beach, South 
Carolina, project. 

Amendment No. 22: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate with 
an amendment as follows: 

In lieu of the section number named in said 
amendment, insert: 109 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. 

The conference agreement includes lan
guage proposed by the Senate that requires 
the Secretary of the Army to continue, for 
one year, to operate and maintain the Fox 
River project in Wisconsin in a caretaker 
status and to concurrently continue to nego
tiate a fair, reasonable, and orderly transfer 
of responsibilities and ownership of the 
project to the State of Wisconsin and other 
non-Federal interests in the State. The 
Corps is directed to report to the House and 
Senate Committees on Appropriations on the 
results of the negotiations at the end of the 
year's extension. 

Amendment No. 23: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate with 
an amendment as follows: 

In lieu of the matter inserted by said 
amendment, insert the following: 

SEC. 110. None of the funds appropriated in 
this Act or any prior Act shall be used to close 
any Corps of Engineers Division or District 
headquarters office. 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. 

Amendment No. 24: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate with 
an amendment as follows: 

In lieu of the section number named in said 
amendment, insert: 111 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. 

The conference agreement includes lan
guage proposed by the Senate that provides 
that none of the funds appropriated in the 
Act are available to implement the final rule 
for the Corps of Engineers' shoreline man
agement regulation fee schedule. 

In addition, the conferees are aware of a 
controversy concerning a new, more restric
tive policy proposed by the Corps of Engi
neers' Little Rock District concerning vege
tation modification at water resources devel
opment projects in the District. In light of 
the controversy surrounding this new policy, 
the conferees direct that the Corps refrain 
from its implementation of these new re
strictions unless they are approved by the 
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Congress. In the interim, adjacent property within 200 feet of a habitable structure and maintain an 8-foot wide meandering path to 
owners will be allowed to mow all property the shoreline. 
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS - GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 

TYPE OF 
PROJECT 

PROJECT TITLE 

ALABAMA 

(N) CHICKASAW CREEK, AL. ....... . ......•.......... . ........ 
(FOP) CHOCTAWHATCHEE AND PEA RIVER BASINS, AL & FL ......... . 
(FOP) VALLEY CREEK, WARRIOR RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, AL ...... . 

(N) 
(FOP) 
(FOP) 

(FOP) 
(FOP) 
(FOP) 
(FOP) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FOP) 

(FOP) 
(FOP) 
(FOP) 
(FOP) 
(FOP) 
(N) 

(FC) 
(FOP) 
(FC) 
(SPE) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(N) 
(FC) 

(FC) 
(FOP) 

(N) 
(N) 
(FC) 

(FOP) 
(FOP) 
(FOP) 
(N) 
(FOP) 
(SPE) 

(SP) 
(N) 

(FOP) 
(FOP) 
(FOP) 
(FOP) 
(FOP) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(FOP) 
(N) 
(N) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(FOP) 
(FOP) 
(FOP) 

ALASKA 

COOK INLET .............. . ............................ . 
SEWARD, FOURTH OF JULY CREEK, AK ..................... . 
SEWARD, LOWELL CREEK, AK ............................. . 
SITKA HARBOR, AK ..................................... . 

ARIZONA 

CENTRAL MARICOPA COUNTY DRAINAGE AREA, AZ ••••••••••••• 
GILA RIVER & TRIBUTARIES, LOWER SANTA CRUZ RIVER, AZ •• 
GILA RIVER INDIAN COMMUNITY, AZ ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
HASSAYAMPA RIVER AT WICKENBURG, AZ •••••••••••••••••••• 
HOLBROOK, AZ •••••••••••••••••••••••••• • ••••••••••••••• 
LOWER SANTA CRUZ RIVER, AZ ••.••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
NOGALES WASH, AZ •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
RILLITO RIVER, AZ •••.••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
TUCSON DRAINAGE AREA, AZ •••••••••••••••••••••• • ••••••• 

ARKANSAS 

ARCHEYS FORK, AR ................•..................... 
ARKANSAS RIVER BASIN LEVEES, AR & OK .................• 
ARKANSAS RIVER WETLANDS AND FLOOD CONTROL, AR ........ . 
CENTRAL ARKANSAS STUDY, AR ........................... . 
LITTLE RIVER COUNTY, AR .............................. . 
OUACHITA RIVER BASIN, HOT SPRINGS, GARLAND COUNTY, AR. 
WHITE RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, AR & MO ................. . 

CALIFORNIA 

AMERICAN AND SACRAMENTO RIVERS, CA ...............•.... 
CALLEGUAS CREEK, CA .................................. . 
CARNE ROS CREEK, CA ...............................•.•.. 
COAST OF CA, STORM & TIDALWAVES, S. COAST REGION, CA .. 
COYOTE & BERRYESSA CREEKS, CA ....................•.... 
HUMBOLDT HARBOR AND BAY, CA ....... . .................. . 
LOS ANGELES - LONG BEACH HARBORS, CA ..............•... 
LOS ANGELES COUNTY DRAINAGE AREA, CA ................. . 
LOS ANGELES RIVER WATERCOURSE IMPROVEMENT, CA ........ . 
LOWER MISSION CREEK, CA .............................. . 
MARIN COUNTY SHORELINE, SAN CLEMENTE CREEK, CA ....... . 
MISSION BAY, SAN DIEGO COUNTY. SHORE PROTECTION, CA .. . 
MONTEREY HARBOR. CA ...... . ........................... . 
MORRO BAY HARBOR, CA .................... . ............ . 
NAPA RIVER, CA ....................................... . 
NEWPORT BAY HARBOR, CA ...........................•.... 
NORCO BLUFFS, SANTA ANA RIVER, CA ........•............ 
NORTHERN CALIFORNIA STREAMS, CACHE CREEK BASIN, CA .•.. 
NORTHERN CALIFORNIA STREAMS, YOLO BYPASS, CA ......... . 
NORTHERN CALIFORNIA STREAMS, YUBA RIVER BASIN, CA .... . 
NOVO RIVER & HARBOR, CA .............................. . 
RANCHO PALOS VERDES, CA ........•...................... 
SACRAMENTO-SAN JOAQUIN DELTA, CA ..................... . 
SAN DIEGO WATER SUPPLY, CA ........................... . 
SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY, OCEAN BEACH, CA ................ . 
SAN FRANCISCO HARBOR, CA ............................. . 
SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY WATER SUPPLY, · CA ................. . 
SAN JOAQUIN R. BASIN, CALIENTE CK STREAM GROUP, CA ... . 
SAN JOAQUIN RIVER BASIN, ARROYO PASAJERO & CANTUA CREE 
SAN JOAQUIN RIVER BASIN, KAWEAH RIVER, CA .•.......•... 
SAN JOAQUIN RIVER BASIN, MOKELUMNE RIVER & TRIBS, CA .• 
SAN JOAQUIN RIVER BASIN, SAN JOAQUIN R MAIN STEM & TRI 
SAN LORENZO RIVER, CA ............••................•.. 
SAN RAFAEL CANAL, CA .....•...•........................ 
SANTA ANA RIVER & ORANGE CO, CA •.•....•............... 
SANTA BARBARA HARBOR, CA ............................. , 
SANTA CRUZ HARBOR SHOALING, CA ........•..•............ 
SANTA MONICA BREAKWATER, CA .....•........•.......•..... 
TULE RIVER, CA ...•..........••...........•......•••••• 
UPPER GUADALUPE RIVER, CA ••. , ....••...••........•..... 
WALNUT CREEK BASIN, CA ....••..•••.•...•............•.. 
WHITEWATER RIVER BASIN, CA •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

COLORADO 

( FC) ALAMOSA, CO •••.•••••.•.....•••.•••......•.....••••.... 
(FOP) BOXELOER, SPRING, & DRY CREEKS, FT. COLLINS, CO ••.•... 
(FOP) GOOSE CREEK, BOULDER, CO •.........•....•.•..•...•..... 
(FOP) RALSTON~ LEYDEN CREEKS, CO •....•....•...••..•..•... 

DELAWARE 

(N) C&D CANAL-BALTIMORE HBR CONNECTING CHLS (DEEPENIG), DE 
(SP) DELAWARE BAY COASTLINE, DE & NJ •..•..••..•.••••.•.•..• 
(SP) DELAWARE COAST FROM' CAPE HENLOPEN TO FENWICK ISL.ANO, D 

BUDGET ESTIMATES CONFERENCE ALLOWANCE 
INVESTIGATIONS PLANNING INVESTIGATIONS PLANNING 

150,000 
475,000 
169,000 

51,000 
306,000 

320,000 
83,000 

125,000 
74,000 

125,000 

300,000 
200,000 
150,000 
608,000 
200,000 

220,000 

460,000 

315,000 

327,000 

132,000 

200,000 
150,000 
325,000 

200,000 
350,000 

160,000 
324,000 

212,000 
700,000 
48,000 

300,000 
612,000 

126,000 

310,000 
150,000 

430,000 
200,000 
170,000 

140,000 
100,000 
165,000 

800,000 
160,000 
600,000 

140,000 
300,000 

1,075,000 

5,000,000 

600,000 

625,000 

2,000,000 
3,000,000 

900,000 

300,000 
1,550,000 

400,000 

100,000 
1,600,000 

326,000 

200,000 

260,000 

160,000 
475,000 
169,000 

496,000 
61,000 

306,000 
60,000 

320,000 
83,000 

126,000 
74,000 

126,000 

300,000 

300,000 
200,000 
160,000 
608,000 
200,000 

220,000 

460,000 

315,000 

1,000,000 

327,000 
350,000 
132,000 

400,000 
426,000 
200,000 
160,000 
325,000 

200,000 
360,000 
400,000 
160,000 
324,000 
400,000 
212,000 
700,000 
48,000 

300,000 
612,000 

126,000 

310,000 
160,000 

430,000 
200,000 
110.000 

140,000 
100.000 
166,000 

800,000 
160.000 
600,000 

140,000 
300,000 
330,000 

1,076.000 

200,000 

5,000,000 

600,000 

1,000,000 

2.000.000 
3,000,000 

900,000 

300,000 
1,550,000 

400,000 

200,000 
1,600,000 

325,000 

200.000 

250,000 
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS - GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 

TYPE OF 
PROJECT 

(SP) 
(N) 
(FOP) 
(FOP) 
(FOP) 
(BE) 

(BE) 
(N) 
(BE) 
(N) 
(FOP) 

(FOP) 
(N) 

PROJECT TITLE 

FLORIDA 

BREVARD COUNTY, FL ...........•.........•.............• 
CANAVERAL HARBOR, FL ................................•. 
COAST OF FLORIDA EROSION AND STORM EFFECTS STUDY, FL .. 
FROG PONO, FL ....................................•.... 
HILLSBORO CANAL, FL ........................ . ......... . 
MARTIN COUNTY, FL.• .................................. . 
MIAMI RIVER SEDIMENTS, FL. ........................... . 
NASSAU COUNTY, FL ...................... . ............. . 
PALM VALLEY BRIDGE, FL. .............................. . 
PANAMA CITY BEACHES, FL .............................. . 
PANAMA CITY HARBOR, FL ............................... . 
PERO I DO KEY BEACHES, FL. ............... .. ............ . 
PONCE DE LEON INLET, FL ............................. . . 
TAMPA BAY, FL (COASTAL AREAS) ........................ . 
TAMPA HARBOR, ALAFIA RIVER AND BIG BEND, FL .......... . 

GEORGIA 

(N) BRUNSWICK HARBOR, GA ................................. . 
(SP) GLYNN COUNTY BEACHES, GA .......•...................... 
(N) LOWER SAVANNAH RIVER BASIN, GA & SC .................. . 
(MP) RICHARD B. RUSSELL DAM & LAKE, WILDLIFE MITIGATION, GA 
(N) SAVANNAH HARBOR COMPREHENSIVE, GA .................... . 
(FOP) SAVANNAH RIVER BASIN, GA, SC & NC •• ; ••••••• ••• •••••••• 

HAWAII 

(FOP) URBAN FLOOD CONTROL - HONOLULU, HI .............•...... 

CFC) 

(FOP) 
(FOP) 

(FOP) 

(FOP) 

(RCP) 

(FC) 

(FOP) 

(FOP) 

IDAHO 

~ITTLE WOOD RIVER, VICINITY OF OOOOING AND SHOSHONE, I 

ILLINOIS 

ALEXANDER AND PULASKI COUNTIES, IL ................... . 
APPLE CREEK, IL ..........•..............•.....•.•..... 
CHICAGO RIVER, NORTH BRANCH, IL ......................• 
CASINO BEACH, IL •..••.....••.......................•.• 
CHICAGO SHORELINE, IL .....•........................... 
DES PL.AINES Rl~R. IL ...............•....•••.........• 
ILLINOIS WATERWAY NAVIGATION STUDY, IL ...•............ 
KASKASKIA RIVER BASIN, IL. ...•........•..............• 
MCCOOK ANO THORNTON RESERVOIRS (CUP), IL ......•....... 
UPPER MISSISSIPPI RIVER NAVIGATION STUDY, IL, IA, MN,. 

INDIANA 

FALLS OF THE OHIO WILDLIFE CONSERVATION AREA, IN & KY. 
FORT WAYNE METROPOLITAN AREA, IN .•............•.•..•.. 
INDIANAPOLIS, IN •....•...............•......•.....•... 
INDIANAPOLIS, WHITE RIVER BASIN, IN •.................. 
LAKE GEORGE, HOBART, IN •...•......•.......•........... 
LITTLE CALUMET RIVER BASIN (CADY MARSH DITCH), IN ..•.. 
WABASH RIVER BASIN COMP. STUDY, IN & IL (MID REACHES). 
WHITE RIVER, INDIANAPOLIS CENTRAL WATERFRONT, IN ..... . 

IOWA 

(FOP) BL.ACK HAWK COUNTY, IA •.....••........•.........•..•... 
(FC) PERRY CREEK, IA ••....•..••.....•.•................•... 
(FOP) THURMAN TO HAMBURG, IA - PUMPING FACILITIES .......... . 

WEST DES MOINES - DES MOINES, IA ..................... . 

KANSAS 

(FC) BIG BLUE RIVER, MARYSVILLE, KS ....................... . 
(FC) ARKANSAS CITY, KS ...•.......•..•.....•...•....•.....•. 
(RCP) SOLDIER CREEK DIVERSION UNIT, TOPEKA, KS ...•.....•.... 
(FOP) TURKEY CREEK BASIN, KS & MO .••.•........•...•......... 
(FC) UPPER LITTLE ARKANSAS RIVER WATERSHED. KS ............ . 
(FC) WINFIELD, KS ...•.........•.•......•.................. · 

(FC) 
(N) 
(FOP) 

(FC) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(FOP) 
(N) 
(FOP) 

(N) 
(FOP) 

KENTUCKY 

HICKMAN BLUFF, KY ..•..•..•.•.•.......••............... 
BEAVER CREEK BASIN, KY •••.••....•••..•.............•.. 
CUMBERLAND-TENNESSEE RIVERS, KY, GA, AL, MS, NC, TN &. 
EAGLE CREEK, KENTUCKY RIVER, KY ..••..••••............. 
EASTERN KENTUCKY COMPREHENSIVE, KY •..••.........••.... 
FRANKFORT (SOUTH FRANKFORT), KY •.••...•...•......•••.. 
GREEN ANO BARREN RIVERS, KY ....•.••.••...•..••.....•.. 
HAZARD, KY •.•..•.•.•••..••.••....•....•.......•••.••.. 
JACKSON, KY •...•...•.....•••........•••....•.•..••..•. 
MCALPINE LOCKS ANO DAM, IN & KY .......•........•.••... 
METROPOLITAN LOUISVILLE. KY ......•.•.••..••...•..•.... 
METROPOLITAN LOUISVILLE, BEARGRASS CREEK, KY ..•..•...• 
UNIONTOWN LOCKS AND DAM, KY .........••.•..•..•...•.... 
WEST LIBERTY, KY ......................••..........•.• • 
SAILING LINE, LOUISVILLE, KY ...................•.•.... 
SALT RIVER BASIN, KY .................••.........•..•.. 

BUDGET ESTIMATES CONFERENCE ALLOWANCE 
INVESTIGATIONS PLANNING INVESTIGATIONS PL.ANNING 

110,000 
399,000 

75,000 
150,000 
150,000 

350,000 

350,000 
360,000 

850,000 
400,000 

277 ,000 

150,000 
50,000 

350,000 
341,000 
160,000 

300,000 
260,000 

100,000 

219,000 

174,000 

310,000 
229,000 

224,000 

250,000 

1,200,000 

525,000 

462,000 

100,000 

90,000 
36,000 

107,000 

411,000 
160,000 
126,000 

463,000 
350,000 

60,000 
601,000 
200,000 

478,000 
226,000 

300,000 
160,000 

1, 700,000 
366,000 

860,000 
226,000 

110,000 

400,000 
150,000 
150,000 

360,000 

277,000 
150,000 
150.000 
60,000 

341,000 
160,000 

100,000 

219,000 

310,000 
229,000 
100,000 

224,000 
2, 185,000 

260,000 

1,200,000 

60,000 
462,000 

300,000 
200,000 

90,000 

107,000 

200,000 

160,000 
126,000 

200,000 

200,000 
200,000 

960,000 

160,000 

366,000 
76,000 

860,000 
225,000 
50,000 

350,000 

399,000 

350,000 
200,000 
350,000 

850,000 
400,000 

350,000 

300,000 
800,000 

174,000 

376,000 
150,000 

2,000,000 

250,000 
625,000 

330,000 
170,000 

160,000 

360,000 

411,000 

463,000 
350,000 

160,000 
1,000,000 

478,000 

300,000 

1, 700,000 
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS - GENERAL .INVESTIGATIONS 

TYPE OF 
PROJECT 

PROJECT TITLE 

LOUISIANA 

(H) ALGIERS LOCK, LA ..................................... . 
(FC) ALOHA RIGOLETTE, LA .................................. . 
(FOP) AMITE RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, LA ...................... . 
(FC) COMITE RIVER, LA .....................................• 
(FC) EAST BATON ROUGE PARISH, LA .......................... . 
(FOP) GRANO & WHITE LAKES, LA .............................. . 
(FOP) JEFFERSON - ORLEANS PARISHES URBAN FLOOD CONTROL, LA .. 

JEFFERSON PARISH (PUMPING STATION HO. 3), LA ......... . 
(FOP) LAKE CATAOUATCHE LEVEE. LA ........................... . 
(H) PORT OF CAMERON, LA .................................. . 
(FC) TANGIPAHOA, TCHEFUNCTE, AND TICKFAW RIVERS, LA ....... . 
(FC) WEST BANK - EAST OF HARVEY CANAL, LA ................. . 

MAINE 

(FOP) ST. JOHN RIVER ....................................... . 
( N) WELLS HARBOR, ME .................•.•...............•.. 

MARYLAND 

(FOP) ANACOSTIA RIVER & TRIBUTARIES. MO & DC ............... . 
(H) BALTIMORE HARBOR ANCHORAGES & CHANNELS, MO ........... . 
(RCP) JENNINGS RANDOLPH LAKE REALLOCATION. MD & WV ......... . 

MASSACHUSETTS 

( H) BOSTON HARBOR, MA .................................... . 
(H) HYANNIS HARBOR, BARNSTABLE, MA .................•...... 
(FC) MASSACHUSETTS COASTAL, ROUGHANS POINT, REVERE, MA ...•. 

MUDDY RIVER, MA ..........................•............ 
(FC) SAUGUS RIVER & TRIBUTARIES, MA .....•.................. 

(RCP) 
(FC) 
(H) 
(ROP) 

(H) 
(H) 

MICHIGAN 

BAY CITY, MI ....................•..................... 
BOLLES HARBOR, MI .................................... . 
CLINTON RIVER SPILLWAY. MI .........•.................. 
ECORSE CREEK, MI ................................•....• 
GRAND HAVEN HARBOR, MI ..........•...............•.•..• 
MENOMINEE RIVER, MI & WI ..............•............... 
ROUGE RIVER. MI ....................................•.. 
SAGINAW BAY AND RIVER MI ..................•..........• 
ST. JOSEPH HARBOR, MI .........................•....... 

MINNESOTA 

(FOP) CROOKSTON, MN ........................................ . 
(N) GREAT LAKES CONNECTING CHHLS & HBRS FINAL RPT, MN, Ml. 
(FC) HOUSTON, MN .......................................... . 
(FOP) LITTLE FALLS, MN ..................................... . 
(FOP) RED LAKE & CLEARWATER RIVERS, MN .................... . 

MISSISSIPPI 

(FOP) EAST FORK BASIN FISH & WILDLIFE RESTORATION, MS ...... . 
(FOP) JACKSON METROPOLITAN AREA, MS ........................ . 
(FOP) PASCAGOULA RIVER BASIN, MS ........................... . 

WOLF ANO JORDAN RIVERS, MS ........................... . 

MISSOURI 

(FOP) BLUE RIVER BASIN, KANSAS CITY, MO .................... . 
(FC) BLUE RIVER BASIN, KANSAS CITY, MO .................... . 
(FOP) CUIVRE RIVER AREA AND VICINITY, MO ................... . 
(FOP) DARDENNE CREEK, MO ................................... . 
(FOP) DRY FORK ANO EAST FORK, FISHING RIVER.MO ............. . 
(SPE) JEFFERSON COUNTY, MO ...........•...................... 
(FOP) MISSOURI RIVER LEVEE UNIT, L-386 ..................... . 
(RCP) MRLS,.UNIT L-246, CUTOFF LAKE, MO .................... . 
(FOP) PLATTIN CREEK, MO ................................•.... 
(FOP) ST. JOSEPH, MO AND VICINITY ......................... .. 

ST. LOUIS COUNTY, MO ...........................•...... 
ST. LOUIS HARBOR, MO & IL •..•..................•...... 

(FOP) WYACONDA RIVER BASIN, MO & IA ......•.................. 

NEBRASKA 

(FOP) ANTELOPE CREEK, LINCOLN, NE ....•.........•..........•. 
BURT - WASHINGTON COUNTIES. HE ............•.........•• 

(FC) WOOD RIVER, GRAND ISLAND, NE ...•...........•....•..... 

NEVADA 

(FOP) LAS VEGAS WASH & TRIBS (DUCK CREEK), NV ••.••.•.••••.•. 
LAS VEGAS WASH & TRIBS (DUCK CREEK - PITTMAN WASH), NV 

(FOP) LOWER TRUCKEE RIVER, NV .•........................•.•.. 
LOWER LAS VEGAS WASH WETLANDS, NV ..............•.•..•. 

(FC) TROPICANA ANO FLAMINGO WASHES, NV ...............••••.• 

BUDGET ESTIMATES CONFERENCE ALLOWANCE 
INVESTIGATIONS PLANNING INVESTIGATIONS PLANNING 

570,000 

210,000 

427,000 
298,000 

396,000 
60,000 

125,000 

450,000 
207,000 
183,000 

60,000 

126,000 

150,000 

126,000 
125,000 

290,000 

110,000 
155,000 

82,000 
660,000 
250,000 

40,000 

210,000 
160,000 
70,000 

124,000 

270,000 
160,000 
200,000 

97,000 

121,000 

300,000 

100,000 

169,000 

1,000,000 
450,000 

430,000 
100,000 

600,000 

260,000 

1. 670,000 

160,000 
225,000 

210,000 
250,000 

100,000 

234,000 

1,400,000 

670,000 
169,000 

210,000 
1,000,000 

450,000 
427,000 
298,000 
300,000 
396,000 

50,000 
• 430,000 

100,000 

400,000 
125,000 

1,127,000 
207,000 
183,000 

600,000 
60,000 

260,000 
260,000 

1,670,000 

120,000 
80,000 

125,000 
160,000 
225,000 

150,000 
125,000 
125,000 
125,000 

290,000 
210,000 
250,000 

110,000 
155,000 

82,000 
660,000 
250,000 

300,000 

40,000 
100,000 

210,000 
160,000 
70,000 

124,000 
760,000 

270,000 
160,000 
200,000 
160,000 

900,000 
97,000 

121,000 
280,000 

234,000 

600,000 
100.000 
700.000 

1,400,000 
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS - GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 

TYPE OF 
PROJECT 

(SP) 
(N) 
(N) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

(FC) 
(FC) 

(FC) 

(N) 
(SP) 

PROJECT TITLE 

NEW JERSEY 

ARTHUR Kill CHANNEL EXT - CARTERET, NJ & NY .......... . 
BRIGANTINE INLET TO GREAT EGG HARBOR, NJ (SHORE PROTEC 
DE RIVER, PHILADELPHIA, PA TO TRENTON, NJ, TIOGA MARIN 
DELAWARE RIVER COMPREHENSIVE NAVIGATION STUDY, NJ, PA. 
DELAWARE RIVER MAIN CHANNEL, NJ, PA & DE ...........•.. 
LOWER SADDLE RIVER, NJ .................... . .......... . 
MOLLY ANN'S BROOK AT HALEDON, PROSPECT PARK AND PATERS 
NY HARBOR & ADJACENT CHANNELS, CLAREMONT TERMINAL, HJ. 
NY HARBOR & ADJACENT CHANNEL, PORT JERSEY CHANNEL, NJ. 
PASSAIC RIVER MAINSTEM, NJ ......•..................... 
RAMAPO RIVER AT OAKLAND, NJ .....•.............•.•..... 
RARITAN RIVER BASIN (DISMAL SWAMP), NJ ............... . 
RARITAN RIVER BASIN, GREEN BROOK SUB-BASIN, NJ ....... . 
RARITAN BAY, NJ ...................................... . 
SALEM RIVER, NJ ..........•............................ 
TOWNSENDS INLET TO CAPE MAY INLET, NJ .........•.... . .. 

NEW MEXICO 

(FOP) ALBUQUERQUE ARROYOS, NM ...........••..........•....... 
(FOP) ESPANOLA VALLEY, NM, RIO GRANDE & TRIBS .............. . 
(FOP) LAS CRUCES, NM, EL PASO AND VICINITY ................. . 

RIO RANCHO, NM •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(FC) ROSWELL, PECOS RIVER, NM •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

(SP) 

(SPE) 

(FC) 

NEW YORK 

BUFFALO SMALL BOAT HARBOR, NY ...•.......•....•..•..... 
LONG BEACH ISLAND, NY ...........•.•.......•..•..•..... 
MONTAUK POINT, NY ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
OLCOTT HARBOR, NY ....•.........••.........•..•........ 
ONONDAGA LAKE, NY ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
ROCHESTER HARBOR, NY ............•..•............•..... 
WESTCHESTER CTY STREAMS, SHELDRAKE R TOWN OF MAMARONEC 
WAPPINGERS LAKE, NY .............•.••.............•.... 
ONONDAGA LAKE (SEC. 401, P.L. 101-696) •......•.•...... 

NORTH CAROLINA 

(N) CAPE FEAR-NORTHEAST (CAPE FEAR) RIVER, NC .........•. . . 
(SP) DARE COUNTY BEACHES, NC ....•.•.•..•.....•.....•..•.... 

ORUM INLET, NC .................••.•................... 
EASTERN NORTH CAROLINA ABOVE CAPE LOOKOUT, NC ........ . 
FORT FISHER, NC .... , ........•..•..•.... , .. ,, , ......•.. 
MANTEO (SHALLOWBAG) BAY, NC ....•...•.......... • ....... 

(N) MOREHEAD CITY HARBOR, NC .•.....•...... ,, ....... ,.,, •.. 
(FC) SUGAR CREEK BASIN, NC & SC ....•..•.................... 
(BE) WEST ONSLOW BEACH & NEW RIVER INLET, NC . ........•..•.. 

WILMINGTON HARBOR OCEAN BAR, NC •..••...............•.. 
(SP) WRIGHTSVILLE BEACH - NORTH PORTION, NC ............... . 

NORTH DAKOTA 

(SPE) DEVILS LAKE, NO . ...............• , •.•. , .... , .......... . 
(FDP) GRANO FORKS, NO .. ,.,,., .................... , .......... . 

OHIO 

(FOP) BELMONT AHO JEFFERSON COUNTIES, OH •.............•..•.. 
CLINTON, OH •••.............•...•.•.......... , .. ,.,, •. , 

(FC) HOLES CREEK AT WEST CARROLLTON, OH •..............•.•.. 
(FOP) METROPOLITAN CINCINNATI, OH, KY & IN ..•............•.. 
(N) OTTAWA RIVER HARBOR, OH ...••...•.•..... , ... , .. ,, ...•.. 
(SPE) TRUll3ULL COUNTY, OH ..............•...... , .. , ,.,, ...•.. 
(FOP) VERMILION RIVER, OH .................... . ............. , 
( FC) WEST COLUMBUS LPP, OH ..••......•.... , ...........•..... 

OKLAHOMA 

NORTH CANADIAN RIVER, OK .•.......••••........•........ 
(FC) FRY CREEKS, BIXBY, OK ..•••••...•.•........• . •. , .•..... 

OREGON 

AMAZON CREEK WETLANDS PROJECT .•.••••.••.•...•..•••••.. 
(MP) COLUMBIA RIVER TREATY FISHING ACCESS SITES, OR & WA ••• 
(FOP) COLUMBIA SLOUGH, OR ..•....•...••.•••..•.........••••.. 
(N) COOS BAY, OR (DEEP DRAFT NAVIGATION) ..•........•••.••. 
(FOP) JOHNSON CREEK, OR .. , ..•.•• , .....•.•... , •... , .......••. 
(FOP) WALLA WALLA RIVER, OR & WA ......•..•..•............•.. 
(FOP) WILLAMETTE RIVER BASIN REVIEW STUDY, OR ............•.• 
(FOP) WlLLAMETTE RIVER TEMPERATURE CONTROL, OR ............. . 

BUDGET ESTIMATES CONFERENCE ALLOWANCE 
INVESTIGATIONS PLANNING INVESTIGATIONS PLANNING 

300,000 
200,000 200,000 

70,000 70,000 
97,000 97,000 

2,000,000 2,000,000 
1, 100,000 1,100,000 

340,000 340,000 
600,000 
600,000 

5,000,000 7,160,000 
177,000 177 ,000 

200,000 
2,600,000 3,169,000 

300,000 
146,000 145,000 

300,000 300,000 

270,000 270,000 
90,000 90,000 

370,000 370,000 
160,000 

380,000 380,000 

70,000 
285,000 286,000 

226,000 
425,000 

225,000 
176,000 

120,000 120.000 
100.000 
600,000 

270,000 270,000 
100,000 100,000 

160,000 
160,000 

260,000 
250,000 

466,000 466,000 
626,000 626,000 
295,000 295,000 

1,000,000 
160,000 160,000 

100,000 100,000 
260,000 260,000 

200,000 200,000 
260,000 

160,000 160,000 
67,000 67,000 

400,000 400,000 
160,000 160,000 
65,000 66,000 

3, 106,000 3, 106,000 

460,000 
312,000 312,000 

t'&0,000 
786,000 785,000 

141,000 141,000 
466;000 455,000 

230,000 230,000 
182,000 182,000 
260,000 250,000 
299,000 299,000 
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS - GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 

TYPE OF 
PROJECT 

PROJECT TITLE BUDGET ESTIMATES CONFERENCE ALLOWANCE 

PENNSYLVANIA 

(FC) CURWENSVILLE LAKE, PA - REALLOCATION ................. . 
(FOP) JUNIATA RIVER & TRIBUTARIES, PA ...................... . 
(FC) LACKAWANNA RIVER, PA ................................. . 

LACKAWANNA RIVER GREENWAY CORRIDOR, PA ............... . 
(FOP) LEHIGH RIVER BASIN, PA ............................... . 
(N) LOCKS AND DAM 2, 3 AND 4, MONONGAHELA RIVER, PA .... . . . 
(FOP) RAYSTOWN LAKE, PA - REALLOCATION ..................... . 

ROCHESTER, PA ........................................ . 
(FOP) SAW MILL RUN BASIN, PA ............................... . 
(FC) SAW MILL RUN, PA ..................................... . 
(FOP) SCHUYLKILL RIVER BASIN, POTTSTOWN AREA, PA ........... . 
(FOP) SCHUYLKILL RIVER BASIN, READING AREA, PA ............. . 

SOUTH BRANCH BLACKLICK CREEK, PA ..................... . 
(SPE) SUSQUEHANNA RIVER BASIN FISH RESTORATION, PA, NY, & MO 

WYOMING VALLEY LEVEE RAISING, PA ..................... . 

PUERTO RICO 

(FC) ARECIBO RIVER, PR .................................... . 
(N) GUAYANES, LAS MAREAS AND GUAYANILLA HARBORS, PR ...... . 
(FC) RIO DE LA PLATA, PR ...................•............... 
(FC) RIO GRANDE DE LOIZA, PR .............................. . 
(FOP) RIO NIGUA AT SALINAS, PR ................•............. 
(FC) RIO PUERTO NUEVO, PR ................... . .. . ......... .. 
( N) SAN JUAN HARBOR, PR ................................••. 

RHODE ISLAND 

BLOCK ISLAND HARBOR, RI ..........•....•............... 
CRANSTON, RI ......................................... . 

SOUTH CAROLINA 

(N) CHARLESTON HARBOR DEEPENING ......•.......•. . ........•. 
(BE) MYRTLE BEACH. ·sc .........•••.•.•........•...•••.•••••• 
(SP) SOUTH CAROLINA SHORES, NORTH PORTION, SC ............•. 

SOUTH DAKOTA 

(FOP) ABERDEEN ANO VICINITY, SD ........................... .. 
(SPE) BIG BEND DAM - LAKE SHARPE (WILDLIFE RESTORATION), SO. 
(FC) BIG SIOUX RIVER, SIOUX FALLS, SO ...................••• 
(SPE) JAMES RIVER ENVIRONMENTAL, SO •....•................... 
(SPE) OAHE DAM - LAKE OAHE (WILDLIFE RESTORATION), SO ...... . 
(FOP) VERMILLION RIVER BASIN, SO ........................... . 
(FC) WATERTOWN AND VICINITY, SO ........................... . 

TENNESSEE 

(FOP) METROPOLITAN CHATTANOOGA-HAMILTON CO., TN ............ . 
(FOP) METROPOLITAN REGION OF NASHVILLE, TN ................. . 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FOP) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(RCP) 
(N) 
(RCP) 
(FOP) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(FOP) 
(SP) 
(N) 

(N) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FOP) 

TEXAS 

ABILENE, TX (BRAZOS RIVER BASIN) .................••... 
ARROYO COLORADO, TX .................................. . 
SEAL'S CREEK, BIG SPRING, TX .......................•.. 
BOSQUE RIVER WATERSHED, TX ........................... . 
BRAYS BAYOU (HOUSTON), TX .......•..........•.......... 
CHANNEL TO VICTORIA, TX ....................•....••..... 
CYPRESS CREEK, TX ....................... ; ....•.•..•... 
DALLAS FLOOOWAY EXTENSION, TRINITY RIVER PROJECT, TX •. 
FIVE MILE CREEK, DALLAS. TX .......................... . 
GIWW-ARANSAS NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE, TX ............ . 
GI WW-SARGENT BEACH, TX ..........................•..... 
GIWW-SARGENT BEACH, TX ............................... . 
GRAHAM, TX (BRAZOS RIVER BASIN) ...................•... 
GREENS BAYOU (HOUSTON), TX .....•..•.............•..•.. 
HALLS BAYOU (HOUSTON), TX •.....•..•.............•••... 
HOUSTON-GALVESTON NAVIGATION CHANNELS, TX .......•..•.. 
HUNTING BAYOU (HOUSTON), TX ......•..............•..... 
LOWER TRINITY RIVER BASIN, TX ...•..................... 
MATAGORDA COUNTY SHORE, TX, .......................... . 
MATAGORDA SHIP CHANNEL, TX ........................... . 
PECAN BAYOU, . TX ..................•.................... 
PORT LAVACA TO RED BLUFF, TX ...................•...... 
RED RIVER, INDEX, AR TO DENISON DAM, TX .............. . 
RED RIVER WW, SHR~VEPORT, LA TO DAINGERFIELD, TX ....•. 
SHOAL CREEK, AUSTIN, TX ..•........................•... 
SOUTH MAIN CHANNEL, TX ...•...............•.....•....•• 
UPPER TRINITY RIVER BASIN, TX ........................ . 

UTAH 

(FC) UPPER JORDAN RIVER, UT ..•.....•••••..........•.•...••. 
(FOP) WEBER RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, UT ...•......•............ 

INVESTIGATIONS PLANNING INVESTIGATIONS PLANNING 

800,000 800,000 
120,000 120,000 

1 ,000,000 1,000.000 
700,000 

476,000 476,000 
1,400,000 1,400,000 

130,000 130,000 
60,000 

250,000 260,000 
340,000 340,000 

150,000 150,000 
225,000 225,000 

160,000 
200,000 200.000 

800,000 

300,000 300,000 
160,000 160,000 ---

700,000 700,000 
350,000 360,000 

112,000 112.000 
892,000 892,000 
800,000 800,000 

350,000 
600,000 

350,000 
1,166,000 1,166,000 

300,000 300,000 

96,000 96,000 
60,000 60,000 

280,000 280,000 
236,000 235,000 
140,000 140,000 
145,000 146,000 

314,000 314,000 

274,000 --- 274,000 
250,000 260,000 

600,000 600.000 
380,000 380.000 
148,000 148,000 

170,000 170,000 
1,000.000 1.000.000 

442,000 442,000 
1,000,000 1.000.000 

400,000 400,000 
103,000 103,000 

625,000 625,000 
450,000 460,000 

410,000 410,000 
110,000 110,000 

900,000 900,000 
300,000 300,000 

2,700,000 2,700,000 
300,000 300,000 

723,000 723,000 
60,000 50,000 

360,000 360,000 
450,000 

100,000 100.000 
500,000 

3,200,000 
750,000 760,000 
160,000 150,000 

1,200,000 1.200.000 

475,000 476,000 
200.000 200,000 
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS - GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 

TYPE OF 
PROJECT 

PROJECT TITLE 

VIRGINIA 

(RCP) AIWW BRIDGE AT GREAT BRIDGE, VA .•.............•....... 
(FC) BUENA VISTA, VA ..........•........... . ..........•..... 

RICHMOND FILTRATION PLANT, VA .....•.. . ..........•..... 
(FOP) UPPER JAMES RIVER BASIN, VA & VN ..... . ...•.. . ......... 
(BE) VIRGINIA BEACH, VA (HURRICANE PROTECTION) ... . ..•...... 

(SPE) 
(RCP) 

(RCP) 
(FOP) 

(FOP) 

WASHINGTON 

CHIEF JOSEPH DAM POOL RAISE, WA ................•...... 
HOWARD HANSON DAM, ADDITIONAL WATER STORAGE, WA ...... . 
LA CONNER, WA ...................................•.••.. 
LAKE WASHINGTON SHIP CANAL, WA ....................••.. 
LOWER SNOHOMISH RIVER, WA ...........•..............•.. 
NOOKSACK RIVER, WA .............................•...... 
SKAGIT RIVER, WA ..................................... . 
TRI-CITIES LEVEES, WA ........•........................ 
WALLA WALLA DISTRICT DISPOSITION STUDY, WA ........... . 

WEST VIRGINIA 

·(FC) CABIN CREEK LPP, WV .................................. . 
(FC) ISLAND CREEK AT LOGAN, VN •.....•...•...........•...... 
(N) KANAWHA RIVER NAVIGATION STUDY, WV •............••..•.. 
(FC) MOOREFIELD, WV .......•.......•..•........•.....•...•.. 
( FC) PETERSBURG, WI/ •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(SPE) WEST VIRGINIA COMP STUDY, WI/ (OHIO RIV Ml 40-317) ••••. 

WISCONSIN 

(FOP) FOX RIVER CHANNEL GREEN BAY, WI .•..........•...•.•.... 
(FOP) MILWAUKEE METROPOLITAN AREA, WI ...•.•.....•.....•.•.•. 
(FC) PORTAGE, WI •..•........•..........•..........•.••••... 

WYOMING 

(FOP) JACKSON HOLE RESTORATION, WY ....•••.......•....•...... 

REVIEW OF AUTHORIZED PROJECTS 

COORDINATION STUDIES WITH OTHER AGENCIES ..•.•••.••.... 

COLLECTION ANO STUDY OF BASIC DATA 

MISCELLANEOUS 

COASTAL FIELD DATA COLLECTION .....•...•.•..•..••...••• 
CONSTRUCTION PROOUCJIVITY ADVANCEMENT RESEARCH (CPAR). 
DEVELOPMENT OF A FEDERAL INFRASTRUCTURE STRATEGY ..... . 
ECONOMIC IMPACTS OF GLOBAL WARMING .•..•.....•..••..... 
ENVIRONMENTAL DATA SYSTEMS ...•••.......••..•••.•...... 
ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICE PRIVATIZATION •..•.....•.•.•.•... 
FLOOO PLAIN MANAGEMENT SERVICES ...•..•..••..•.••.•.••. 
HYOROLOGIC STUDIES •..•..••.....•.••••...••••.•..••.... 
INTERNATIONAL WATER STUDIES ...•••.•••.•••••.••••...•.. 
MAGNETIC LEVITATION TRANSPORTATION PILOT PROGRAM ..•... 
NATIONAL WATER MANAGEMENT DURING DROUGHT ••••••.•••••.. 
PRECIPITATION STUDIES (NATIONAL WEATHER SERVICE) •.•... 
REMOTE SENSING/GEOGRAPHIC INFORMATION SYSTEM SUPPORT .. 
SCIENTIFIC ANO TECHNICAL INFORMATION CENTERS •..•..•••. 
STREAM GAGING (U.S. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY) •.•...••.••.•.•. 
TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS ..•.•.•...••....•..... .- •.•••.•.. 

TOTAL ••••.••........••.•...•..........•..••.•... 

RESEARCH,,._, DEVELOPMENT .•.••...•••..••.•.•••••••..••. 

SUBTOTAL, GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS ••••.•.••••••••. 

REDUCTION FOR ANTICIPATED SAVINGS ANO SLIPPAGE ••••.••. 

TOTAL, GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS .•....••••••••••... 

TYPE OF PROJECT: 
(N) NAVIGATION 
(BE) BEACH EROSION CONTROL 
(FC) FLOOD CONTROL 
(MP) MUL Tl PURPOSE, INCLUDING POWER 
(SP) SHORELINE PROTECTION 
(FOP) FLOOD DAMAGE PREVENTION 
(RCP) REVIEW OF COMPLETED PROJECT 
(ROP) REVIEW OF DEFERRED PROJECT 
(COMP) COMPREHENSIVE 
(SPEC) SPECIAL 

BUDGET ESTIMATES CONFERENCE ALLOWANCE 
INVESTIGATIONS PLANNING INVESTIGATIONS PLANNING 

339,000 

500,000 

166,000 
237,000 

112,000 
226,000 

250,000 

995,000 

124,000 

260,000 
276,000 

212,000 

9,519,000 

3,000,000 
4,500,000 
2,600,000 

400,000 
300,000 

1,000,000 
7,100,000 

300,000 
700,000 

8,000,000 
2,000,000 

450,000 
160,000 
130,000 
600,000 
860,000 

31,980,000 

21,700,000 

1, 761 ,000 

600,000 

136,000 
370,000 

960,000 
650,000 

378,000 

104,862,000 74,768,000 

-19,278,000 

85,684,000 74,768,000 

339,000 

600,000 

166,000 
237,000 

112,000 
226,000 
200,000 
200,000 
250,000 
120,000 

996,000 

124,000 

260,000 
276,000 

212,000 

9,619,000 

3,000,000 
4,600,000 
2,600,000 

400,000 
300,000 

1,000,000 
7,100,000 

300,000 
.700,000 

8,000,000 
2,000,000 

450,000 
160,000 
130,000 
600,000 
850,000 

31,980,000 

21,700,000 

1. 761 ,000 
950,000 

600,000 

60,000 

136,000 
370,000 

950,000 
660,000 

378,000 

122 .... 8.000 94,507,ooo 

-22,628,000 

99,920,000 94,607,000 
···········-··· ............ -----~----····· ..•.•......• 
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS - CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL 

TYPE OF 
PROJECT 

PROJECT TITLE 

ALABAMA 

(N) BAYOU LA BATRE, AL ................................... . 
(N) BLACK WARRIOR AND TOMBIGBEE RIVERS, VICINITY OF JACKSO 
(N) TENNESSEE-TOMBIGBEE WATERWAY WILDLIFE MITIGATION, AL & 
(FC) THREEMILE CREEK, MOBILE, AL. ......................... . 
(FC) VILLAGE CREEK, JEFFERSON COUNTY, AL .................. . 
(N) WILLIAM BACON OLIVER LOCK AND DAM, AL ................ . 

ALASKA 

BETHAL BANK STABILIZATION, AK ........................ . 
(FC) HOMER SPIT STORM DAMAGE REDUCTION, AK ................ . 
( N) KOO !AK HARBOR, AK .................................... . 

ARIZONA 

(FC) CLIFTON, AZ .......................................... . 
( FC) HOLBROOK, AZ ......................................... . 
(FC) PHOENIX ARIZONA AND VICINITY, AZ (STAGE 2) ........... . 

ARKANSAS 

(MP) BEAVER LAKE, AR ...................................... . 
(FC) FOURCHE BAYOU BASIN, LITTLE ROCK, AR ................. . 
(N) MCCLELLAN-KERR AR RIVER NAV SYSTEM, LOCKS AND DAMS, AR 

OUACHITA AND BLACK RIVERS, AR & LA ...•................ 
RED RIVER EMERGENCY BANK PROTECTION, AR & LA ......... . 

CALIFORNIA 

(FC) CACHE CREEK SETTLING BASIN, CA ....................... . 
CFC) DRY CREEK (WARM SPRINGS) LAKE AND CHANNEL, CA ........ . 
(FC) FAIRFIELD VICINITY STREAMS, CA ....................... . 
(FC) GUADALUPE RIVER, CA .................................. . 
(FC) MERCED COUNTY STREAM GROUP, CA ....................... . 

NEW ME LONES LAKE, CA ................................. . 
(N) OAKLAND HARBOR, CA ................................... . 
(N) OCEANSIDE HARBOR, CA ................................. . 
(FC) REDBANK AND FANCHER CREEK, CA ........................ . 
(N) REDONDO BEACH, KING HARBOR, CA ....................... . 
(N) RICHMOND HARBOR, CA .................................. . 
(FC) SACRAMENTO RIVER BANK PROTECTION PROJECT, CA ......... . 
(N) SACRAMENTO RIVER DEEPWATER SHIP CHANNEL, CA .......... . 
(FC) SACRAMENTO RIVER FLOOD CONTROL PROJECT, CA (DEF CORR). 

SACRAMENTO RIVER FLOD CONTROL PROJECT (GCID), CA ..... . 
CFC) SACRAMENTO URBAN AREA LEVEE RECONSTRUCTION, CA ....... . 
(N) SAN FRANCISCO BAY TO STOCKTON, CA .................... . 
(FC) SAN LUIS REY RIVER, CA ............. . .... . ............ . 
(FC) SANTA ANA RIVER MAINSTEM, CA ..... . ................... . 

SANTA PAULA CREEK CHANNEL, CA ........................ . 
(FC) SWEETWATER RIVER, CA ................................. . 
(FC) WILDCAT AND SAN PABLO CREEKS, CA ..................... . 
(E) YOLO BASIN WETLANDS, SACRAMENTO RIVER, CA ............ . 

DELAWARE 

(FC) DELAWARE COAST PROTECTION, OE ........................ . 

FLORIDA 

BROWARD COUNTY (HOLLYWOOD/HALLANDALE BEACHES), FL .... . 
(FC) CENTRAL AND SOUTHERN FLORIDA, FL ..................... . 
( FC) DADE COUNTY, FL ...................................... . 
(N) FORT PIERCE HARBOR, FL. .............................. . 
(FC) FOUR RIVER BASINS, FL. ............................... . 

KISSIMMEE RIVER, FL .................................. . 
(N) MIAMI HARBOR CHANNEL ................................. . 

PALM BEACH COUNTY, DELRAY BEACH, FL .................. . 
(BE) PINELLAS COUNTY, FL. ................................. . 
(N) PeRT SUTTON CHANNEL, FL. ............................. . 
(BE) SARASOTA COUNTY, FL. ................................. . 

GEORGIA 

(FC) OATES CREEK, RICHMOND COUNTY, GA ..................... . 
(MP) RICHARD B. RUSSELL DAM & LAKE, GA & SC ............... . 

RICHARD B. RUSSELL DAM & LAKE, WL MITIGATION, GA & SC. 

BUDGET 
ESTIMATE 

500,000 
1,000,000 

10,000,000 
10,229,000 
8,000,000 

11,810,000 

3,295,000 
10,000,000 

2,600,000 

20,650,000 

1,000,000 
1, 724,000 

13,700,000 

8,989,000 
6,450,000 
2,525,000 
9,750,000 
2,780,000 

3,000,000 

12,300,000 
421,000 
800,000 

4,200,000 
5,900,000 
3,150,000 

7,370,000 
1,342,000 

13,500,000 
78,200,000 

4,041 ,000 
2,400,000 
1,600,000 

165,000 

14,000,000 
3, 100,000 
3,956,000 

400,000 

6,400,000 
670,000 

7,775,000 

2,112,000 
10,000,000 

July 30, 1991 

CONFERENCE 
ALLOWANCE 

500,000 
1,000,000 

15,000,000 
10,229,000 
8,000,000 

11,810,000 

5,000,000 
3,295,000 

10,000,000 

2,600,000 
100,000 

22,650,000 

1,000,000 
1. 724,000 

15,460,000 
300,000 

7,300,000 

8,989,000 
6,450,000 
2,525,000 
9,750,000 
2,780,000 
1,000,000 
3,000,000 
3,100,000 

12,300,000 
421,000 
800,000 

4,200,000 
5,900,000 
3,150,000 

300,000 
7,370,000 
1,342,000 

13,500,000 
78,200,000 

800,000 
4,041,000 
2,400,000 
2,260,000 

165,000 

3,798,000 
14,100,000 
3,100,000 
3,956,000 

400,000 
5,000,000 

400,000 
3,575,000 
6,400,000 

670,000 
7,775,000 

2, 112,000 
10,000,000 
10,000,000 



Ju~y 30, 1991 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 
CORPS OF ENGINEERS - CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL 

TYPE OF 
PROJECT 

PROJECT TITLE 

HAWAII 

(FC) ALENAIO STREAM, HI ................................... . 
(N) KAWAIHAE SMALL BOAT HARBOR, HI. ...................... . 
(N) MAALAEA HARBOR, MAUI, HI. ............................ . 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(N) 
(N) 
(N) 
(N) 
(N) 

(N) 

ILLINOIS 

ALTON TO GALE ORGANIZED LEVEE DISTRICT, IL & MO (DEF C 
EAST ST LOUIS, IL .................................... . 
ILLINOIS WATERWAY, 4 LOCKS, IL (REHAB) ............... . 
LOVES PARK, IL ....................................... . 
MELVIN PRICE LOCK AND DAM, IL & MO ................... . 
MELVIN PRICE LOCK AND DAM, SECOND LOCK, IL & MO ...... . 
MISSISSIPPI RIVER, DAMS 11-18, 21 & 22, IL, IA & MO (R 
MISSISSIPPI RIVER, LOCK & DAM 15, IL & IA (REHAB) .... . 
MISSISSIPPI RIVER, LOCKS & DAM 13, IL & IA (REHAB) ... . 
OLMSTED LOCKS & DAM, IL & KY ......................... . 
O'HARE RESERVOIR, IL ................................. . 
UPPER MISS RIVER SYSTEM ENV MGMT PROG, IL, IA, MO, MN. 

INDIANA 

( FC) EVANSVILLE, IN ....................................... . 
(FC) LITTLE CALUMET RIVER, IN ............................. . 

IOWA 

DES MOINES RECREATIONAL RIVER AND GREENBELT, IA ...... . 
MISSOURI RIVER F & WL MITIGATION, IA, NE, KS & MO .... . 

(FC) MISSOURI RIVER LEVEE SYSTEM, IA, NE, KS, & MO ........ . 
(FC) WEST DES MOINES - DES MOINES, IA ..................... . 

KANSAS 

( FC) GREAT BENO, KS ....................................... . 
( FC) HALSTEAD, KS ......................................... . 

KENTUCKY 

SALYERSVILLE, KY ..................................... . 
CFC) YATESVILLE LAKE, KY .................................. . 

LOUISIANA 

(FC) ALOHA RIGOLETTE, LA .................................. . 
CFC) LAKE PONTCHARTRAIN AND VICINITY, LA (HURRICANE PROTECT 
(FC) LAROSE TO GOLDEN MEADOW, LA (HURRICANE PROTECTION) ... . 
(N) MISSISSIPPI RIVER - GULF OUTLET, LA .................. . 
(N) MISSISSIPPI RIVER SHIP CHANNEL, GULF TO BATON ROUGE, L 
(FC) NEW ORLEANS TO VENICE, LA (HURRICANE PROTECTION) ..... . 
(FC) PEARL RIVER, SLIDELL, ST TAMMANY PARISH, LA .......... . 

RED RIVER BELOW DENISON DAM, LA, AR, & TX ............ . 
(N) RED RIVER WATERWAY, MISSISSIPPI RIVER TO SHREVEPORT, L 
(FC) WESTWEGO TO HARVEY CANAL, LA (HURRICANE PROTECTION) .. 

MASSACHUSETTS 

(BE) REVERE BEACH, MA ..................................... . 
(FC) TOWN BROOK, QUINCY AND BRAINTREE, MA ................. . 

MINNESOTA 

( FC) BASSETT CREEK , MN .................................... . 
( FC) CHASKA, MN ........................................... . 
(N) DULUTH SUPERIOR CHANL EXTENSION, MN & WI ............. . 
(N) MISSISSIPPI RIVER LOCKS & DAMS 2-10, MN, WI & IA (REHA 
( FC) ROCHESTER, MN ........................................ . 
(FC) ST PAUL, MN ..... ~ .................................... . 

MISSISSIPPI 

(N) GULFPORT HARBOR, MS .................................. . 
(FC) SOWASHEE CREEK, MERIDIAN, MS ......................... . 
(FC) TOMBIGBEE RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, MS & AL ............. . 

BUDGET 
ESTIMATE 

1,870,000 
130,000 

1,620,000 

3, 103,000 
7,200,000 
8,200,000 

265,000 
26,300,000 
46,000,000 
4,610,000 
4,600,000 
2, 100,000 

11,400,000 

19,455,000 

1,100,000 
6,500,000 

945,000 

7,000,000 
2,000,000 

3,500,000 

21,491,000 
1,750,000 
2,000,000 
8, 133,000 

12,400,000 
. 1,000,000 

38,291,000 
3,700,000 

300,000 
8,650,000 

3,000,000 
600,000 
600,000 

8,220,000 
12,400,000 
3,000,000 

6,000,000 
3,556,000 
1,000,000 

20411 

CONFERENCE 
ALLOWANCE 

1,870,000 
130,000 

1 ,620,000 

3, 103,000 
7,200,000 

266,000 
26,300,000 
46,000,000 

11,400,000 
4,000,000 

19,455,000 

1,100,000 
6,500,000 

760,000 
1,500,000 

945,000 
700,000 

7,000,000 
2,000,000 

600,000 
3,500,000 

50,000 
21,491,000 
1, 750,000 
2,000,000 
8,133,000 

12,400,000 
1 ,000,000 
2,300,000 

123,681,000 
3,700,000 

300,000 
8,550,000 

3,000,000 
500,000 
500,000 

12,400,000 
3,000,000 

6,000,000 
3,556,000 
1 ,000,000 



20412 

TYPE OF 
PROJECT 

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 
CORPS OF ENGINEERS - CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL 

PROJECT TITLE BUDGET. 
ESTIMATE 

July 30, 1991 

CONFERENCE 
ALLOWANCE 

~---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
MISSOURI 

(FC) BLUE RIVER CHANNEL, KANSAS CITY, MO .................. . 
(FC) BRUSH CREEK, KANSAS CITY, MO ......................... . 
(FC) CAPE GIRARDEAU-JACKSON, MO ........................... . 
(FC) HANNIBAL, MO ................................... ; ..... . 
(MP) HARRY S TRUMAN DAM AND RESERVOIR, MO ................. . 
(FC) MERAMEC RIVER BASIN, VALLEY PARK LEVEE, MO ........... . 
(N) MISS RIVER BTWN THE OHIO AND MO RIVERS (REG WORKS), MO 

NEBRASKA 

(FC) MISSOURI NATIONAL RECREATIONAL RIVER, NE & SO ........ . 
(FC) PAPILLION CREEK AND TRIBUTARIES LAKES, NE ............ . 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 

(N) PORTSMOUTH HARBOR AND PISCATAQUA RIVER, NH & ME ...... . 

NEW JERSEY 

(N) BARNEGAT INLET, NJ ................................... . 
(N) DELAWARE RIVER IN THE VIC OF CAMDEN, NJ (BECKETT ST. T 
(FC) GREAT EGG HARBOR INLET & PfiCK BEACH, NJ .............. . 

RARITAN AND SANDY HOOK BAYS, NJ ...................... . 
(BE) SANDY HOOK TO BARNEGAT INLET, NJ ..................... . 

NEW MEXICO 

(FC) ACEQUIAS IRRIGATION SYSTEM, NM ....................... . 
( FC) ALAMOGORDO, NM ....................................... . 
(FC) ALBUQUERQUE NORTH DIVERSION CHANNEL, NM (DEF CORR) ... . 

RIO GRANDE FLOODWAY, SAN ACACIA TO BOSQUE DEL APACHE .. 

NEW YORK 

ATLANTIC COAST OF NYC, ROCKAWAY INLET TO NORTON PT ... . 
( N) HEMPSTEAD HARBOR, NY ................................. . 
(N) KILL VAN KULL ANO NEWARK BAY CHANNEL, NY & NJ ........ . 

NY HARBOR COLLECTION AND REMOVAL OF DRIFT, NY & NJ ... . 
(N) SHINNECOCK INLET, NY ................................. . 
(FC) YONKERS, NY (DEF CORR) ............................... . 

NORTH CAROLINA 

(N) Al~-REPLACEMENT OF FEDERAL HIGHWAY BRIDGES, NC ...... . 
(FC) B EVERETT JORDAN DAM AND LAKE, NC .................... . 
(FC) CAROLINA BEACH AND VICINITY, NC ...................... . 
( FC) FALLS LAKE, NC ....................................... . 

NORTH DAKOTA 

MISSOURI RIVER, FORT YATES BRIDGE .................... . 
( FC) SHEYENNE RIVER, ND ................................... . 
(FC) SOURIS RIVER BASIN, ND ............................... . 

OHIO 

(FC) MILL CREEK, OH ....................................... . 
(FC) RENO BEACH HOWARD FARMS, OH .......................... . 
(FC) SENECAVILLE LAKE, MUSKINGUM RIVER LAKES, OH (DAM SAFET 

OKLAHOMA 

( FC) MINGO CREEK, OK ...................................... . 

OREGON 

(N) BONNEVILLE NAVIGATION LOCK, OR & WA .................. . 
(MP) BONNEVILLE POWERHOUSE, OR & WA (REHAB) ............... . 
(MP) BONNEVILLE SECOND POWERHOUSE, OR & WA ................ . 
( FC) ELK CREEK LAKE, OR ................................... . 
(FC) LOWER COLUMBIA RIVER BASIN BANK PROTECTION, OR & WA .. . 

PENNSYLVANIA 

(N) GRAYS LANDING, LOCK ANO DAM 7, MONONGAHELA RIVER, PA .. 
(FC) LOCK HAVEN, PA .............•.......................... 

15,000,000 
5,170,000 

10,300,000 
370,000 

4,600,000 
700,000 

5,700,000 

50,000 
3,590,000 

2,675,000 

3,801,000 
1,279,000 

10,000,000 

27,000,000 

1,000,000 
400,000 

1,800,000 

4,138,000 
28,500,000 

631 ,000 
155,000 

7,900,000 
3,200,000 

797,000 
8,700,000 

2,840,000 
15,565,000 

5,000,000 
2,160,000 

825,000 

13,900,000 

82,000,000 
8,699,000 
4,600,000 
3,000,000 

100,000 

34,600,000 
17, 100,000 

16,000,000 
6,770,000 

10,300,000 
370,000 

4,600,000 
700,000 

5,700,000 

50,000 
3,690,000 

2,675,000 

3,801,000 
1,279,000 

10,000,000 
700,000 

27,000,000 

1,000,000 
400,000 

1,800,000 
3,000,000 

2,000,000 
4,138,000 

30,000,000 
2,500,000 

631,000 
165,000 

7,900,000 
3,264,000 

797,000 
9,000,000 

2,500,000 
2,840,000 

15,565,000 

5,000,000 
2,150,000 

825,000 

13,900,000 

82,000,000 

4,600,000 
3,000,000 

100,000 

34,500,000 
17, 100,000 



July 30, 1991 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 

CORPS OF ENGINEERS - CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL 

TYPE OF 
0 ROJECT 

PROJECT TITLE 

N) POINT MARION, LOCK AND DAM 8, MONONGAHELA RIVER, PA &. 
BE) PRESQUE ISLE PENINSULA, PA (PERMANENT) ............... . 
FC) TURTLE CREEK , PA ..................................... . 

PUERTO RICO 

(FC) PORTUGUES AND BUCANA RIVERS, PR ...................... . 

SOUTH CARO LI NA 

(N) CHARLESTON HARBOR, SC ................................ . 
FOLLY BEACH, SC ...................................... . 

TENNESSEE 

(MP) CENTER HILL DAM, TN (DAM SAFETY) ..................... . 

TEXAS 

(N) BRAZOS ISLAND HARBOR, TX ............................. . 
(FC) CLEAR CREEK, TX ...................................... . 
(FC) COOPER LAKE AND CHANNELS, TX ......................... . 
(FC) EL PASO, TX .......................................... . 
( N) FREEPORT HARBOR, TX .................................. . 
( FC) JOE POOL LAKE, TX .................................... . 
(FC) LAKE WICHITA, HOLLIDAY CREEK AT WICHITA FALLS, TX .... . 
(N) MOUTH OF COLORADO RIVER, TX .......................... . 
( FC) RAY ROBERTS LAKE, TX ................................. . 

RED RIVER BASIN CHLORIDE CONTROL, TX & OK ............ . 
(MP) SAM RAYBURN DAM AND RESERVOIR, TX (DAM SAFETY) ....... . 
(FC) SAN ANTONIO CHANNEL IMPROVEMENT, TX .................. . 
(FC) SIMS BAYOU AT HOUSTON, TX ............................ . 
(FC) TAYLORS BAYOU, TX .................................... . 

UTAH 

(FC) LITTLE DELL LAKE, UT ................................. . 

VERMONT 

(FC) CONNECTICUT RIVER BASIN, TOWNSHEND & BALL MOUNTAIN DAM 

VIRGINIA 

(FC) RICHMOND, VA ......................................... . 
(FC) ROANOKE RIVER UPPER BASIN, HEADWATERS AREA, VA ....... . 

WASHINGTON 

(MP) CHIEF JOSEPH ADDITIONAL UNITS, WA .................... . 
(MP) COLUMBIA RIVER JUVENILE FISH MITIGATION, WA, OR & IO .. 
(N) GRAYS HARBOR, WA ..................................... . 
(MP) LOWER SNAKE RIVER FISH & WILDLIFE COMPENSATION, WA, OR 
(FC) MUD MOUNTAIN DAM, WA (DAM SAFETY) .................... . 
(FC) ZINTEL CANYON DAM, WA ................................ . 

WEST VIRGINIA 

( FC) EAST LYNN LAKE, WV ................................... . 
(N) GALLIPOLIS LOCKS AND DAM, WV & OH .................... . 
(FC) LEVISA AND TUG FORKS ANO UPPER CUMBERLAND RIVER, WV, V 
(N) WINFIELD LOCK AND DAM, WV ............................ . 

WISCONSIN 

(FC) STATE ROAD AND EBNER COULEES, WI ..................... . 

MISCELLANEOUS 

AQUATIC PLANT CONTROL (1965 ACT) ..................... . 
BEACH EROSION CONTROL PROJECTS (SECTION 103) ......... . 
EMERGENCY STREAMBANK & SHORELINE PROTECTION (SEC. 14). 
EMPLOYEES' COMPENSATION .............................. . 
FLOOD CONTROL PROJECTS (SECTION 205) ................. . 
INLAND WATERWAYS USERS BOARD - BOARD EXPENSES ........ . 
INLAND WATERWAYS USERS BOARD - CORPS EXPENSES ........ . 

BUDGET 
ESTIMATE 

30,000,000 
4,369,000 
3,186,000 

17,600,000 

12,000,000 

1,700,000 

1,000,000 
2,400,000 

13,000,000 
9,300,000 
6,560,000 

500,000 
1,000,000 
1,000,000 
5,400,000 

950,000 
14,000,000 

7, 100,000 
2,000,000 

3,740,000 

600,000 

29,600,000 
470,000 

2,100,000 
31,700,000 
12,700,000 
13, 100,000 
14,000,000 
4,633,000 

48-; 400, 000 
38-, 000. 000 
13,200,000 
15,000,000 

6,000,000 

9,000,000 
800,000 

6,700,000 
16,828,000 
20,000,000 

30,000 
160,000 

20413 

CONFERENCE 
ALLOWANCE 

30,000,000 
4,369,000 
3,186,000 

15,013,000 

12,000,000 
600,000 

1,700,000 

1,000,000 
2,400,000 

13,000,000 
9,300,000 
6,660,000 

600,000 
1,000,000 
1,000,000 
7,800,000 
3,000,000 

950,000 
14,000,000 
7,100,000 
2,000,000 

3,740,000 

600,000 

29,600,000 
770,000 

2,100,000 
31,700,000 
12,700,000 
13, 100,000 
14,000,000 
4,533,000 

48,400,000 
38,000,000 
57,770,000 
15,000,000 

6,000,000 

9,000,000 
2,000,000 

10,000,000 
16,828,000 
20,000,000 

30,000 
70,000 



20414 

TYPE OF 
PROJECT 

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 

CORPS OF ENGINEERS - CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL 

PROJECT TITLE 

MITIGATION OF SHORE DAMAGES (SECTION 111) ............ . 
NAVIGATION PROJECTS (SECTION 107) .................... . 
PROJECT MODIFICATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT OF THE ENVIRONME 
SECTION 933 1986 WRDA ................................ . 
SMALL SNAGGING & CLEARING PROJECTS (SECTION 208) ..... . 
REDUCTION FOR ANTICIPATED SAVINGS AND SLIPPAGE .....•.. 
REDUCTION FOR ANTICIPATED UNOBLIGATEO BALANCES ....... . 

BUDGET 
ESTIMATE 

2,700,000 
7,500,000 
1,000,000 

-151,597,000 

July 30, 1991 

CONFERENCE 
ALLOWANCE 

500,000 
10,000,000 
7,500,000 
1,000,000 

500,000 
-194,089,000 
-79,034,000 

--------······· ---------------
TOTAL, CONSTRUCTION GENERAL ..................... 1,222,357,000 1,284,142,000 

TYPE OF PROJECT: 
(N) NAVIGATION 
(BE) BEACH EROSION CONTROL 
(FC) FLOOD CONTROL 
(MP) MULTIPURPOSE, INCLUDING POWER 



July 30, 1991 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 20415 
CORPS OF ENGINEERS - FLOOD CONTROL, MISSISSIPPI RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES 

TYPE OF 
PROJECT 

PROJECT TITLE 

GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 

SURVEYS: 
GENERAL STUDIES: 

(FOP) SOUTHEAST ARKANSAS STUDY, AR ......... . ........... . 
(FOP) ALEXANDRIA, LA.;, ... ~ ............................ . 
(FOP) MISSISSIPPI DELTA, MS ........................... .. 
(FOP) ST. FRANCIS RIVER, FISH AND WILDLIFE, AR & MO .... . 
(FOP) JACKSON AND TRENTON, TN .......................•... 

COLLECTION AND STUDY OF BASIC DATA ................. . 
PRECONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING AND DESIGN: 

(FC) EASTERN ARKANSAS REGION (COMPREHENSIVE STUDY), AR. 
( FC) HELENA & VICINITY, AR ............................ . 
(FC) LOWER WHITE RIVER, BIG CREEK & TRIBUTARIES, AR ... . 
(FC) WHITEMAN'S CREEK, AR ...........................•.. 

SUBTOTAL, GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS ............... . 

CONSTRUCTION 

(FC) CHANNEL IMPROVEMENT, AR, IL, KY, LA, MS, MO & TN ..... . 
(N) HELENA HARBOR, PHILLIPS COUNTY, AR ................... . 
(FC) MISSISSIPPI RIVER LEVEES, AR, IL, KY, LA, MS, MO & TN. 
(FC) ST. FRANCIS RIVER BASIN, AR & MO ..................... . 
(FC) WEST MEMPHIS & VICINITY, AR .......................... . 
(FC) ATCHAFALAYA BASIN, FLOODWAY SYSTEM, LA ...........•.... 
(FC) ATCHAFALAYA BASIN, LA .................•............... 
(FC) MISSISSIPPI & LOUISIANA ESTAURINE AREAS, MS & LA ..... . 
(FC) MISSISSIPPI DELTA REGION. LA ......................... . 
(FC) TENSAS BASIN, RED RIVER BACKWATER, LA ................ . 
(FC) HORN LAKE CREEK & TRIBUTARIES (INCL. COW PEN CREEK), M 
(FC) SARDIS DAM, MS (DAM SAFETY) .......................... . 

YAZ.00 BASIN, MS: 
(FC) BIG SUNFLOWER RIVER, MS .......................... . 
(FC) DEMONSTRATION EROSION CONTROL, MS ................ . 
(FC) MAIN STEM, MS .................................... . 
(FC) REFORMULATION UNIT, MS ........................... . 
(FC) TRIBUTARIES, MS .................................. . 
(FC) UPPER YAZ.00 PROJECTS, MS ......................... . 
(FC) YAZ.00 BACKWATER FOWL F&WL MITIGATION LANDS, MS ... . 
( FC) Y AZ.00 BACKWATER, MS .............................. . 
(FC) MEMPHIS HARBOR (ENSLEY BERM), TN .................•.... 
(FC) NONCONNAH CREEK, TN & MS ............................. . 
(FC) WEST TENNESSEE TRIBUTARIES, TN ....................... . 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
CFC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(N) 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

SUBTOTAL, CONSTRUCTION ......................... . 

MAINTENANCE 

CHANNEL IMPROVEMENT, AR, IL, KY, LA, MS, MO & TN ..... . 
LOWER ARKANSAS RIVER - NORTH BANK, AR ................ . 
LOWER ARKANSAS RIVER - SOUTH BANK, AR ............•.... 
MISSISSIPPI RIVER LEVEES, AR, IL, KY, LA, MS, MO & TN. 
ST. FRANCIS RIVER BASIN, AR & MO ..................... . 
TeNSAS BASIN, BOEUF & TENSAS RIVERS, AR & LA ......... . 
WHITE RIVER BACKWATER, AR ............................ . 
ATCHAFALAYA BASIN, LA ................................ . 
BATON ROUGE HARBOR - DEVIL SWAMP, LA ..............•... 
BAYOU COCODRIE & TRIBS, LA ........................... . 
BONNET CARRE, LA ...................................•.. 
LOWER RED RIVER - SOUTH BANK LEVEES, LA ..........••... 
MISSISSIPPI DELTA REGION - CAERNARVON, LA ........•.•.. 
OLD RIVER, LA .................... , ...............•.•.. 
TENSAS BASIN, RED RIVER BACKWATER, LA ................ . 
GREENVILLE HARBOR, MS .......................•......... 
VICKSBURG HARBOR, MS ................................. . 
YAZ.00 BASIN, MS: . 

ARKABUTLA LAKE, MS ......•......................... 
BIG SUNFLOWER; MS ...... ~ ......................... . 
ENID LAKE, MS .................................•... 
GREENWOOD, MS ..................................•.. 
GRENADA LAKE, MS .............................•••.. 
MAIN STEM, MS ................•.............•.••... 
SARDIS LAKE, MS ............•.•............•..•.... 
TRIBUTARIES, MS ...........................•....... 
WILL M WHITTINGTON AUX CHAN, MS .................. . 

49-059 0-95 Vol. 137 (Pt. 14) 32 

BUDGET 
ESTIMATE 

216,000 
233,000 
300,000 
230,000 

280,000 

420,000 
225,000 
308,000 
300,000 

2,511,000 

CONFERENCE 

215,000 
233,000 
300,000 
230,000 
600,000 
280,000 

420,000 
225,000 
308,000 
300,000 

3,111,000 

-------------·- ······---------
109,500,000 

6,200,000 
21,800,000 
9,670,000 
4,800,000 
9,700,000 

25,800,000 
3,100,000 
4,200,000 
4,630,000 

250,000 
440,000 

(31,775,000) 
1,100,000 

19,000,000 
25,000 

3,200,000 
6,600,000 
2,350,000 

500,000 
100,000 
925,000 

3,600,000 
1,200,000 

237,490,000 

109,600,000 
6,200,000 

21,800,000 
9,670,000 
4,800,000 
9,700,000 

25,800,000 
3,100,000 
4,200,000 
4,630,000 

260,000 
440,000 

(31,776,000) 
1,100,000 

19,000,000 
26,000 

3,200,000 
6,600,000 
2,360,000 

600,000 
100,000 
925,000 

3,500,000 
1,200,000 

237,490,000 
cccc•=••••••••• ••••••••••••••• 

65,860,000 
810,000 
164,000 

7,100,000 
10,000,000 
2,729,000 

800,000 
10,007,000 

230,000 
120,000 
805,000 

50,000 
188,000 

4,197,000 
2,620,000 

361,000 
249,000 

(16,339,000) 
2,204,000 

170,000 
2,785,000 

580,000 
2,973,000 

898,000 
2,581,000 

988,000 
410,000 

66,860,000 
810,000 
164,000 

7,100,000 
10,000,000 
2,729,000 

800,000 
10,007,000 

230,000 
120,000 
805,000 

60,000 
188,000 

4,197,000 
2,620,000 

361,000 
249,000 

(22,226,000) 
3,272,000 

170,000 
4,168,000 

680,000 
4,137,000 
3,216,000 
3,536,000 

988,000 
410,000 
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS - FLOOD CONTROL. MISSISSIPPI RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES 

TYPE OF 
PROJECT 

PROJECT TITLE 

CFC) YAZ.00 BACKWATER. MS .............................. . 
CFC) YAZ.00 CITY, MS ................................... . 
CFC) WAPPAPELLO LAKE. MO .................................. . 
CN) MEMPHIS HARBOR (MCKELLAR LAKE), TN ................... . 
CFC) INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS ........................ . 
(FC) MAPPING .............................................. . 

SUBTOTAL, MAINTENANCE .......................... . 

REDUCTION FOR SAVINGS ANO SLIPPAGE ................... . 

TOTAL, FLOOD CONTROL, MISSISSIPPI RIVER ANO 
TRIBUTARIES .................................. . 

TYPE OF PROJECT: 
(N) NAVIGATION 
(FC) FLOOD CONTROL 
(FDPL FLOOD DAMAGE PREVENTION 

BUDGET 
ESTIMATE 

359,000 
1 ,391 ,000 
3,220,000 
1 ,300,000 
1,206,000 

819,000 

128,174,000 

-21,625,000 

CONFERENCE 

359,000 
1. 391 ,000 
3,220,000 
1,300,000 
1,206,000 

819,000 

135, 061 ,000 

-22,225,000 

···------------ ---------------
346,650,000 353,437,000 

a•••••D•asaasaa ••==···--·-----



July 30, 1991 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 

CORPS OF ENGINEERS - OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

TYPE OF 
PROJECT 

PROJECT TITLE 

ALABAMA 

(FC) ALABAMA - COOSA RIVER COMPREHENSIVE WATER STUDY, AL ••• 
(N) ALABAMA - COOSA RIVER, AL. ••...••••.•••.••.••••.•••••• 
(N) BAYOU COOEN, AL ••.••.•••••••.•.••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(N) BLACK WARRIOR AND TOMBIGBEE RIVERS, AL ••••.••••••••••• 
(N) DAUPHIN ISLAND BAY, AL. •••••••.•••••.••.•.•••••••••••• 
(N) FLY CREEK, AL ••••••••••••••••.••••••.••.•••••••••••••• 
(N) GULF INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, AL ••••••••.••••••••••••••• 
(MP) MILLERS FERRY LOCK & DAM - WILLIAM "BILL" DANNELLY LAK 
( N) MOBILE HARBOR, AL •••••••••••...•••••.•.•.••••••••••••• 
(N) PEROIDO PASS CHANNEL, AL. ••...•••••••.••••••.••••••••• 
(MP) ROBERT F. HENRY LOCK ANO DAM, AL •••••••.•.•...••.••••• 
(N) TENNESSEE-TOMBIGBEE WATERWAY, AL & MS ••••••.•••••••••• 
(MP) WALTER F. GEORGE LOCK AND DAM, AL & GA •..••••••••••••• 

ALASKA 

( N) ANCHORAGE HARBOR, AK .•••.•••.••••••••••••.••••.••••••• 
(FC) CHENA RIVER LAKES, AK .••....••••••••..•••••••••••••••• 
(N) CRAIG HARBOR ••••••••...•••••••••••.•••.••••••••••••••• 
(N) DILLINGHAM SMALL BOAT HARBOR, AK •••••..•••••..•••••••• 
(N) HOMER SMALL BOAT HARBOR, AK .••••••.•••••••..•.•••••••• 
(N) NINILCHIK HARBOR, AK .••••••..•••••••••••••..•••.•••••• 
( N) NOME HARBOR, AK ••.••.••••.•...•••••••••.•.•..••••••••• 

ARIZONA 

( FC) ALAMO DAM, AZ ••••••••.•••••••••••••••.••••••••.••••••• 
(FC) PAINTED ROCK DAM, AZ .•••.••••.••••••••••••••.••••••••• 
(FC) WHITLOW RANCH DAM, AZ •••••••.••••••••••••••••.•••••••• 

ARKANSAS 

(MP) BEAVER LAKE, AR •••••.••••••••••••••••••••••.•••••••••• 
(MP) BLAKELY MT DAM - LAKE OUACHITA, AR ••••••••.••••••••... 
( FC) BLUE MOUNTAIN LAKE, AR •••••.•••••••••••••••••••.•••••• 
(MP) BULL SHOALS LAKE, AR .••..••...•••••••.•••••••••.•••••• 
(MP) DARDANELLE LOCK AND DAM, AR •.•.••••••••.•••••••••••••• 
(MP) DEGRAY LAKE, AR •••••••.•••••...•••••.••.•.••.••••••••• 
( FC) DEQUEEN LAKE, AR ••......•••••••..•.....••....•.••••••• 
( FC) DIERKS LAKE, AR .••....••.•...•........•.•..•...•.••••• 
(FC) GILLHAM LAKE, AR ••...•••.•.••.••.••.•..••.•.••••..•••• 
(MP) GREERS FERRY LAKE, AR .••.•.•..•.•••.....••.•..•.•••••• 
( N) HELENA HARBOR, AR •••...••.•....••..•..•••....••.•.••.• 
(N) MCCLELLAN - KERR ARKANSAS RIVER NAVIGATION SYSTEM, AR. 
(FC) MILLWOOD LAKE, AR •••..•........•..••..•••....•...•••.. 
(MP) NARROWS DAM - LAKE GREESON, AR •..•...............•.••• 
( FC) NIMROD LAKE, AR ..•.•..••••.....•.•...•...........••••. 
(MP) NORFORK LAKE, AR •.....••.•....•••.....••......•..•.... 
( N) OSCEOLA HARBOR, AR •..•..••••.•••.••.•.........•.....•. 
(N) OUACHITA AND BLACK RIVERS, AR & LA ..............••.... 
(MP) OZARK-JETA TAYLOR LOCK AND DAM, AR •••...••.••••••..••. 
(N) WHITE RIVER, AR •••.•.•••.•.•••.•••••••..•••••••••••••. 

CALIFORNIA 

(FC) BLACK BUTTE LAKE, CA ••••••••••••.••••.••••••.••••••••• 
(FC) BUCHANAN DAM - H.V. EASTMAN LAKE, CA •••.••••••••.•.••• 
(N) CHANNEL ISLANDS HARBOR, CA ••••••••••••••••••.••••••••. 
(FC) COYOTE VALLEY DAM - (LAKE MENDOCINO), CA ••••.••••••.•• 
( N) CRESCENT CITY HARBOR, CA .••••••••••••.••••••.••••••••• 
(FC) DRY CREEK - WARM SPRINGS LAKE AND CHANNEL, CA ••••••••• 
(FC) FARMINGTON DAM, CA ••.••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(N) FISHERMAN'S WHARF AREA, CA •••••••••••••.•••••••••••••• 
(FC) HIDDEN DAM - HENSLEY LAKE, CA ••••••••••.•••.•••••••••• 
( N) HUMBOLDT HARBOR AND BAY, CA ••••••••••.•••.•••••••••••• 
(FC) ISABELLA LAKE, CA •.•.•••••••••••••••••••••••.••••••••• 
(N) LOS ANGELES - LONG BEACH HARBOR MODEL, CA ••••••••••••• 
(FC) LOS ANGELES COUNTY DRAINAGE AREA, CA •••••••••••••••••• 
(FC) MERCED COUNTY STREAM GROUP, CA •••••••.••••••.••••••••• 
(FC) MOJAVE RIVER DAM, CA ••...•••••••••••• . · •.•••••••••••••• 
( N) MORRO BAY HARBOR, CA .••..••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
( FC) NEW HOGAN LAKE, CA .••••••••••••••••••..••••••••••••••• 
(MP) NEW MELONES LAKE, CA .••••••••••••••••.•••••••••••••••• 
(N) NEWPORT BAY HARBOR, CA •.•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(N) NOVO RIVER & HARBOR, CA ••••••••••••••.•••••••••••••••• 
(N) OAKLAND HARBOR, CA ••.••••••••••••••••••.•••••••••••••• 
(N) OCEANSIDE EXPERIMENTAL SAND BYPASS SYSTEM, CA ••••••••• 

BUDGET 
ESTIMATE 

1,704,000 
4,927,000 

596,000 
15,813,000 

224,000 
225,000 

3,603,000 
3,724,000 

16,066,000 
707,000 

3,229,000 
15,995,000 
6,051,000 

1,932,000 
1 ,033,000 

404,000 
721 ,000 
396,000 
232,000 
556,000 

989,000 
771 ,000 
83,000 

5,920,000 
3,615,000 

888,000 
4,433,000 
6,440,000 
3,304,000 

973,000 
886,000 
918,000 

4,445,000 
469,000 

24,071,000 
2,036,000 
3,084,000 
1. 142. 000 
3,351,000 

590,000 
6, 100,000 
3,955,000 
2, 171 ,000 

1,648,000 
1,297,000 

145,000 
2,011,000 
1,538,000 
2,493,000 

130,000 
290,000 

1,302,000 
2,880,000 

589,000 
155,000 

2,586,000 
168,000 
223,000 
88,000 

1,898,000 
770,000 
287,000 
34,000 

2,734,000 
1,300,000 

20417 

CONFERENCE 

1,704,000 
6,400,000 

595,000 
18,000,000 

224,000 
225,000 

3,603,000 
3,724,000 

16,836,000 
707,000 

3,229,000 
18,000,000 
6,051,000 

1,932,000 
1,108,000 

404,000 
721,000 
396,000 
232,000 
556,000 

989,000 
771,000 
83,000 

5,920,000 
3,615,000 

888,000 
4,433,000 
6,440,000 
3,304,000 

973,000 
886,000 
918,000 

4,945,000 
469,000 

24,071 ,000 
2,036,000 
3,084,000 
1. 142. 000 
3,351,000 

575,000 
6,100,000 
3,955,000 
2. 171. 000 

1,648,000 
1,297,000 

145,000 
2,011,000 
1,538,000 
2,493,000 

130,000 
290,000 

1,302,000 
2,880,000 

589,000 
500,000 

2,986,000 
168,000 
223,000 

88,000 
1 ,898,000 

770,000 
287,000 

34,000 
2,734,000 
1,300,000 



20418 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 

CORPS OF ENGINEERS - OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

TYPE OF 
PROJECT 

PROJECT TITLE 

(N) OCEANSii:>E HARBOR, CA ..............•.....•..........•.. 
(N) PETALUMA RIVER, CA ................................... . 
(FC) PINE FLAT LAKE, CA ................................... . 
(N) PORT SAN LUIS, CA ... . .............•................... 
(N) RICHMOND HARBOR, CA .................................. . 
(N) SACRAMENTO RIVER (30 FOOT PROJECT), CA ............... . 
(N) SACRAMENTO RIVER - SHALLOW DRAFT CHANNEL, CA ......... . 
(N) SACRAMENTO RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES (DEBRIS CONTROL), CA. 
(N) SAN DIEGO HARBOR, CA ...............................••. 
(N) SAN FRANCISCO BAY - DELTA MODEL STRUCTURE, CA .....••.. 
(N) SAN FRANCISCO BAY LONG TERM MANAGEMENT STRATEGY, CA •.. 

SAN FRANCISCO HARBOR AND BAY (DRIFT REMOVAL), CA ..... . 
(N) SAN FRANCISCO HARBOR, CA ............................. . 
(N) SAN JOAQUIN RIVER, CA ................................ . 
(N) SAN PABLO BAY AND MARE ISLAND STRAIT, CA ............. . 
(FC) SANTA ANA RIVER BASIN, CA ............................ . 
( N) SANTA BARBARA HARBOR, CA ............................. . 

SEPULVEDA DAM, CA .................................... . 
( FC) SUCCESS LAKE, CA. · .................................... . 
(N) SUISUN BAY CHANNEL, CA ............................... . 
(FC) TERMINUS DAM (LAKE ~AWEAH), CA ....................... . 
( N) VENTURA HARBOR, CA ................................... . 
(N) YUBA RIVER, CA ....................................... . 

COLORADO 

( FC) BEAR CREEK LAKE, CO .................................. . 
(FC) CHATFIELD LAKE, CO ................................... . 
( FC) CHERRY CREEK LAKE, CO ................................• 
(FC) JOHN MARTIN RESERVOIR, CO ............................ . 
(FC) TRIN.IDAD LAKE, CO ...•............•...•................ 

CONNECTICUT 

( FC) BLACK ROCK LAKE. CT •. .••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
( FC) COLEBROOK RIVER LAKE, CT •. ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(N) CONNECTICUT RI.VER BELOW HARTFORD, CT .................• 
(N) OOILFORD ttARBOR,, CT ............••................•.... 
'FC) HANCaCK BROOK LAKE, CT •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(fC.) HOP BRO<>K LAKE, CT •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(FC) MANSFIELD HOLLOW LAKE, CT ..•....••..•••.....•..••..••. 
(FC) NORTHFIELD BROOK LAKE, CT ....•.•.•..............•.•... 
(FC) STAMFORD HURRICANE BARRIER, CT ....................... . 
( FC) THOMASTON DAM, CT ............•....•...•........•...... 
( FC) WEST THOMPSON LAKE, CT .....•. : ............•.....•..... 

DELAWARE 

(N) CHESAPEAKE AND DELAWARE CANAL, ST. GEORGES BRIDGE REPL 
(N) INDIAN RIVER INLET AND BAY, DE ..•.•.•.......••...•...• 
(N) INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, CHINCOTEAGUE BAY TO DELAWARE BA 
(N) INtRACOASTAL WATERWAY, DE RIVER TO CHESAPEAKE BAY, DE. 
(N) INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, REHOBOTH BAY TO DELAWARE BAY, D 
(N) MISPILLION RIVER, DE ...........................•..•.•. 
(N) WILMINGTON HARBOR, DE ................................ . 

(N) 

. (N) 
(N) 

_) 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

ANACOSTIA RIVER BASIN, DC ..•.•.•.••.•......•...•••.••• 
POTOMAC AND ANACOSTIA RIVERS (DRIFT REMOVAL), DC .•.... 
POTOMAC RIVER BELOW WASHINGTON, DC .•.......•.....••... 
WASHINGTON HARBOR, DC ............................•.•.• 

FLORIDA 

(N) AIWN, NORFOLK TO ST. JOHNS RIVER, FL, GA, SC, NC, & VA 
(N) APALACHICOLA BAY, FL. ...............•...............•. 
(N) CANAVERAL HARBOR, FL ............ : ................•..•.. 
(N) CARRABELLE HARBOR, FL. ............................... . 
(FC) CENTRAL & SOUTHERN, FL. ..........•.................... 
(N) CHARLOTTE HARBOR, FL ................................. . 
(N) CLEARWATER PASS, FL. ................................. . 
(N) CROSS FLORIDA BARGE CANAL, FL ........................ . 
(N) EAST PASS CHANNEL, FL. ................. .) . ............ . 
(N) ESCAMBIA-CONECUH RIVERS, FL ...............•........... 
(N) FERNANDINA HARBOR, FL. ............................... . 
(N) FORT PIERCE HARBOR, FL. .........••..............•..... 

BUDGET 
ESTIMATE 

836,000 
3,280,000 
1,680,000 
1, 108,000 
2,355,000 

838,000 
75,000 

777,000 
326,000 

2,301,000 
2,419,000 
2,015,000 
1,585,000 
1,388,000 
1 ,445,000 
2,070,000 

795,000 

1. 385,000 
1,015,000 
1 ,471 ,000 
3,215,000 

33,000 

352,000 
832,000 
444,000 

1,535,000 
807,000 

246,000 
294,000 
624,000 
614,000 
237,000 
682,000 
449,000 

. 262,000 
338,000 
372,000 
465,000 

14,000,000 
1,640,000 

18,000 
17,030,000 

32,000 
967,000 

2,911,000 

198,000 
696,000 
222,000 
216,000 

1,946,000 
737,000 

3,763,000 
263,000 

6,465,000 
554,000 
500,000 

1,969,000 
742,000 

8,000 
2,475,000 

346,000 

July 30, 1991 

CONFERENCE 

2,000,000 
3,280,000 
1,680,000 
1,108,000 
2,355,000 

838,000 
75,000 . 

777,000 
326,000 

2,301,000 
2, 719,000 
2,015,000 
1,585,000 
1,388,000 
1 ,445,000 
2,070,000 

995,000 
1,000,000 
1,385,000 
1,016,000 
1 ,471 ,000 
3,216,000 

33,000 

352,000 
832,000 
444,000 

1,636,000 
807,000 

246,000 
294,000 
624,000 
614,000 
237,000 
682,000 
449,000 
262,000 
338,000 
372,000 
466,000 

14,000,000 
1,640,000 

18,000 
17,030,000 

32,000 
957,000 

2,911,000 

198,000 
696,000 
222,000 
216,000 

1,946,000 
737,000 

3,763,000 
263,000 

5,465,000 
554,000 
500,000 

1,969,000 
742,000 

8,000 
2,475,000 

346,000 
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PROJECT TITLE BUDGET 
ESTIMATE 

20419 
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°(N) INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, CALOOSAHATCHEE R. TO ANCLOTE R. 
(N) INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, JACKSONVILLE TO MIAMI, FL •••••• 
( N) JACKSONVILLE HARBOR, FL ••••••••••••••••• • ••••••••••••• 
(MP) JIM WOODRUFF LOCK AND DAM, LAKE SEMINOLE, FL, AL & GA. 
( N) MIAMI HARBOR, FL •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(N) OKEECHOBEE WATERWAY, FL. •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
( N) OKLA~AHA RIVER, FL •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
( N) PALM BEACH HARBOR, FL ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(N) . PANAMA CITY HARBOR, FL. ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(N) PONCE. DE LEON INLET, FL. •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

REMOVAL OF AQUATlC GROWTH, FL ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(N) ST. llUCIE INLET, FL ••••• • ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
( N) TAMPA HARBOR, FL •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(N) WlTHLACOOCHIE RIVER, FL. •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

GEORGIA 

(MP) ALl:.ATOONA LAKE, GA •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(N) APALACHICOLA, CHATTAHOOCHEE AND FLINT RIVERS, GA, AL & 
(N) ATLANTIC INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY (SAVANNAH DISTRICT}, GA 
( N) BRUNSWICK HARBOR., GA •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(MP) BUFORD· DAM AND' t.AKE SIDNEY LANIER, GA ••••••••••••••••• 
(MP)' CARTERS DAM AND LAKE, GA •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(MP) HARTWELL LAKE, GA & SC ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• , ••• 
(MP) J. STROM THURMOND LAKE, GA & SC ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(MP) RICHARD B • . RUSSELL DAM & LAKE., GA & SC •• ., •••• ~ ·" -"' "' " ••• 
(N.) SAVANNAH HARBOR, GA .. ............. "' •••••• ., •••••••••••••• 
(N) SAVANNAH RIVER BELOW AUGUSTA, GA ................... L . L 

(MP) WEST POINT DAM AND LAKE l GA & AL. •••• L ._ ••• •••••••••• L"' . 

HAWAII 

(N) BARBER'S POINT HARBOR .. HL .. . ., • ., • ., ........... • . .. . .. . .. . 
( N,) · HONOLULU Hl\RBOR, Ffl!: .. ... . ., .. • • • • ._ • • ._ ••• • •••• • ••• , ... .. . ., 

IDAHO 

(MP) ALBENI FALLS DAM .. ID . . ....... . ... .... . .... . ..... . .... ., . . .. ., "' . 
lMP) DWORSHAK DAM. AND RESERVOIR, ID ..... . ..... .. . . ._ • • .. • • • .. .. .. . 
( FC) LUCKY PEAK LAKE .. ID .. .. ......... ... . . . ......... ... ......... . ...... . 

ILLINOIS 

(N) CALUMET HARBOR AND RIVER, IL ... . . .... ........... . ... ... . .. 
CFC) CARLYLE LAKE .. Il ............. ..... .. ... .... . ... .. .. . ., ... .... .. 
(M) CKICA.00 HARBOR.. It ........... . ... ... ....... .. .. .... . ..... .. 
(N) CHICAOO RIVER, ll ................. . ... . .... . . .. .. .... ... .... . 
{FC) FARM CREEK RESERVOIRS, IL .. ... .............. . ..... .... . . 
(N) ILLINOIS WATERWAY, IL & IN •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
CN) ILLINOIS WATERWAY, IL (LMVO PORTION) •••••••••••••••••• 
(N) KASKASKIA RIVER NAVIGATION, It •••••••••••••••••••••••• 
( FC) LAKE SHELBYVILLE, IL •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(N) MISS RIVER BTWN MISSOURI RIVER AND MINNEAPOLIS, IL. MN 
(N) MISS RVR BTWN MO RIVER & MINNEAPOLIS, IL & MN (LMVO PO 

NORTH BRANCH CHICAGO RIVER, IL •••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(FC) REND LAKE, IL ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
( N) WAUKEGAN HARBOR, IL ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

INDIANA 

( FC) BEVERLY SHORES, IN •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(FC) BROOKVILLE LAKE, IN ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(N) BURNS WATERWAY HARBOR, IN ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(N) BURNS WATERWAY SMALL BOAT HARBOR, IN •••••••••••••••••• 
(FC) CAGLES MILL LAKE. IN •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
( FC) CECIL M. HARDEN LAKE, IN •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(FC) HUNTINGTON LAKE. IN ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(N) INDIANA HARBOR, IN ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• · ••••••• 
(N) MICHIGAN CITY HARBOR, · IN •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(FC) MISSISSINEWA LAKE. IN ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
( FC) MONROE LAKE. IN ••••••••••••••••••••••• : ••••••••••••••• 
(FC) PATOKA LAKE. IN ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(FC) SALAMONIE LAKE, IN •••••••• • ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

IC1NA 

(FC) CORALVILLE LAKE, IA ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(FC) MISSOURI RIVER - KENSLERS BEND, NE TO SIOUX CITY, IA •• 
(N) MISSOURI RIVER - SIO~X CITY TO MOUTH, IA, NE, KS & MO. 

321,000 321.000 
2,158,000 2.168.000 
1,816.000 1,816.000 
4,914,000 4,914.000 

604.000 604.000 
2,399,000 2,399.000 

77,000 77.000 
1,196,000 1.196.000 

305.000 305.000 
604.000 604,000 

2,869,000 2,869.000 
714,000 714,000 

2,758.000 2,768.000 
221,000 221,000 

7,584,000 7,584,000 
4,156,000 4,166,000 

868,000 868,000 
3,182,000 3,182,000 
6,383,000 6,383,000 
3,883,000 5,883,000 
6,909,000 6,909.000 
8,289,000 8,289,000 
4,322,000 4,322,000 
5,253,000 5,263.000 

137,000 137.000 
4,830,000 4,830,00G 

57,000 5,7,0QO 
292:,0QO 292~000 

3., 748',.QOO 3 .,748,000 
6,4t3.,0CJO 6 ,,413,,000 
l.008,000 11,,008,,000 

558,000 558,000 
3,544,000 3 ., 644,000 
1,948,000 1 ,,948,000 
1. 386,000 1 ,386,000 

222,000 222,000 
16,428,000 16,428,000 
1,584,000 1,684,000 
1,567,000 1,667,000 
3,961,000 3,961,000 

80,728,000 80,728,000 
11. 744,000 11, 744,000 

160,000 
3,339,000 3,339,000 

941,000 941,000 

22,000 22,000 
714,000 714,000 
701,000 701,000 
122.000 122,000 
542,000 642,000 
511,000 600,000 
469,000 469,000 
535,000 635,000 
138,000 138,000 
483,000 483,000 
513,000 613,000 
468,000 468,000 
519,000 519,000 

2,722,000 3,000,000 
52,000 52,000 

7,312,000 7,312,000 
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(FC) RATHBUN LAKE, IA •••••••.•••.•••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(FC) RED ROCK DAM - LAKE RED ROCK, IA ••••••••••••••.••••••• 
(FC) SAYLORVILLE LAKE, IA ................................. . 
(N) SMALL NAV PROJ AT SIOUX CITY, IA .•.....••••••••••••••• 

KANSAS 

( FC) CLINTON LAKE, KS •.••••••••.••••••••.•••.•••••••••••••• 
(FC) COUNCIL GROVE LAKE, KS •.•••••••••••••.•.•••••••••••••• 
(FC) EL DORADO LAKE, KS •••••.•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••. 
(FC) ELK CITY LAKE, KS .................................... . 
( FC) FALL RIVER LAKE, KS .•••..•.••••••••..••••••••••••••••• 
(FC) HILLSDALE LAKE, KS .••.•••••••••••••••...•••.•••••••..• 
(FC) JOHN REDMOND DAM AND RESERVOIR, KS •••••.•••••••••••••• 
( FC) KANOPOLIS LAKE, KS .•••••.•.•••.••••.•••••.••••••••.••• 
(FC) MARION LAKE, KS •••••.•••••••••••••••••••••••..•••••••• 
(FC) MELVERN LAKE, KS ••.•••••••••..•••••••••••••••••••••••• 
CFC) MILFORD LAKE, KS •••••.•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
CFC) PEARSON - SKUBITZ BIG HILL LAKE, KS ••••.•••••••••••••• 
( FC) PERRY LAKE, KS •••.••.•...••••••••••••••.•••••••••••••• 
( FC) POMONA LAKE, KS •••.•••.•.•••••••••••••••••••••••••.••• 
( FC) TORONTO LAKE, KS ••.•.••..••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
( FC) TUTTLE CREEK LAKE, KS •..•••••••••••••.•.•.••.••••••••. 
CFC) WILSON LAKE, KS .••.••.•.•••••••••••..••.•••••••••••••• 

KENTUCKY 

(MP) BARKLEY DAM AND LAKE BARKLEY, KY •••••••••••••••••••••• 
( FC) BARREN RIVER LAKE, KY ••.•••.••••••••••••.••••••••••••• 
(N) BIG SANDY HARBOR, KY •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
( FC) BUCKHORN LAKE, KY ••••••.•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
( FC) CARR FORK LAKE, KY •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
( FC) CAVE RUN LAKE, KY ••••••••••••••••••••••.•••••••••••••• 
( FC) DEWEY LAKE, KY •••••••••••••••••••••.•••.•••••••••••••• 
(N) ELVIS STAHR (HICKMAN) HARBOR, KY •••••••••••••••••••••• 
CFC) FISHTRAP LAKE, KY •.•.•••.••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
( FC) GRAYSON LAKE, KY ••.••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
( N) GREEN AND BARREN RIVERS, KY ••••••••••.•••••••••••.•••• 
(FC) GREEN RIVER LAKE, KY •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(N) KENTUCKY RIVER, KY ••.••..••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(MP) LAUREL RIVER LAKE, KY ••••••••••••••.•••.•••••••••••••• 
(N) L~CKING RIVER OPEN CHANNEL WORK, KY ••••...•••••••••••• 
(FC) MARTINS FORK LAKE, KY ••..•.••••••••.•••••••••••••••••• 
(FC) MIDDLESBORO, KY •••••.•••••••••••••••.•••••••.••••••••• 
( FC) NOLIN LAKE, KY ••••••.••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(N) OHIO RIVER LOCKS AND DAMS, KY, IL, IN, OH, PA & VN .... 
(N) OHIO RIVER OPEN CHANNEL WORK, KY, IL, IN, OH, PA & 'Ml. 
(FC) PAINTSVILLE LAKE, KY ................................. . 
CFC) ROUGH RIVER LAKE, KY ••••.•..••..••••.•••••...••••••••• 
(FC) TAYLORSVILLE LAKE, KY ••••••..•.•..•.•.•••••••••••••••• 
(MP) WOLF CREEK DAM - LAKE CUMBERLAND, KY .•••.••.•..••••••• 
(FC) YATESVILLE LAKE KY .....••••.•.•••..•.••..•..•.••.•••• 

LOUISIANA 

(N) ATCHAFALAYA RIVER AND BAYOUS CHENE, BOEUF AND BLACK, L 
(N) BARATARIA BAY WATERWAY, LA •••••••••••••••••.••.••••••• 
( FC) BA YOU BOOCAU RESERVOIR, LA •••••••••••.•••••••••••••••. 
(FC) BAYOU PIERRE, LA •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.•••.••.• 
(N) BAYOU TECHE, LA •••••••••••••••••••••••••..•••••••••••• 
( FC) CADDO LAKE, LA •••••••••••••••••••••.•••••••••••••••••• 
(N) CALCASIEU RIVER AND PASS, LA •••••••• • ••••••••••••••••• 
(N) FRESHWATER BAYOU, LA ••••••••••••••••••••.••••••••••••• 
(N) GULF INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, LA •••••••••••••••••••••••. 
(N) HOUMA NAVIGATION CHANNEL, LA •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(N) LAKE PROVIDENCE HARBOR, LA •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(N) MADISON PARISH PORT, LA ••••••••••••••.•••••••••••••••• 
(N) MERMENTAU RIVER, LA ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(N) MISSISSIPPI RIVER - BATON ROUGE TO GULF OF MEXICO, LA. 
(N) MISSISSIPPI RIVER - GULF OUTLET, LA ••••••••••••••••••• 
(N) MISSISSIPPI RIVER, OUTLETS AT VENICE, LA •••••••••••••• 
(N) RED RIVER WATERWAY - MISSISSIPPI RIVER TO SHREVEPORT,. 

REMOVAL OF AQUATIC GROWTH, LA ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
( FC) WALLACE LAKE, LA ••••.••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

BUDGET 
ESTIMATE 

1,910,000 
3,922,000 
3,985,000 

5,000 

1,355,000 
849,000 
503,000 
772,000 

1,120,000 
915,000 

1,687,000 
1,262,000 

903,000 
1,629,000 
1,908,000 

989,000 
1,997,000 
1,482,000 

366,000 
1I545,000 
1,316,000 

5,730,000 
1,185,000 
1 ,031 ,000 

707,000 
930,000 
561,000 
947,000 
524,000 

1,179,000 
860,000 

1,362,000 
1,246,000 
1,420,000 
1,124,000 

15,000 
603,000 
120,000 

1,294,000 
15,460,000 
3,266,000 

659,000 
1,482,000 

682,000 
6,133,000 

704,000 

4,127,000 
1 ,403,000 

370,000 
38,000 

142,000 
96,000 

9,423,000 
849,000 

13,513,000 
241,000 
272,000 

71 ,000 
1. 572,000 

46,117,000 
15,666,000 

1,659,000 
6,743,000 
1,585,000 

181,000 

July 30, 1991 

CONFERENCE 

1,910,000 
3,922,000 
3,985,000 

5,000 

1,355,000 
849,000 
503,000 
772,000 

1,120,000 
915,000 

1,687,000 
1,262,000 

903,000 
1,629,000 
1,908,000 

989,000 
1,997 ,000 
1 ,482,000 

366,000 
1,545,000 
2,216,000 

5,730,000 
1,185,000 
1 ,031,000 

707,000 
930,000 
561,000 
947,000 
524,000 

1,179,000 
860,000 

1. 362,000 
1,246,000 
1,420,000 
1,124,000 

15,000 
603,000 
120,000 

1,294,000 
15,460,000 
3,266,000 

659,000 
1,482,000 

682,000 
6,133,000 

704,000 

4,127,000 
1,403,000 

370,000 
38,000 

142,000 
96,000 

9,423,000 
849,000 

13,513,000 
241,000 
272,000 

71,000 
1,572,000 

49,117,000 
19, 166,000 

1,659,000 
6,743,000 
1,585,000 

181,000 
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PROJECT 

PROJECT TITLE 

MAINE 

(N) KENNEBEC RIVER, ME ••••.•••••••.••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(N) SACO RIVER. ME •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

MARYLAND 

(N) BALTIMORE HARBOR & CHANNELS, MO & VA •••••••••••••••••• 
BALTIMORE HARBOR (DRIFT REMOVAL), MO •••••••••••••••••• 
BALTIMORE HARBOR (PREVENTION OF OBSTRUCTIVE DEPOSITS), 

(N) CHESTER RIVER •••••••.••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(FC) CUMBERLAND, MD AND RIDGELEY, WV ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
CFC) JENNINGS RANDOLPH LAKE, MO & WV ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
( N) KNAP PS NARROWS, MO •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(N) OCEAN CITY HARBOR & INLET & SINEPUXENT BAY, MO ....... . 
(N) TWITCH COVE AND BIG THOROFARE RIVER, MD ••••••••••••••• 
(N) WICOMICO RIVER, MD ••.•••••••••••••••.••••••••••••••••• 

MASSACHUSETTS 

( FC) BARRE FALLS- DAM, MA •••.••..••.•••• ·-••••••••••••••••••• 
(FC) BIRCH HILL DAM, MA .•••.•.•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
( FC) BUFFUMVI LLE LAKE, MA. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ............. .. . ., 
(N) CAPE COD CANAL, MA •..•••••••.• - · •••••••••••••••••• ., •• 
( FC) CHARLES RL.VER NATURAL VALLEY STORAGE AR~S. MA. • • •••• 
( FC) CONAN.T. BROOK LAKE, MA •. ••. ., • • • • • • • • • • .. •. • • •. • - .. .. ..... ... . 
( FC) EAST BRIMFL.ELD LAKE, MA. • • • ~ ••••••• ~. • •••••••• - •••• 
( FC) HODGES VlLU\GE DAM,, MA •••••••. - • - • • • • •. • •. - .. .., ............ . 
( FC) KNIGHiVlLLE DAM, MA.. • • .. .. • .. ... • • .. .. • • ... "".. • • .. .. .. .,, ., .. .. .. . 
( FC) LITTLEVILLE LAKE,. MA. • .. ....... ~ • .. .. • .. .. .. ._ • • • • ., .... .... .. . 
(FC) NEW BEDFORD>, FAIRHAVEN' AND ACUSHNET EillJRRICME BARRIER, · 
(FC) TULLY b.AKE~ MA._ . .. ... . ...... .... ..... ............... .... ..... .... . 
( FC)' WEST H JILL l!1AM. MA .. • • • • • • • .. .. • • • • • • • • • • .. • • • • • • • • .. .. . 
(FC) WES'NlLlE lAKE, MA. • .. • • • • • • •. • .. • • .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .... . , ........ . 

(N.l 
(N) 
(N) 
00 
HO 
(N') 
(Nl 
(N) 

(N) 
(N) 
(N) 
(N) 
(N) 
(N) 
(N) 
(N) 
(N) 
(N) 
(N) 
(N) 
(N) 
(N) 
(N) 
(N) 
(N) 
(N) 
(N) 
(N) 
(N) 
(N) 
CN) 
(N) 
(N) 
CFC) 
(N) 
CN) 
(N) 
(MP) 
(N) 

MICHIGAN 

ALPENA, HARBOR , MI . .. ......... .. . .. .... ............... ........... . 
ARCADIA If.ARBOR , MI ............. .. ... ... . ..... ........... . 
BE.ACK RIVER. HARBOR. MI ............. ........ ............... .. 
BOLLES ff.ARBOR, MI ....................................... .. .. 
CHANNELS IN LAKE ST. CLAIR. MI •••..•.•.•............•. 
CHARLEVOIX HARBOR. MI ................................ .. 
CLINTON RIVER, MI ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
DETROIT RIVER, Ml •••.•••••.•••••••••••••••••••.••••••• 
FLINT RIVER FLOOD CONTROL, MI ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
FRANKFORT HARBOR, MI ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• : •••••• 
GRAND HAVEN HARBOR, MI •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
HAfelttOND BAY HARBOR, MI •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
HARBOR BEACH HARBOR, Ml •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
HOLLAND HARBOR, MI •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
INLAND ROUTE, MI ••.••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
KEWEENAW WATERWAY, MI ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
LELAND HARBOR, MI ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
LEXINGTON HARBOR, MI •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
LITTLE LAKE HARBOR, MI ••.•••••••••••••••••.••••••••••• 
LUDINGTON HARBOR, MI •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
MANISTEE HARBOR, MI ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
MANISTIQUE HARBOR, MI ••.••••••••.••••••••••••••••••••• 
MARQUETTE HARBOR, MI .•••.••••..•.•••••••••.••••••••••• 
MENOMINEE HARBOR, MI & WI. ....•.......••••.•••••••..•• 
MONROE HARBOR, MI .••.•••....•••.•••••••••••••••••••••• 
MUSKEGON HARBOR, MI •.•....•••••.••••••••••.••••••••••• 
NEW BUFFALO HARBOR. MI •...•.••.•••••••••••.•.••••••••• 
ONTONAGON HARBOR, MI .••.•....••••••••••.••••.••••••••• 
PENTWATER HARBOR, MI .....•••.....•••.•••.•.•.••••••••• 
PORT SANILAC HARBOR, MI - MITIGATION OF SHORE DAMAGE •• 
PRESQUE ISLE HARBOR, MI ....•.••••••••.••.•.•.••••••••• 
ROUGE RIVER, MI .••••.••••••••••••••.•••••••••••••••••• 
SAGINAW RIVER, MI •••.••••••.•••••••••••••••••••.•••••. 
SAGINAW RIVER, MI-DIKE DISPOSAL ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
SEBEWAING RIVER (ICE JAM REMOVAL), MI ••••••••••••••••• 
SEBEWAING RIVER, MI ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
ST. CLAIR RIVER, MI •.••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
ST. JOSEPH HARBOR, MI •••.••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
ST. MARYS RIVER, MI ••••.•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
WHITE LAKE HARBOR, MI ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

BUDGET 
ESTIMATE 

647,000 
747,000 

11,236,000 
329,000 
365,000 
785,000 
82,000 

1,282,000 
559,000 
383,000 
573,000 
201,000 

485,000 
433',00JJ 
34T,OOQ, 

1 CJ', 501 , 0.001 
1 Ei'3!,, 000 
1'S-1 .,000 
32.&,,0S 
33>T,000 
519,00Cll 
5t2.,m8 
20,,000 
444,,QOQ 
44,7.,00Q 
396.,000 

224.000 
87.000 
87.,000 

216.000' 
196,000 
156,.000 

59,000 
5,001,000 

302,000 
1,211,000 

120,000 
3,726,000 
1,135,000 

18,000 
1,166,000 

172,000 
141 ,000 
172,000 

2,092,000 
945,000 
494,000 
283,000 
90,000 

1,129,000 
887,000 
135,000 

4,283,000 
158,000 
36,000 

389,000 
93,000 

2,124,000 
356,000 

13,000 
338,000 
457,000 

1. 181 .ooo 
12.339,000 

274,000 
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18,000 
1,166,000 

172,000 
. 141 ,000 
172,000 

2,092,000 
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20422 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 
CORPS OF ENGINEERS - OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

TYPE OF 
PROJECT 

PROJECT TITLE 

MINNESOTA 

(FC) BIGSTONE LAKE, WHETSTONE RIVER, MN & SO .........••.... 
(N) DULUTH - SUPERIOR HARBOR, MN & WI ...........•..•...... 
(N) GRAND MARAIS HARBOR, MN ...........•................... 
(FC) LAC QUI PARLE LAKES, MINNESOTA RIVER, MN ............. . 
(N) MINNESOTA RIVER, MN ................................•.. 
(FC) ORWELL LAKE, MN ..............................•..•..•.. 
CFC) RED LAKE RIVER, MN .................................•.. 
(N) RESERVOIRS AT HEADWATERS OF MISSISSIPPI RIVER, MN ..•.. 

SAUK LAKE, MN .................................•....•.. 
( N) TY«> HARBORS , MN ...................................... . 

MISSISSIPPI 

(N) BILOXI HARBOR, MS .................................... . 
(N) CLAIBORNE COUNTY PORT, MS ........................... .. 
(FC) EAST FORK, TOMBIGBEE RIVER, MS ....................... . 
( N) GULFPORT HARBOR, MS .............................•..... 
(N) MOUTH OF YAZ.00 RIVER, MS ............................. . 
( FC) OKATIBBEE LAKE, MS ................................... . 
(N) PASCAGOULA HARBOR, MS ................................ . 
(N) PEARL RIVER, MS ...................................... . 
( N) ROSEDALE HARBOR, MS .................................. . 
(N) YAZ.00 RIVER, MS ...................................... . 

MISSOURI 

( N) CARUTHERSVILLE HARBOR, MO ..................... : ...... . 
(MP) CLARENCE .CANNON DAM AND MARK TWAIN LAKE, MO .......... . 
( FC) CLEARWATER LAKE, MO .................................. . 
(MP) HARRY S TRUMAN DAM AND RESERVOIR, MO ................. . 
(FC) LITTLE BLUE RIVER LAKES, MO .......................... . 
( FC) LONG BRANCH LAKE, MO ................................. . 
(N) MISS RIVER BTWN THE OHIO AND MO RIVERS (REG WORKS), MO 
( FC) POMME DE TERRE LAKE, MO .............................. . 
(FC) SMITHVILLE LAKE, MO .................................. . 
(N) SOUTHEAST MISSOURI PORT, MISSISSIPPI RIVER, MO ....... . 
(MP) STOCKTON LAKE, MO .................................... . 
(MP) TABLE ROCK LAKE, MO .................................. . 
( FC) WAPPAPELLO LAKE, MO .................................. . 

MONTANA 

(MP) FT PECK DAM AND LAKE, MT ............................. . 
'(MP) LIBBY DAM, MT ......................................•.. 

(MP) 
CFC) 

(MP) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

MISSOURI R BTWN FORT PECK DAM, MT & GAVINS PT DAM, SD. 

NEBRASKA 

GAVINS POINT DAM, LEWIS & CLARK LAKE, NE & SO ........ . 
HARLAN COUNTY LAKE, NE ............................... . 
MISSOURI NATIONAL RECREATION RIVER ................... . 
MISSOURI R MASTER MANUAL REVIEW, NE, IA, KS, MO, MT, N 
PAPILLION CREEK & TRIBUTARIES LAKES, NE .............. . 
SALT CREEK AND TRIBUTARIES. NE ......................•. 

NEVADA 

(FC) MARTIS CREEK LAKE, NV & CA ........................... . 
(FC) PINE AND MATHEWS CANYONS DAMS, NV .................... . 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
,lf-C) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

(N) 
(N) 
(N) 
(N) 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 

BLACKWATER DAM, NH ...........................•......•. 
EDWARD MACDOWELL LAKE, NH ...•..•..•...........•.....•. 
FRANKLIN FALLS DAM, NH .........•.•.................... 
HOPKINTON-EVERETT LAKES, NH ....••....•................ 
OTTER BROOK LAKE, NH .....•.••..•••..............•..••• 
SURRY MOUNTAIN LAKE, NH ......•..•••.........•.....••.• 

NEW JERSEY 

BARNEGAT INLET, NJ .......•..••....•............•.••..• 
COLD SPRING INLET, NJ .........•............•..••.••..• 
DELAWARE RIVER, PHILADELPHIA, PA TO TRENTON, NJ ••...•• 
DELAWARE RIVER-PHILADELPHIA TO THE SEA, NJ, PA & DE .•• 

BUDGET 
l;STIMATE 

156,000 
3,122,000 

156,000 
393,000 
166,000 
247,000 
90,000 

2,176,000 

418,000 

627,000 
3,000 

16,000 
2,470,000 

169,000 
1, 717 ,000 
4,902,000 

146,000 
339,000 

4,000 

389,000 
4,846,000 
2,042,000 
8,864,000 

812,000 
648,000 

10,721,000 
1, 718,000 
1,232,000 

93,000 
4,086,000 
6, 144,000 

100,000 

3,126,000 
4,331,000 

5,280,000 
1,472,000 

973,000 
623,000 
615,000 

335,000 
100,000 

324,000 
339,000 
470,000 
963,000 
442,000 
395,000 

650,000 
1,238,000 
3,906,000 

14,048,000 
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339,000 

4,000 

389,000 ' 
4,846,000 
2,042,000 
8,864,000 

812,000 
648,000 

10,721,000 
1. 718,000 
1,232,000 
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4,086,000 
6, 144,000 

100,000 

3,126,000 
4,331,000 
1, 600,000 

6,280,000 
1,472,000 

200,000 
973,000 
623,000 
616,000 

335,000 
100,000 

324,000 
339,000 
470,000 
963,000 
442,000 ' 
395,000 

660,000 
1,238,000 
3,906,000 

14,048,000 



July 30, 1991 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 

CORPS OF ENGINEERS - OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

TYPE OF 
PROJECT 

PROJECT TITLE 

(N) NEW- JERSEY INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, NJ •••••••••••••••••• 
(N) NEWARK BAY HACKENSACK & PASSAIC RIVERS, NJ •••••••••••• 
(N) RARITAN RIVER TO ARTHUR KILL CUT-OFF, NJ ••••••••••• _ ••• 
(N) RARITAN RIVER, NJ ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(N) SALEM RIVER, NJ ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(N) SANDY HOOK BAY, NJ •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(N) SHOAL HARBOR & COMPTON CREEK, NJ •••••••••••••••••••••• 

NEW MEXICO 

CFC) ABIQUIU DAM, NM ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(FC) COCHITI LAKE, NM •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(FC) CONCHAS LAKE, NM •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(FC) GALISTEO DAM, NM •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(FC) JEMEZ CANYON DAM, NM •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(FC) SANTA ROSA DAM AND LAKE, NM ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
( FC) TVVC> RIVERS DAM, NM. • • • • • • ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(N) 
(N) 
(N) 
(N) 
(N) • 
(N) 
(FC) 
CN) 
(N) 
(N) 

. (N) 
(N) 
(N) 
(N) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(N) 

(N) 
(N) 
(N) 
(N) 
(N) 

, (N) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(N) 
(FC) 

NEW YORK 

ALMOND LAKE, NY ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
ARKPORT DAM, NY •••••.••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
BAYRIDGE & RED HOOK CHANNELS, NY •••••••••••••••••••••• 
BLACK ROCK CHANNEL AND TONAWANDA HARBOR, NY ••••••••••• 
BUFFALO HARBOR, NY •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
BUTTERMILK CHANNEL, NY •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
CONEY ISLAND CREEK, NY ••••.••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
EAST CHESTER CREEK, NY •••.•••.•••••••.•••••••••••••••• 
EAST ROCKAWAY INLET, NY •••.••••.•.•••.•••••••••••••••• 
EAST SIDNEY LAKE, NY ••••••••••...•••••.••••••••••••••• 
FIRE ISLAND TO JONES INLET, NY •••••••••••••••••••••••• 
FLUSHING BAY & CREEK, NY ••••••••••••••••••••.••••••••• 
GOWANUS CREEK CHANNEL, NY ••••••••••••••••••••••• , ••••• 
GREAT SOUTH BAY, NY •.••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
HEMPSTEAD HARBOR, NY •.••••..•••••••••.••••••••.•••••.• 
HUDSON RIVER CHANNEL, NY ...••••...•••.•••••••••••••••• 
HUDSON RIVER, NY •••..•••.••••••••••••.•••••••••••••••• 
LONG ISLAND INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, NY ••••••••••••••••• 
MT MORRIS LAKE, NY •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
NARROWS OF LAKE CHAMPLAIN, NY & VT ................... . 
NEW YORK AND NEW JERSEY CHANNELS, NY •••••••••••••••••• 
NEW YORK HARBOR (DRIFT REMOVAL), NY ••••••••••••••••••• 
NEW YORK HARBOR (PREVENTION OF OBSTRUCTIVE DEPOSITS),. 
NEW YORK HARBOR, NY •••••••.••••••••••.•••••••••••••••• 
NEWTOWN CREEK, NY •••.••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
NORTHPORT HARBOR, NY .••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
PORT JEFFERSON HARBOR, NY ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
ROCHESTER HARBOR, NY .••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
SHINNECOCK INLET •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
SOUTHERN NEW YORK PROJECTS, NY •••••••••••••••••••••••• 
TARRYTOWN HARBOR, NY .•••.••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
WESTCHESTER CREEK, NY ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
WHITNEY POINT LAKE, NY •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

NORTH CAROLINA 

(N) ATLANTIC INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY (WILMINGTON DISTRICT),. 
(FC) B EVERETT JORDAN DAM AND LAKE, NC ••••••••••••••••••••• 
( N) BEAUFORT HARBOR, NC •••••••••••••••••.••••••••••••••••• 
(N) BOGUE INLET ANO CHANNEL, NC ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(N) CAPE FEAR RIVER ABOVE WILMINGTON, NC •••••••••••••••••• 
(N) CAROLINA BEACH INLET, NC •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(N) CHANNEL FROM BACK SOUND TO LOOKOUT BIGHT, NC •••••••••• 
( FC) FALLS LAKE, NC •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
( N) LOCKWOODS FOLLY RIVER, NC ••••••••••••••••••• : ••••••••• 
( N) MANTEO ( SHALLOWBAG) BAY, NC ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(N) MOREHEAD CITY HARBOR, NC ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ~ •• 
(N) NEUSE RIVER, NC ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(N) NEW RIVER INLET, NC ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(N) NEW TOPSAIL INLET AND CONNECTING CHANNELS, NC ••••••••• 
(N) OCRACOKE INLET, NC •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(N) ROLLINSON CHANNEL, NC ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(N) SILVER LAKE HARBOR, NC •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(FC) W. KERR SCOTT DAM AND RESERVOIR, NC ••••••••••••••••••• 
(N) WATERWAY CONNECTING PAMLICO SOUND AND BEAUFORT HARBOR, 
(N) WILMINGTON HARBOR, NC ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

BUDGET 
ESTIMATE 

1,621,000 
1,890,000 

1-23,000 
133-;000 
680;000-
129,000 
135,000 

1,683,000 
1,586,000 

806,000 
281,000 
362,000 
892,000 
294,000 

341,000 
191,000 
110,000 

2,396,000 
1,448,000 

500,000 
712,000 
635,000 
867,000 
303,000 

1,849,000 
118,000 
78,000 

800,000 
1, 121 ,000 

795,000 
2,759,000 
1 ,043,000 
1,362,000 

40,000 
3, 108,000 
4,022,000 

659,000 
6,013,000 

78,000 
84,000 

136,000 
800,000 
260,000 

1,743,000 
832,000 

78,000 
367,000 

6,207,000 
1,017,000 

416,000 
711,000 
966,000 
676,000 
196,000 
924,000 
836,000 

6,846,000 
2,076,000 

133,000 
1 ,064,000 

841,000 
278,000 
405,000 
805,000 

1'505,000 
281,000 

4,934,000 
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1,621,000 
1,890,000 

123,000 
133,000 
680,000 
129,000 
135,000 

1,683,000 
1,886,000 

806,000 
281,000 
362,000 
892,000 
294,000 

341,000 
191,000 
110,000 

2,396,000 
2,448,000 

600,000 
712,000 
635,000 
867,000 
303,000 

1,849,000 
118,000 
78,000 

800,000 
1. 121. 000 

795,000 
2,759,000 
1 ,043,000 
1,362,000 

40,000 
4, 108,000 
4,022,000 

659,000 
6,013,000 

78,000 
84,000 

135,000 
800,000 
260,000 

1,743,000 
832,000 

78,000 
367,000 

6,207,000 
1,017,000 

415,000 
711,000 
966,000 
575,000 
196,000 
924,000 
836,000 

6,500,000 
2,500,000 

133,000 
1,064,000 

841,000 
278,000 
406,000 
806,000 

1,606,000 
281,000 

4,934,000 



20424 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 
CORPS OF ENGINEERS - OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

TYPE OF 
PROJECT 

PROJECT TITLE 

NORTH DAKOTA 

( FC) BOWMAN HALEY LAKE, ND •..•••••• • • • ••••••••.....•••••••• 
(MP) GARRISON DAM, LAKE SAKAKAWEA, NO ••• • ••••••••.••• • • • •• • 
( FC) HOMME LAKE AND DAM, ND •••••.••••••••••••.• • .•.••••• .•• .•• 
(FC) LAKE ASHTABULA AND BALDHILL DAM, ND ............... ... .. . 

LAKE SAKAKAWEA •.••.•....•••.•• • •••..•..•• .•.•..••. ~ .... . 
( FC) PIPESTEM LAKE, ND ••..••..••• • • • •• • .•••..•.•••••••• ~ ••• 

muo 
(FC) ALUM CREEK LAKE, OH ................................. .. .. 
(N) ASHTABULA HARBOR, OH ...... .. .. .. ... .... ... .......... .... . . 
( FC) BERLIN .LAKE, OH .... .. ................ ............... .... . 
( FC) CAESAR CREEK LAKE, OH .............. . .......... .. . .... .. .. . 

· (FC) CLARENCE J . BROWN DAM, OH ....... .. ..... . ........... ..... . . 
(N) CLEVELAND HARBOR, OH ...... .. ... .................. . .. .. .. . 
( N) CONNEAUT HARBOR, OH ......... .. ..................... . . · ••• 
( FC) DEER CREEK LAKE, OH .............................. .... .. . 
( FC) DELAWARE LAKE, OH . . ... .. ..... ... .. . .. .. .......... .. ..... .. . .. . 
CFC) DILLON LAKE, OH .............. ... . .. . ........... . ........ . 
( N) FAIRPORT HARBOR, OH . ... ... .. ...... .. . . ............... . .. . 
( N) HURON HARBOR, OH ............ .. ....... . .... ............... .. . 
( N) LORAIN HARBOR, OH .. . ... .. ......... . ................... . 
·( FC) MASSILLON, OH ........................ .. ............... .. . 
(FC) MICHAEL J. KIRWAN DAM ANO 'RESERVOIR, OH ••••••••••••••• 
( FC) MOSQUITO CREEK LAKE, OH ..... .. .... . . .. ................. . 
(FC) MUSKINGUM RlYER LAKES, OH . .. . .. ......... .. .. . .......... . 
(FC) NORTH BRANCH KOKOS1NG RIVER lAKE, OH •••••••••••••••••• 
( FC) PAINT CREEK LAKE., OH ................ .. ..... .. .......... . 
( FC) ROSEVILLE. OH ......................................... . 
( N) SANDUSKY HARBOR, OH ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
( N) TOLEDO HARBOR, OH .. .. ................. . ............... . 
(FC) TOM JENKINS ·DAM, OH ................ . .. . .. .. ........... . 
(FC) WEST FORK OF MILL CREEK LAKE, OH ••••••• • •• •• • • •••••••• 
( FC) WILLIAM H. HARSHA LAKE, OH ................... . . .. ..... . 

OKLAHOMA 

(FC) ARCADIA LAKE, OK •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• .•••••••••. 
(FC) BIRCH LAKE, OK ••••••••••••••••••• : •••••••••••••••••••• 
(MP) BROKEN BOW LAKE, OK ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
« .f C) CANDY LAKE , OK •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• • ••• 
( FC) CANTON LAKE, OK ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
( ·fC) COPAN LAKE, OK •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(MP) EUFAULA LAKE, OK •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(MP) FORT GIBSON LAKE, OK •••.•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
( FC) FORT SUPPLY LAKE, OK .••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(FC) GREAT SALT PLAINS LAKE, OK ........................... . 
(FC) HEYBURN LAKE, OK ••••.•..••••••.••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(FC) HUGO LAKE, OK •••••••.•••••••••••••••••••••.••••••••••• 
( FC) HU LAH LAKE, OK .••••.•••.••••.•..•••••••.•••••••.•••••• 
(FC) KAW LAKE, OK •••••••.•••.••••.••••••••••••••••• • •••• • •• 
(MP) KEYSTONE LAKE, OK ••••••.••.•••.••••••••••••.•••••••••• 
(FC) OOLOGAH LAKE, OK ••...••.••••••.•••••.••••••••.••..•••• 
( FC) OPTIMA LAKE, OK •••••.•.••••••••••••••••••••••••••.•.•• 
(FC) PENSACOLA RESERVOIR - LAKE OF THE CHEROKEES, OK •• • •..• 
CFC) PINE CREEK LAKE, OK ....... ,. ................ . ......... . 
(MP) ROBERTS. KERR L&D ANO RESERVOIRS, OK ••••...••.••••• • . 
( FC) SARDIS LAKE, OK ••••.•••..•••...•. • ...• • .••••.••...•.•• 
(FC) SKIATOOK LAKE, OK •••••••••••••••.•••.••.••••.••••••••• 
(MP) TENKILLER FERRY LAKE, OK ............................ .. 
(FC) WAURIKA LAKE, OK •••. • ••••••••••••••••••••.•••••••• • ••• 
(MP) WEBBERS FALLS LOCK ANO DAM, OK ••••.•••••••.•.•.••••••. 
CFC) WISTER LAKE, OK •••••••••••••.••••.•••••••••••••••..••• 

OREGON 

(FC) APPLEGATE LAKE, OR •.•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(FC) BLUE RIVER LAKE, OR •••••••••••••.••••••••••••••••••••• 
(MP) BONNEVILLE LOCK & DAM-LAKE BONNEVILLE, OR .......... .. . . 
( N) CHETCO RIVER, OR •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(N) COLUMBIA & LWR WILLAMETTE R BLW VANCOUVER, WA & PORTLA 
(N) COLUMBIA RIVER AT MOUTH, OR & WA •••••••••••.•••••••••• 
(N) COLUMBIA RIVER BETWEEN VANCOUVER, WA & THE DALLES, OR. 

COLUMBIA & SNAKE RIVERS PORTS DREDGING, OR & WA ••••••• 
(N) COOS & MILLICOMA RIVERS, OR ••.••••••••••••• • •••••••••• 
(N) COOS BAY, OR •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

BUDGET 
ESTIMATE 

307,000 
7,397,000 

124,000 
862,000 

491,000 

772,000 
,414,000 

1I664,000 
680,000 
487,000 

'6, 702,000 
139.·000 
43B,OOO 
492,000 
721,000 
51 '1 ,000 
605,000 
872.,000 
2.5,000 

686.000 
860.000 

5.806,000 
469.,000 
604,000 
25,000 

683,000 
7,105,000 

269,000 
416,000 
583,000 

422,000 
709,000 

2,002,000 
39,000 

5,425,000 
991,000 

5,169,000 
3,311,000 

919,000 
621,000 
532,000 
918,000 
456,000 

1,347,000 
2,797,000 
1. 211 ,000 

541,000 
8,000 

830,000 
3,041,000 

846,000 
1 ,471 ,000 
3,113,000 
1,194,000 
3,025,000 

796,000 

471,000 
178,000 

11,388,000 
432,000 

11,094,000 
8,849,000 

461,000 

190,000 
4,313,000 

July 30, 1991 

CONFERENCE 

307,000 
7,397,000 

124,000 
862,000 

50,000 
491 ,000 

772,000 
414,000 

1,564,000 
680,000 
487,000 

6,702,000 
139,000 
'4'3,8 • -000 
492,000 
121,.000 
511,000 
605.000 

l,372,000 
25,000 

686,000 
:860,000 

6,806.000 
459,000 
504,000 

25,000 
683,000 

7,105,000 
269,000 
416,000 
583,000 

422,000 
709,000 

2,002,000 
39,000 

5,425,000 
991,000 

5,169,000 
3,311,000 

919,000 
521,000 
532,000 
918,000 
456,000 

1. 347 ,000 
2,797,000 
1, 211. 000 

541,000 
8,000 

830,000 
3,041,000 

846,000 
1,471 ,000 
3,113,000 
1,194,000 
3,025,000 

796,000 

471 ,000 
178,000 

11,388,000 
432,000 

11,094,000 
8,849,000 

461,000 
8,000,000 

190,000 
4,313,000 



July 30, 1991 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 
CORPS OF ENGINEERS - OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

TYPE OF 
PROJECT 

(N}-
(FC) 
(MP) 
(MP) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(MP) 
(MP) 
(MP) 
(MP) 
(MP) 
(MP) 
(N) 
(N) 
(N) 
(N) 
(N) 
(N) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(N) 

PROJECT TITLE 

COQUILLE RIVER, OR ..•••..•••.•.•.••••.•••••••••••••••• 
COTTAGE GROVE LAKE, OR .•••••••••••••.••••••••••••••••• 
COUGAR LAKE, OR •...•.•••.•••••••••••••••••••••••••••.• 
DETROIT LAKE, OR ...•.•...•..••.•••••••••••.••••••••••• 
DORENA LAKE, OR •••.••••.••••.••••••••.•.•••••••••••••• 
FALL CREEK LAKE, OR •.••.••••••.••••••.•••..••••••••••• 
FERN RIDGE LAKE, OR ..••••••••••••••..•••••.••••••••••• 
GREEN PETER-FOSTER LAKES, OR ••••••••..••••••.••••••••• 
HILLS CREEK LAKE, OR ................................. . 
JOHN DAY LOCK & DAM - LAKE UMATILLA, OR ••••••••••••••• 
LOOKOUT POINT LAKE, OR •..••••••••••••.•••••••••••••••• 
LOST CREEK LAKE, OR .••..•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
MCNARY LOCK AND DAM, OR •••••••.•••••.••••••••••••••••• 
PORT ORFORD, OR ••..•••.•••••••••••••.••••••••••••••••• 
ROGUE RIVER AT GOLD BEACH, OR ••••••.•••••••••••••••••• 
SI US LAW RIVER, OR ..•••.•••••.••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
SKIPANON CHANNEL, OR ••••.•••••.•••••..•••••••••••••••• 
TILLAMOOK BAY & BAR, OR •.•••••••••••.••••••••••••••••• 
UMPQUA RIVER, OR ••••••..•••••..•••••..•••••••••••••••• 
WILLAMETTE RIVER AT WILLAMETTE FALLS, OR •••.•••••••••• 
WILLAMETTE RIVER BASIN BANK PROTECTION, OR •••••••••••• 
WILLOW CREEK LAKE, OR ................................ . 
YAQUINA BAY & HARBOR, OR .•.....•.•••..•...•••••••••••• 

PENNSYLVANIA 

( N) ALLEGHENY RIVER, PA ...•..•••...••••••.•••••••••••••••• 
(FC) ALVIN R. BUSH DAM, PA •.•••••••••••••••.••••••••••••••• 
( FC) AYLESWORTH CREEK LAKE, PA •••••••.••••••••••••••••••••• 
(FC) BELTZVILLE LAKE, PA •••.•.••.••.•.••••••••••••••••••••• 
(FC) BLUE MARSH LAKE, PA ••••.•••••••••••••••.••••••••••••.• 
(FC) CONEMAUGH RIVER LAKE, PA •••.•..••••••..•.••••••••••••• 
( FC) COWAN ESQUE LAKE, PA ••..••••••..••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(FC) CROOKED CREEK LAKE, PA .•.•••••••••••.••••••••••••••••• 
( FC) CURWENSVILLE LAKE, PA .••••••.•••••••.••••••••••••••••• 
(FC) EAST BRANCH CLARION RIVER LAKE, PA •••..••••••••••••••• 
(N) ERIE HARBOR, PA •••.•.••.•••••••••••••••••••••.•••••••• 
(FC) FOSTER JOSEPH SAYERS DAM, PA •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(FC) FRANCIS E. WALTER DAM, PA •••.••••••...•••••••••••••••• 
(FC) GENERAL EDGAR JAOWIN DAM & RESERVOIR, PA •••••••••••••• 
( FC) JOHNSTOWN, PA ••••..•••..•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(FC) KINZUA DAM AND ALLEGHENY RESERVOIR, PA •••••••.•••••••• 
(FC) LOYALHANNA LAKE, PA ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(FC) MAHONING CREEK LAKE, PA .............................. . 
(N) MONONGAHELA RIVER, PA ••••••.••••••••••••••••••••••••.• 
(N) OHIO RIVER LOCKS AND DAMS CONSTRUCTION, PA •••••••••••• 
(N) OHIO RIVER OPEN CHANNEL, PA ••••••••••..••••••••••••••• 
(FC) PROMPTON LAKE, PA •.••••••••••••••••••.•••••••••••••••• 
( FC) PUNXSUTAWNEY, PA ••••.••••••••••••••.•.•••••••••••••••• 
(FC) RAYSTOWN LAKE, PA •.•.•••.••..••••••••.•••••••••••••••• 
(N) SCHUYLKILL RIVER, PA •.•••••••..••.•••••••••••••••••••• 
(FC) SHENANGO RIVER LAKE, PA .............................. . 
CFC) STILLWATER LAKE, PA •••••••.••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(FC) TIOGA-HAMMOND LAKES, PA ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(FC) TIONESTA LAKE, PA •••.••••••••••••••••.•••••••••••••••• 
(FC) UNION CITY LAKE, PA •.•••.••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(FC) WOODCOCK .CREEK LAKE, PA .............................. . 
(FC) YORK INDIAN ROCK DAM, PA •••..•.••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(FC) YOUGHIOGHENY RIVER LAKE, PA ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

PUERTO RICO 

(N) ARECIBO HARBOR, PR .•.•••••••••••••••••••.••..••••••••• 
( N) MA VAQUEZ HARBOR, PR ••••••••••••••••••.•••••••••••••••• 
( N) PONCE HARBOR, PR ••.•••••••••..••••••..•••••••••••••••• 
( N) SAN JUAN HARBOR, PR ••••..••••.••.••••••••••••••••••••• 

(N) 
(N) 
(N) 

(N) 
(N) 
(N) 
(N) 
(N) 

SOUTH CAROLINA 

ATLANTIC INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY (CHARLESTON DISTRICT),. 
BROOKGREEN GARDEN CANAL, SC ••••••••••••.•••••••••••••• 
CHARLESTON HARBOR, SC ••••••••••••••••.•..••••••••••••• 
CHARLESTON HARBOR, REOIVERSION, SC •••••.•••••••••••••• 
COOPER RIVER, CHARLESTON HARBOR, SC ••••.•••••.•••••••• 
FOLLY RIVER, SC ••..•••••••••.•••••••••••••.••••••••••• 
GEORGETOWN HARBOR, SC •••••••••••••••••••••••.••••••••• 
JEREMY CREEK, SC ••.••••••••••••••••••••.••.••••••••••• 
LITTLE RIVER INLET, SC & NC ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

BUDGET 
ESTIMATE 

302,000 
621,000 

1,037,000 
1,917 ,000 

613,000 
369,000 
733,000 

2,152,000 
769,000 

13,557,000 
3,057,000 
3,368,000 

10,780,000 
301,000 
713,000 
656,000 
413,000 
274,000 

1,147,000 
704,000 
166,000 
426,000 

1. 221 ,000 

9,209,000 
411,000 
178,000 
753,000 

1 ,456,000 
1,003,000 
1,315,000 
1,592,000 

421,000 
861,000 
46,000 

513,000 
703,000 
233,000 
606,000 

1,348,000 
1,077 ,000 
1,432,000 

15,522,000 
9,129,000 

156,000 
562,000 

6,000 
2,998,000 

97,000 
1, 772,000 

292,000 
1. 715,000 

977,000 
266,000 
715,000 
446,000 

1,962,000 

375,000 
150,000 
400,000 
600,000 

3,067,000 
70,000 

3,611,000 

3,405,000 
6,000 

3,014,000 
3,000 

80,000 

20425 

CONFERENCE 

302,000 
621,000 

1,037,000 
1,917,000 

613,000 
369,000 
733,000 

2,152,000 
769,000 

13,557,000 
3,057,000 
3,368,000 

10,780,000 
301,000 
713,000 
656,000 
413,000 
274,000 

1,147,000 
704,000 
166,000 
426,000 

1,221,000 

9,209,000 
411,000 
178,000 
753,000 

1,456,000 
1 ,003,000 
1,316,000 
1,692,000 

421,000 
861,000 
46,000 

513,000 
703,000 
233,000 
706,000 

1,348,000 
1 ,077 ,000 
1,432,000 

15,522,000 
9,129,000 

165,000 
612,000 

6,000 
2,998,000 

97,000 
1, 772,000 

292,000 
1,766,000 

977,000 
265,000 
715,000 
446,000 

1,962,000 

376,000 
150,000 
400,000 
600,000 

3,067,000 
70,000 

3,611,000 
4,825,000 
3,405,000 

6,000 
3,014,000 

3,000 
80,000 



20426 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 
CORPS OF ENGINEERS - OPERATION ANO MA~NTENANCE 

TYPE OF 
PROJECT 

(N) 
(H) 
(N) 
(N) 

(MP) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(MP) 
(FC) 
(MP) 

PROJECT TITLE 

MURRELL$ INLET, SC ............ .. .......... -... ,, ... ...... . 
PORT ROY.AL HARBOR, SC ....•.. • - .... . .... . .... .. ....... .. . 
SHIPYARD RIVER, SC ••••••• ,. .. ...... ,. ... . .............. .. ... . 
TOWN CREEK , SC ....... .. . . ... . .. .. .. . . .. .. .. ......... .... . .. . .. 

SOUTH DAKOTA 

BIG BEND DAM - LAKE SHARPE, SO . ................. . . ... . . 
COLD BROOK LAKE, SD ......... .. . . ..... . ................ . 
COTTONWOOD SPRINGS LA'KE, SD ...................... .... .. . 
FT. RANDALL DAM - LAKE FRANCIS CASE, SD ......•. • •.•••• 
LAKE TRAVERSE AND BOIS OE SIOUX, SD & MN ........•••••. 
OAHE DAM - LAKE OAHE, SO & NO .•.• • •..............•.. •• 

TENNESSEE 

(MP) CENTER HILL LAKE, TN ...•.....•.••.•...•.....•.....•.•• 
(MP) CHEATHAM LOCK AND DAM, TN ...••••.••...• . •. . ..•..•.•••• 
(MP) CORDELL HULL DAM AND RESERVOIR, TN ••• • • • ••••••••••••• • 
(MP) DALE HOLLOW LAKE , TN . ........•..•••••..•.•....• .• .••••• 
(MP) J. PERCY PRIEST DAM ANO RESERVOIR, TN .•..........••••• 
(MP) OLD HICKORY LOCK AND DAM, TN ......................... . 
( N) TENNESSEE RIVER, TN .............•........ • . • .......... 
( N) WOLF RIVER HARBOR, TN ...............................•. 

(FC) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(N) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(MP) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(FC) 

. (FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(MP) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(N) 
(MP) 
(N) 
(FC) 
(FC) 
(MP) 
(FC) 

TEXAS 

AQUILLA LAKE, TX .................................• ." .. . 
ARKANSAS-RED RIVER CHLORIDE CONTROL - AREA VIII, TX .. . 
BARBOUR CUT TERMINAL CHANNEL, TX ...............•...... 
BARDWELL LAKE, TX .................................... . 
BAYPORT SHIP CHANNEL, TX ............................. . 
BELTON LAKE, TX ..................................•.... 
BENBROOK LAKE, TX .................................... . 
BRAZOS ISLAND HARBOR, TX ..........................•... 
BUFFALO BAYOU AND TRIBUTARIES, TX .................... . 
CANYON LAKE, TX ...................................•.•. 
CHANNEL TO HARLINGEN, TX ................... . ......... . 
CHANNEL TO PORT MANSFIELD, TX •........................ 
CHANNEL TO VICTORIA - GIWN, TX ....••..............•... 
COOPER LAKE AND CHANNELS, TX ............•.........•... 
CORPUS CHRISTI SHIP CHANNEL, TX .......... . .....•.. • .•. 
DENISON DAM - LAKE TEXOMA, TX ...........•............• 
ESTELLINE SPRINGS EXPERIMENTAL PROJECT, TX ........•••. 
FERRELL$ BRIDGE DAM - LAKE O'THE PINES, TX ........•.•. 
FREEPORT HARBOR, TX .................................. . 
GALVESTON HARBOR AND CHANNEL, TX .•................•... 
GRANGER DAM AND LAKE. TX ...........................•.. 
GRAPEVINE LAKE, TX ................................... . 
GREENS BAYOU CHANNEL, TX .... . ...................•..... 
GULF INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, TX ..•.•.............•...•. 
HORDS CREEK LAKE, TX ................................. . 
HOUSTON SHIP CHANNEL, TX ..........•.............•...•. 
JOE POOL LAKE, TX ...............................•..••• 
LAKE ~EMP, TX ......................•..............••.. 
LAVON. LAKE, TX ...........•............................ 
LEWISVILLE DAM, TX ........................•.. . ....••.. 
MATAGORDA SHIP CHANNEL, TX ......•...•.............•.... 
NAVARRO MILLS LAKE, TX .......•..•.•••••...........•..• 
NORTK SAN GABRIEL DAM AND LAKE GEORGETOWN, TX ..•..••.• 
O. C. FISHER DAM AND LAKE, TX ..•.•..•...........•••••. 
PAT MAYSE LAKE, TX • ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
PROCTOR LAKE, TX •.•..•.. · .•...•................ . ...•... 
RAY ROBERTS LAKE, TX ......... .......•. . . . .............. 
SABINE-NECHES WATERWAY, TX .......•••............•.. • •. 
SAM RAYBURN DAM AND RESERVOIR, TX .•. . ...........•.•... 
SOMERVILLE LAKE, TX ....................... . .......••.. 
STILLHOUSE HOLLOW DAM, TX .............. . ...... . .....•• 
TEXAS CITY SHIP CHANNEL, TX ......................••..• 
TOWN BLUFF DAM-STEINHAGEN LAKE-WILLIS HYDROPOWER, TX .• 
TRINITY RIVER & TRIBUTARIES, TX ..................•.... 
WACO LAKE, TX ........... • .........................•... 
WALLISVILLE LAKE, TX ... . ............... . ............. . 
WHITNEY LAKE, TX .................... . ........... • ..•.. 
WRIGHT PATMAN DAM AND LAKE, TX .................... . .. . 

BUDGET 
ESTIMATE 

84,000 
1,344,000 

409,000 
6,000 

S,814,000 
190.000 
152,000 

6,862,000 
310,000 

8,487,000 

6,934,000 
6,372,000 
3,653,000 
3,712,000 
2,997,000 
6,409,000 

13,212,000 
693,000 

586,000 
694,000 

49,000 
1,474,000 

97,000 
3,439,000 
1,224,000 

49,000 
1,714,000 
1. 621 ,000 
1,016,000 
2,127,000 

176,000 
742,000 

1,967 ,000 
5,326,000 

5,000 
1,976,000 
2,097,000 

212,000 
1. 712,000 
1. 707 ,000 

49,000 
16,330,000 

857,000 
5,296,000 

539,000 
217,000 

3,623,000 
2,140,000 
2,268,000 
1,356,000 
1,163,000 
2,558,000 

869,000 
1 ,415,000 

628,000 
8,111,000 
2,852,000 
2,164,000 
1. 311 ,000 
1,895,000 
1,276,000 
1. 541 ,000 
1,856,000 

404,000 
2,780,000 
1 '738,000 

July BO, 1991 

CONFERENCE 

84,000 
1,344,000 

409,000 
480,000 

6,814.000 
190,000 
162,000 

6.862,000 
310,000 

8 ,,487 ,000 

6,934,000 
6,372,000 
3,663,000 
3,712,000 
2,997,000 
6,409,000 

13,212,000 
693,000 

686,000 
694,000 

49,000 
1 ,474,000 

97,000 
3,439,000 
1,224,000 

49,000 
1,714,000 
1. 621,000 
1,016,000 
2,127,000 

176,000 
742,000 

1,967,000 
5,326,000 

6,000 
1,976,000 
2,097,000 

212,000 
1,712,000 
1,707,000 

49,000 
16,330,000 

867,000 
5,296,000 

639,000 
217,000 

3,623,000 
2,140,000 
2,268,000 
1,356,000 
1,153,000 
2,568,000 

869,000 
1,416,000 

628,000 
10,311,000 
2,852,000 
2,164,000 
1. 311 ,000 
1 ,895,000 
1.275,000 
1,641 ,000 
1 ,856,000 . 

404,000 
2,780,000 
1 '738,000 
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h"YPE OF 
>ROJECT 

PROJECT TITLE 

VERMONT 

(FC) BALL MOUNTAIN LAKE, VT .....•.......................... 
( FC) NORTH HARTLAND LAKE, VT .......•....................•.. 
(FC) NORTH SPRINGFIELD LAKE, VT ........................... . 
( FC) TOWNSHEND LAKE, VT .................................•.• 
(FC) UNION VILLAGE DAM, VT ••.•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

(N) 
(N) 
(N) 

(N) 
(N) 

(FC) 

(N) 
(MP) 
(FC) 
(N) 

(N) 
(FC) 

(MP) 
(N) 
(N) 

. (N) 

VIRGINIA 

APPOMATTOX RIVER, VA ............•..............•.•.... 
ATLANTIC INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, VA ........•........... 
BONUM CREEK, VA ...........•.............•.•........... 
BROAD CREEK, VA .................•............•.....••. 
CHANNEL TO NEWPORT NEWS, VA .............•..........••. 
CHINCOTEAGUE INLET, VA ................•.....•........• 
CHINCOTEAGUE INLET INNER CHNL & LEWIS CREEK CHNL, VA •• 
GATHRIGHT DAM AND LAKE MOOMAW, VA ........•...........• 
HAMPTON RDS, NORFOLK & NEWPORT NEWS HBR (DRIFT REMOVAL 
JAMES RIVER CHANNEL, VA .............................. . 
JOHN H. KERR DAM AND RESERVOIR, VA & NC .............. . 
JOHN W. FLANNAGAN DAM ANO RESERVOIR, VA .............. . 
NEWPORT NEWS CREEK, VA ............................... . 
NORFOLK HARBOR (PREVENTION OF OBSTRUCTIVE DEPOSITS), V 
NORFOLK HARBOR AND CHANNELS, VA •.•..............•..... 
NORTH FORK OF POUND RIVER LAKE, VA ..............•..... 
PARKER CREEK, VA ..........•....•..................•... 
PHILPOTT LAKE, VA ..............•.........•...•........ 
POTOMAC RIVER AT ALEXANDRIA, VA •........•.......•••.•• 
THIMBLE SHOAL CHANNEL, VA ..................•.•.•...... 
WATERWAY ON THE COAST OF VIRGINIA, VA ...........•..... 

WASHINGTON 

( N) ANACORTES HARBOR, WA ................................. . 
(N) BELLINGHAM HARBOR, WA ................................ . 
(MP) CHIEF JOSEPH DAM, WA ................................. . 
(MP) COLUMBIA R. SYSTEM OPERATION REVIEW, WA, OR, ID & MT .. 
(N) COLUMBIA RIVER AT BAKER BAY, WA & OR ................. . 
(N) COLUMBIA RIVER BETWEEN CHINOOK & SAND ISLAND, WA ..... . 
(N) EVERETT HARBOR AND SNOHOMISH RIVER, WA ............... . 
(N) GRAYS HARBOR AND CHEHALIS RIVER, WA .................. . 
( FC) HOWARD A HANSON DAM, WA .............................. . 
(MP) ICE HARBOR LOCK AND DAM, WA ..................•........ 
(N) KENMORE NAVIGATION CHANNEL, WA ...........•............ 
(N) LAKE CROCKETT (KEYSTONE HARBOR), WA .................. . 
(N) LAKE WASHINGTON SHIP CANAL, WA .•................•..... 
(MP) LITTLE GOOSE LOCK AND DAM, WA .......................•. 
(MP) LOWER GRANITE LOCK AND DAM, WA .................•...... 
(MP) LOWER MONUMENTAL LOCK AND DAM, WA ............•......•. 
( FC) Ml LL CREEK LAKE, WA .....................•.......•.•..• 
(FC) MT. ST. HELENS SEDIMENT CONTROL STRUCTURE , WA ..•....• 
(FC) MUD MOUNTAIN DAM, WA ...........•.............•........ 
(N) OLYMPIA HARBOR, WA ..........•..•........•.•.........•• 
(N) PUGET SOUND AND TRIBUTARY WATERS, WA ..•..............• 
( N) SEATTLE HARBOR, WA ....................•............•.• 
(FC) STILLAGUAMISH RIVER, WA ........•....•.•.•......•...... 
(N) SWINOMISH CHANNEL, WA ..........•.......•.....•.•...•.. 
(FC) TACOMA - PUYALLUP, WA ..........•.............•..•....• 
( N) TACOMA HARBOR, WA ............•....•.....•......•...... 
(MP) THE DALLES LOCK & DAM - LAKE CELILO, WA .•............• 
( N) WI LLAPA RIVER ANO HARBOR, WA ......•...............•.•. 
( FC) WYNOOCHEE LAKE, WA ...........................•.•.••.•• 

-· 

WEST VIRGINIA 

( FC) BEECH FORK LAKE, WV • •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
( FC) BLUESTONE LAKE, WV • ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
( FC) BURNSVILLE LAKE, WV • •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

CHARLESTON RIVERFRONT PARK, WV ...•.............•..•... 
( FC) EAST LYNN LAKE, WtJ • ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(N) ELK RIVER HARBOR, WV .........•.•..........•...•.•..... 
( FC) ELKINS, WV • ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(N) KANAWHA RIVER LOCKS AND DAMS, 'Ml •••••••••••••••••••••• 
(N) OHIO RIVER LOCKS AND DAMS HUNTINGTON, WV .............• 
(N) OHIO RIVER OPEN CHANNEL WORK HUNTINGTON, WV .......... . 

BUDGET 
ESTIMATE 

670,000 
408,000 
475,000 
582,000 
350,000 

383,000 
3,801,000 

123,000 

64,000 
617,000 ---

1,233,000 
237,000 

1,170,000 
6,643,000 
1,124,000 

190,000 
309,000 

4,630,000 
349,000 

1, 719,000 
168,000 
186,000 

1,463,000 

29,000 
44,000 

9,958,000 
1,763,000 

201,000 
6,000 

966,000 
6,034,000 
1,070,000 
8, 713,000 

16,000 
241,000 

6,878,000 
8,656,000 
6,667,000 
6,037,000 

677,000 
724,000 

1,628,000 
29,000 

741,000 
666,000 
395,000 
725,000 
46,000 
33,000 

7,133,000 
61,000 
97,000 

839,000 
1,629,000 
1, 171 ,000 

1,132,000 
1,000 
5,000 

8,534,000 
14,333,000 
1,764,000 
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&70,000 
408,000 

' 47&,000 
&82,000 
3&0,000 

383,000 
3,801,000 

123,000 
&o.ooo 
&4,000 

617,000 
660,000 

1,233,000 
237,000 

1,170,000 
6,643,000 
1,124,000 

190,000 
309,000 

4,630,000 
349,000 

&0,000 
1,719,000 

168,000 
186,000 

1 ,463,000 

29,000 
44,000 

9,968,000 
1,753,000 

201,000 
5,000 

955,000 
6,034,000 
1,070,000 
8,713,000 

16,000 
241,000 

6,878,000 
8,656,000 
5,817,000 
6,037,000 

577,000 
724,000 

1 ,628,000 
29,000 

741,000 
666,000 
395,000 
726,000 
46,000 
33,000 

7,133,000 
61,000 
97,000 

839,000 
1,629,000 
1, 171,000 
2,000,000 
1,132,000 

1,000 
6,000 

8,634,000 
14,333,000 

1,764,000 
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TYPE OF 
PROJECT 

PROJECT TITLE 

(FC) R. D. BAILEY LAKE, WV ................................ . 
( FC) STONEWALL JACKSON LAKE, WV • ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(FC) SUMMERSVILLE LAKE, WV ................................ . 
( FC) SUTTON LAKE, WV ...................................... . 
( N) TYGART LAKE, WV ...................................... . 

WISCONSIN 

(N) ASHLAND HARBOR, WI ................................... . 
(N) CORNUCOPIA HARBOR, WI. ............................... . 
(FC) EAU GALLE RIVER LAKE WISCONSIN, WI ................... . 
(N) FOX RIVER, WI ........................................ . 
(N) GREEN BAY HARBOR, WI .................................. . 
(N) KEWAUNEE HARBOR, WI ................................••. 
( FC) LA FARGE LAKE, ·WI .................................... . 
(N) MANITOWOC HARBOR, WI ................................. . 
(N) MILWAUKEE HARBOR, WI. ................................ . 
(N) PORT WASHINGTON HBR, WI ............................•.. 
(N) PORT WING HARBOR, WI. ..............................•.. 
( N) SHEBOYGAN HARBOR, WI ................................. . 
(N) STURGEON BAY, WI ..................................... . 

WYOMING 

( FC) JACKSON HOLE, SNAKE RIVER, WY .................. ~ ....•.. 

MISCELLANEOUS 

BEACH DISPOSAL (SECTION 933) ......................... . 
COASTAL AMERICA PARTNERSHIP .......................... . 
DREDGING RESEARCH PROGRAM ...........•................. 
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW GUIDE FOR OPERATIONS ............ . 
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS ........................ . 
MONITORING OF COMPLETED COASTAL PROJECTS ............. . 
NATIONAL EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS PROGRAM (NEPP) ....... . 
POLICY AND PROCEDURES OPTIONS FOR PROJECT O&M ......•.. 
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS .........................•... 
PROTECTION, CLEARING, ANO STRAIGHTENING OF CHANNELS ($ 
RECREATION PARTNERSHIP INITIATIVE .................... . 
REMOVAL OF SUNKEN VESSELS ............................ . 
REPAIR, EVALUATION, MAINTENANCE, ANO REHABILITATION RE 
SCHEDULING OF FLOOD CONTROL RESERVOIR OPERATIONS ..... . 
SURVEILLANCE OF NORTHERN BOUNDARY WATERS ............. . 
WATER CONTROL RESEARCH PROGRAM ....................... . 
WATERBO~NE COMMERCE STATISTICS ....................... . 
WETLANDS ACTION PLAN AND DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM ....... . 
WETLANDS RESEARCH PROGRAM ............................ . 
REDUCTION FOR ANTICIPATED SAVINGS AND SLIPPAGE ....... . 

BUDGET 
ESTIMATE 

1,186,000 
865,000 

1,168,000 
1,602,000 
1,139,000 

195,000 
72,000 

535,000 
1,679,000 
1,783,000 

468,000 
.25,000 
691,000 

1,268,000 
189,000 
60,000 

606,000 
510,000 

945,000 

600,000 
7,000,000 
5,000,000 
2,500,000 
7,811,000 
2,000,000 
8,000,000 
1,600,000 
8,979,000 

50,000 
200,000 

1,000,000 
6,000,000 
2,853,000 
3,144,000 

676,000 
3,885,000 
1,000,000 

11,000,000 
-42,682,000 
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1,186,000 
865,000 

1,168,000 
1 ,602,000 
1,139,000 

195,000 
72,000 

535,000 
1 ,679,000 
1,783,000 

468,000 
25,000 

691,000 
1,258,000 

189,000 
60,000 

606,000 
510,000 

945,000 

600,000 

6,000,000 
2,600,000 
7,811,000 
2,000,000 
8,000,000 
1,500,000 
8,979,000 

60,000 
200,000 

1,000,000 
6,000,000 
2,863,000 
3, 144,000 

3,885,000 
1 ,000,000 
7,000,000 

-56,182,000 

--------------- ---------------
TOTAL, OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE ................ 1,514,935,000 1,636,229,000 

TYPE OF PROJECT: 
(N) NAVIGATION 
(BE) BEACH EROSION CONTROL 
(FC) FLOOD CONTROL 
(MP) MULTIPURPOSE, INCLUDING POWER 

--------------- ---------------
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TITLE II-DEPARTMENT OF THE 

INTERIOR 
The summary tables at the end of this title 

set forth the conference agreement with re
spect to the individual appropriations, pro
grams and activities of the Bureau of Rec
lamation. Additional items of conference 
agreement are discussed below. 

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 

GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 

Amendment No. 25: Appropriates $13,554,000 
for General Investigations instead of 
$13,789,000 as proposed by the House and 
$13,204,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

The conferees note that the work described 
in the Senate report relating to the Fort 
Hall Indian water rights settlement should 
be undertaken under the Operation and 
Maintenance account. 

CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 

Amendment No. 26: Appropriates 
$564,209,000 for the Construction Program in
stead of $553,209,000 as proposed by the House 
and $564,409,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

Within available funds, $2,000,000 is pro
vided, subject to authorization, to undertake 
design work and prepare an Environmental 
Impact Statement for the Tongue River Dam 
project in Montana. 

Amendment No. 27: Provides for $92,093,000 
to be available for transfer to the Upper Col
orado River Basin Fund as proposed by the 
Senate instead of $85,093,000 as proposed by 
the House. 

Amendment No. 28: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate that 
directs the Secretary of the Interior to use 
$7,000,000 of the funds appropriated in the Act 
to award continuing contracts for construc
tion of the Sixth Water Aqueduct, Bonneville 
Unit, Central Utah Project and further di-

rects that funds expended by the Central 
Utah Conservancy District in anticipation of 
the passage of the Central Utah Project 
Completion Act shall be credited toward the 
District's cost-sharing obligations required 
by the Completion Act. 

Amendment No. 29: Deletes language pro
posed by the Senate making $1,200,000 avail
able for the rehabilitation and betterment of 
the Shoshone Irrigation Project, Cody, Wyo
ming. The amount appropriated in Amend
ment No. 26 includes $800,000 for this work. 

LOAN PROGRAM 

Amendment No. 30: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate with 
an amendment as follows: 

In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted 
by said amendment, insert the following: 

For the cost, as defined in section 13201 of the 
Budget Enforcement Act of 1990, including the 
cost of modifying loans, of direct loans and/or 
grants authorized by the Small Reclamation 
Projects Act of August 6, 1956, as amended (43 
U.S.C. 422a-422l), as follows: cost of direct loans 
and/or grants $2,000,000 to remain available 
until expended: Provided, That these funds are 
available to subsidize gross obligations for the 
principal amount of direct loans not to exceed 
$3,240,000. 

In addition, for administrative expenses nec
essary to carry out the program for direct loans 
and/or grants, $890,000: Provided, That of the 
total sums appropriated, the amount of program 
activities which can be financed by the reclama
tion fund shall be derived from the fund. 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. 

The conference agreement includes 
$1,000,000 each for the Tohono O'Odham Na
tion, Schuk Toak District, Arizona, and the 
Eastern Municipal Water District No. 3, Cali-

fornia, loans for fiscal year 1992 as proposed 
by the Senate. 

The Senate language has been amended to 
make technical corrections. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

Amendment No. 31: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate with 
an amendment as follows: 

In lieu of the matter inserted by said 
amendment, insert the following: 

SEC. 205. The Bureau of Reclamation may in
vite non-Federal entities involved in cost shar
ing arrangements for the development of water 
projects to particpate in contract negotiation 
and source selection proceedings without invok
ing provisions of the Federal Advisory Commit
tee Act (5 U.S.C. Appendix (1988)): Provided, 
That such non-Federal participants shall be 
subject to the provisions of the Federal Procure
ment Integrity Act (41 U.S.C. 423 (1988)) and to 
the conJl.ict of interest provisions appearing at 
18 U.S.C. 201 et seq. (1988). 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. 

The conference agreement includes lan
guage proposed by the Senate that allows 
the Bureau of Reclamation to increase par
ticipation by non-Federal partners in project 
activities. 

The Senate language has been amended to 
clarify the types of contracting processes 
that the Bureau of Reclamation's cost shar
ing partners could be invited to J)articipate 
in, and to specify that any non-Federal par
ticipants would be subject to the same pro
curement integrity and conflict of interest 
restrictions as Federal employees. 
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BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 

PROJECT TITLE 

GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS 

ARIZONA 

UP.PER SAN PEDRO RIVER OPTIMIZATION STUDY ............. . 

CALIFORNIA 

AMERICAN RIVER FOLSOM SOUTH OPTIMIZATION STUDY ....... . 
DEL TA WATER MANAGEMENT ............................... . 
lNDIAN WELLS VALLEY WATER MANAGEMENT STUDY ........... . 
KESWICK RESERVOIR WATER QUALITY STUDY ................ . 
OFFSTREAM STORAGE INVESTIGATION ...................... . 
REFUGE WATER SUPPLIES ..................•.............. 
SAN JOAQUIN BASIN ACTION PLAN ................•........ 
SAN JOAQUIN RIVER BASIN RESOURCE MGMT. INITIATIVE ....• 
SAN JOAQUIN VALLEY CONVEYANCE ....................•.... 
SANTA ANA WATERSHED MANAGEMENT STUDY ................. . 

COLORADO 

DOLORES RIVER WATER QUALITY IMPROVEMENT STUDY ........ . 
UPPER ARKANSAS RIVER BASIN WATER QUALITY INVESTIGATION 
UPPER GUNNISON-UNCOMPAHGRE BASIN PROJECT .............• 

IDAHO 

IDAHO RIVER SYSTEMS MANAGEMENT ......•................. 
MINIDOKA, NORTHSIDE PUMP. DIV DRAINWTR MGMT STUDY ..... 

KANSAS 

ARKANSAS RIVER WATER MGMT. IMPROVEMENT STUDY ......... . 

MONTANA 

FLATHEAD RIVER BASIN STORAGE OPTIMIZATION STUDY .... . .• 
TONGUE RIVER DAM ........•............................. 

NEBRASKA 

LOUP RIVER BASIN WATER MANAGEMENT STUDY .............. . 
NORTHERN NEVADA WATER AUGMENTATION PROGRAM ........... . 

NEW MEXICO 

'. MIDDLE RIO GRANDE ASSESSMENT/MGMT STUDY .............. . 
NEW MEXICO REGIONAL WATER RESOURCES STUDY ............ . 

OREGON 

GRANDE RONDE WATER OPTIMIZATION STUDY ................ . 
JOSEPHINE COUNTY WATER MGMT IMPROVEMENT STUDY ........ . 
TUALATIN RIVER BASIN ...•.............................. 
UPPER DESCHUTES RIV BASIN WATER CONSERVATION PROJECT .. 
UPPER JOHN DAY WATER OPTIMIZATION PROJECT ............ . 
WILLAMETTE RIV BASIN WATER OPTIMIZATION STUDY ........ . 

SOUTH DAKOTA 

BLACK HILLS HYDROLOGY STUDY .......................... . 
MID-DAKOTA RURAL WATER SUPPLY ........... ~ ............ . 
SOUTHEASTERN PIPELINE ..•.•...................•....•... 

TEXAS 

LOWER COLORADO RIVER BASIN TOTAL WATER MGMT STUDY .•... 
LOWER RIO GRANDE BASIN STUDY .•.....•...•.....•....•.•• 

UTAH 

. SEVIER RIVER WATER MANAGEMENT STUDY .•••••••..•..•.•••• 
UTAH AREA WATER DEMAND MODEL ....••.••••.••...•••..•••• 

BUDGET 
ESTIMATE 

160,000 

100,000 

122,000 
20,000 

100,000 
40,000 

310,000 

260,000 

126,000 
276,000 
160,000 

160,000 
150,000 

133,000 

185,000 

58,000 

100,000 
300,000 

16,000 . 
100,000 

220,000 
53,000 

135,000 

60,000 
50,000 

126,000 
126,000 

July 30, 1991 

CONFERENCE 
ALLOWANCE 

160,000 

100,000 
300,000 
122,000 

20,000 
100,000 
100,000 
40,000 

310,000 
100,000 
250,000 

126,000 
275,000 
160,000 

160,000 
150,000 

133,000 

185,000 
40,000 

100,000 
68,000 

100,000 
300,000 

75,000 
100,000 
200,000 
220,000 

53,000 
136,000 

200,000 
60,000 

100,000 

50,000 
60,000 

126,000 
126,000 
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PROJECT TITLE 

WASHINGTON 

.YAKIMA RIVER BASIN WATER ENHANCEMENT PROJECT ...•..••.. 

WYOMING 

WIND RIVER BASIN STUDY ....•............•••.........•.• 

VARIOUS 

COLORADO RIVER WATER QUALITY IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM ..... . 
DROUGHT INVESTIGATIONS .•.............................. 
ENVIRONMENTAL & INTERAGENCY COORDINATION ACTIVITIES .. . 
FISH & WILDLIFE HABITAT PRESERVATION & ENHANCEMENT ... . 
FOUR CORNERS WATER ASSESSMENT ........................ . 
GENERAL PLANNING STUDIES ............................. . 
INVESTIGATION OF EXISTING PROJECTS ................... . 
MINOR WORK ON COMPLETED INVESTIGATIONS ............... . 

. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE TO STATES ....................... . 
TOXIC CONSTITUENT STUDIES ................•............ 
UPPER SNAKE RIVER BASIN STORAGE OPTIMIZATION ......... . 
WALLA WALLA RIVER STREAMFLOW IMPROVEMENT PROJECT ..... . 
WETLANDS PRESERVATION/RESTORATION .................... . 

BUDGET 
ESTIMATE 

600,000 

125,000 

1,013,000 
180,000 

2,928,000 
150,000 
150,000 
900,000 
408,000 
540,000 

1 ,417 ,000 
100,000 
100,000 
130,000 
210,000 

20431 

CONFERENCE 
ALLOWANCE 

600,000 

126,000 

1,013,000 
180,000 

2,728,000 
150,000 
150,000 
900,000 
408,000 
540,000 

1,417,000 
100,000 
100,000 
130,000 
160,000 

•••••••=a•••••• ••••••••••••••• 

TOTAL, GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS .................. . 

CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 

CONSTRUCTION AND REHABILITATION 
AND 

COLORADO RIVER BASIN SALINITY CONTROL PROJECTS 

ARIZONA 

HEAOGATE ROCK HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT .................. . 
INDIAN WATER RIGHTS SETTLEMENT PROJECT (SAWRSA) ...... . 

CALIFORNIA 

CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT: 
AUBURN-FOLSOM SOUTH UNIT ........................... . 
MISCELLANEOUS PROJECT PROGRAMS ..................... . 
SACRAMENTO RIVER DIVISION .......................... . 
SAN FELIPE DIVISION ..........................•...•.. 
SAN LUIS UNIT ........•.......................•...... 
TRINITY RIVER RESTORATION PROGRAM ............•...... 

COLORADO 

GRAND VALLEY UNIT, TITLE II, CRBSCP ....••... · ...•...•.• 
LOWER GUNNISON BASIN UNIT, TITLE 11, CRBSCP ....•....•. 
PARADOX VALLEY UNIT, TITLE II, CRBSCP .••.••....•...... 
SAN LUIS VALLEY PROJECT, CLOSED BASIN DIVISION .....••• 

NEBRASKA 

NORTH LOUP DIVISON, P-SMBP ............•••.•....•....•. 

NORTH DAKOTA 

GARRISON DIVERSION UNIT, P-SMBP .....•..•....••..•.•... 

. OREGON 

UMATILLA BASIN PROJECT .•.........................•.•.. 

SOUTH DAKOTA 

BELLE FOURCHE UNIT, P-SMBP ." .........•....•............ 
MNI WICONI PROJECT .•.................................. 

12,614,000 13,554,000 

--------------- ·······-----··· 

4,589,000 
6,708,000 

1,600,000 
6,680,000 

16,786,000 
1 ,000,000 
4,235,000 
6,870,000 

16,371,000 
6,998,000 
4,410,000 
6,969,000 

21,350,000 

25,000,000 

7,885,000 

4,689,000 
6,708,000 

2,400,000 
7,680,000 

16,786,000 
1 ,000,000 
4,235,000 
6,870,000 

16,371,000 
6,998,000 
4,410,000 
5,969,000 

21,350,000 

33,000,000 

4,000,000, 

7,885,000 
2,150,000 
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PROJECT TIT.LE 

WASHINGTON 

COLUMBIA BASIN PROJECT: 
IRRIGATION FACILITIES .............................. . 
THIRD POWER PLANT, GRAND COULEE DAM ................ . 

WYOMING 

BUFFALO BILL DAM MODIFICATION, P-SMBP ................ . 

VARIOUS 

BUDGET 
ESTIMATE 

4,060,000 
1,000,000 

5,440,000 

July 30, 1991 

CONFERENCE 
ALLOWANCE 

4,060,000 
1,000,000 

5,440,000 

BOULDER CANYON PROJECT, AZ,NV......................... 23,440,000 23,440,000 
COLORADO RIVER BASIN SALINITY CONTROL PROJ., TITLE I .. ~ 20,174,000 20,174,000 

SUBTOTAL, REGULAR CONSTRUCTION ................. . 

DRAINAGE AND MINOR CONSTRUCTION: 
BOISE PROJECT, PAYETTE DIVISION, ID ................ . 
BRANTLEY PROJECT, NM ............................... . 
COLORADO RIVER FRONT WORK & LEVEE SYSTEM, AR,CO .... . 
CULTURAL RESOURCES ACT., ID,ND,MT,OR,SD,WA,WY ...... . 
FRYINGAN-ARKANSAS PROJECT, CO ...................... . 
GILA PROJECT, AZ. •••••••••••••••....•••••••.••.••••.. 
KLAMATH PROJECT, OR,CA ............................. . 
LEADVILLE MINE DRAINAGE TUNNEL, CO ....••............ 
MCGEE CREEK PROJECT, OK ................•............ 
MINIDOKA PROJECT, ID ............................... . 
MOUNTAIN PARK PROJECT, OK .......................... . 
NEWLANOS PROJECT, NV ................•.............•. 
PICK-SLOAN MISSOURI BASIN PROGRAM: 

EAST bENCH UNIT, MT .............................. . 
BOSTWICK DIVISION, NE ............................ . 
FARWELL UNIT, NE ................................. . 
OAHE UNIT, SD .................................... . 
OWL CREEK UNIT, WY ............................... . 

RAPID VALLEY PROJECT, SD ........................... . 
RECREATION FACILITIES AT EXISTING RESV, VARIOUS .... . 
SAN ANGELO PROJECT, TX ............................. . 
VELARDE COMMUNITY DITCH, NM ........................ . 
WASHOE PROJECT, CA, NV .............................. . 
WETLANDS DEVELOPMENT, VARIOUS ...................... . 
YAKIMA FISH PASSAGE/PROTECTIVE FACILITIES, WA ...... . 

SUBTOTAL, DRAINAGE AND MINOR CONSTRUCTION ....... . 

SAFETY OF DAMS PROGRAMS: 
BIA - DAM SAFETY PROGRAM ........................... . 
BOISE PROJECT, DEER FLAT DAM, ID ................... . 
CENTRAL VALLEY PROJ., FOLSOM DAM, CA ............... . 
CENTRAL VALLEY PROJ., SAN LUIS UNIT, O'NEILL DAM, CA 
DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR DAM SAFETY PROGRAM .......... . 
AYRUM PROJECT, UT ............................... • .. . 
INITIATE SOD CORRECTION ACTION, VARIOUS ............ . 
MODIFICATION REPORTS & PRECONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY .... . 
SALT RIVER PROJECT, BARTLETT DAM, AZ. •••....•...•.••. 
SALT RIVER PROJECT, HORSESHOE DAM, AZ .............. . 
SALT RIVER PROJECT, STEWART MTN. DAM, AZ. ••••....•... 
SAN CARLOS IRRIGATION, COOLIDGE DAM, AZ ............ . 

SUBTOTAL, SAFETY OF DAMS ......................... . 

REHABILITATION AND BETTERMENT: 
HYRUM PRQ"1ECT, UT ....•.............................. 
MILK RIVER, GLASGOW DIVISION, MT ................... . 
MILK RIVER, MALTA DIVISION, MT .....•................ 
OGDEN RIVER PROJECT, UT ............................ . 
WEBER BASIN PROJECT, UT ...........................•. 
SHOSHONE ~RRIGATION PROJECT, WY .................... . 

SUBTOTAL, REHABILITATION ANO BETTERMENT .......... . 

PRECONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY: 
COLORADO RIVER BRIDGE CROSSING, AZ,NV •...........••• 

--------------- ---------------
190,465,000 

2,415,000 
276,000 

7,000,000 
105,000 

1,700,000 
38,000 

1,448,000 
2,036,000 

90,000 
2,490,000 

450,000 
2,070,000 

60,000 

760,000 
85,000 
15,000 

100,000 
696,000 
530,000 

305,000 
3,029,000 
3,550,000 

29,238,000 

12,000,000 
6,975,000 

10,000,000 
2 ,477',000 

650,000 
100,000 

11,825,000 
3,000,000 
3,622,000 
4,701,000 
4, 164,000 

23,234,000 

82,748,000 

429,000 
410,000 
350,000 

2,648,000 
9, 195,000 

13,032,000 

1,000,000 

206,416,000 

2,415,000 
276,000 

7,000,000 
105,000 

1,700,000 
38,000 

1 ,448,000 
2,036,000 

90,000 
2,490,000 

450,000 
2,070,000 

50,000 
680,000 
760,000 
85,000 
15,000 

100,000 
696,000 
630,000 
500,000 
305,000 

3,029,000 
3,550,000 

30,418,000 

6,975,000 
10,000,000 
2,477,000 

650,000 
100,000 

11,825,000 
3,000,000 
3,622,000 
4, 701,000 
4, 164,000 

23,234,000 

70,748,000 

429,000 
410,000 
350,000 

2,648,000 
9,195,000 

800,000 

13,832,000 

1,000,000 
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PROJECT TITLE 

SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY: 
OESAL TING TECHNOLOGY ............................... . 
GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE ............•.•..............•. 
GROUNDWATER RECHARGE DEMoNSTRATION PROGRAM ........•• 
WATER TECHNOLOGY/ENVIRONMENTAL RESEARCH •.........••. 

SUBTOTAL. SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY .............•.. 

TOTAL, CONSTRUCTION AND REHABILITATION AND 
COLORADO RIVER BASIN SALINITY CONTROL PROJECTS 

COLORADO RIVER STORAGE PROJECT 

UPPER COLORADO RIVER BASIN FUND 

PARTICIPATING PROJECTS 

COLORADO 

ANIMAS-LA PLATA PROJECT .............................. . 
DOLORES PROJECT .........................•............. 

UTAH 

CENTRAL UTAH PROJECT, BONNEVILLE UNIT .•.•............. 
CENTRAL UTAH PROJECT, UINTAH UNIT .......•............. 
DRAINAGE AND MINOR CONSTRUCTION: 

PARTICIPATING PROJECTS: 
DALLAS CREEK PROJECT .........•......•............. 

RECREATIONAL AND FISH ANO WILDLIFE FACILITIES: 
RECREATIONAL FACILITIES ............................ . 
FISH ANO WILDLIFE FACILITIES ....................... . 

TOTAL, COLORADO RIVER STORAGE PROJECT .......... . 

COLORADO RIVER BASIN PROJECT 

CENTRAL ARIZONA PROJECT 

ARIZONA 

CENTRAL ARIZONA PROJECT, WATER DEVELOPMENT (LCRBDF) .. . 
CENTRAL ARIZONA PROJECT, NON-INDIAN DIST. SYSTEMS .... . 
CENTRAL ARIZONA PROJECT. SAFETY OF DAMS .............. . 

TOTAL, COLORADO RIVER BASIN PROJECT ............ . 

ASSOCIATED. ITEMS 

UNDISTRIBUTED REDUCTION BASED ON ANTICIPATED DELAYS .•. 

TOTAL, CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM .....•............... 

LOAN PROGRAM 

ARIZONA 

TOHONO 0' ODHAM ....................................... . 

CALIFORNIA 

EASTERN MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT ..................... . 
ADMINISTRATION OF THE LOAN PROGRAM ................... . 

TOTAL, LOAN PROGRAM ...........•................. 

BUDGET 
ESTIMATE 

1.000.000 
3.ooo.ooo 
3,992,000 
7,000,000 

14,992,000 

CONFERENCE 
ALLOWANCE 

2,000,000 
3,000,000 
3,992,000 
7,000,000 

16,992,000 

-----·------·-- ---------------
331,475,000 338,405,000 

--------------- ---------------

3,000,000 
54,280,000 

27,577,000 
50.000 

186,000 

13,642,000 
16,636,000 

11 5 t 3 71 • 000 

117,266,000 
617,000 

14,950,000 

132,733,000 . 

-33,300,000 

3,000,000 
54,280,000 

34,577,000 
50,000 

186,000 

13,642,000 
17,636,000 

123,371,000 

117,266,000 
617,000 

14,950,000 

132,733,000 

-30,300,000 
•••••••••••••a• ••••••••••••••• 

546,279,000 664,209,000 

--------------- ····-----------

890,000 

1,000,000 

1,000,000 
890,000 

--------------- --------------· 
890,000 2,890,000 

--------------- --~-----------· 
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TITLE III-DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 
The summary tables at the end of this title 

set forth the conference agreement with re
spect to the individual appropriations, pro
grams and activities of the Department of 
Energy. Additional items of conference 
agreement are discussed below. 

LABORATORY-DIRECTED RESEARCH AND 
DEVELOPMENT 

The conference committee has expressed 
concern with the management of the Depart
ment's Laboratory-Directed Research and 
Development (LDRD)· program. As a result, 
the Department has issued Department of 
Energy Order 5000.4 which strengthens the 
mQ.nagement of LDRD programs. The con
ferees support the provisions of the Order 
and expect the Department to monitor the 
programs to assure they comply with the 
Order. 
ENERGY SUPPLY, RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 

ACTIVITIES 

Amendment No. 32: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate with 
an amendment as follows: 

In lieu of the sum stricken and inserted by 
said amendment, insert the following: 
$2,961,903.000 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. 

The conference agreement appropriates 
$2,961,903,000 for Energy Supply, Research 
and Development Activities instead of 
$2,854,053,000 as proposed by the House and 
$2,940,516,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 33: Restores House lan
guage deleted by the Senate amendment pro
viding research funding for the Boron Neu
tron Capture Therapy program. 

The conferees direct the Department of En
ergy to review all funding requirements for 
the Boron Neutron Capture Therapy pro
gram. This funding profile should cover all 
costs for the period fiscal years 1992-1995 in
cluding research and development and pos
sible facilities. 

Amendment No. 34: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in ,the amendment of the Senate with 
an amendment as follows: 

In lieu of the matter and inserted by said 
amendment, insert the following: , of which 
$84,800,000 shall be available only for the Insti
tute for Micromanufacturing, Louisiana Tech 
University; the Ambulatory Research and Edu
cation Building, Oregon Health Sciences Uni
versity; Cancer/Oncology Center, Medical Uni
versity of South Carolina; Biomedical Research 
Institute, LSU Medical Center, Shreveport, Lou
isiana; Technology Complex at Pittsburg State 
University, Pittsburg, Kansas: Energy, Mineral 
and Materials Science Research Building Ex
pansion at the University of Alabama; Research 
Institute at Loma Linda University Medical 
Center; Cancer Research Center at Indiana Uni
versity School of Medicine at Indianapolis; Old 
Colony Center for Technological Applications at 
Bridgewater State College in Bridgewater, Mas
sachusetts; and the Center for Molecular Elec
tronics at the University of Missouri-St. Louis 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. 

The conference agreement deletes lan
guage proposed by the Senate providing 
funds for a Technology Research Program. In 
addition, the conference agreement provides 
funds for the following. specific projects: 

The conference has included Sl0,000,000 for 
the Institute of Micromanufacturing at Lou-

isiana Tech University. The Manufacturing 
Systems Engineering Research Center, es
tablished in 1988 by the Louisiana Board of 
Regents and supported by the State, is ad
vancing the knowledge base in 
micromanufacturing. The focus is applied re
search emphasizing the design and develop
ment, testing, assembly, and production of 
micron and submicron structures and de
vices. 

The conferees recommend $10,000,000 for an 
ambulatory research and education building 
at the Oregon Health Sciences University. 
These funds will be used for design and con
struction, and may also be used for equip
ment acquisition to the extent that federally 
funded equipment is offset by non-Federal 
matching funds. This project is complemen
tary to the Neurosensory Research Center 
and will provide the initial funding for a new 
ambulatory research facility to further the 
development of clinical applications in the 
specific fields, and upgrade the condition of 
the existing ambulatory teaching facilities. 
The facility will enable the university to de
velop the ambulatory research opportunities 
in three of its centers of emphasis, neuro
science, oncology, and endocrinology and 
metabolic disorders, and will facilitate the 
transition from bench research to clinical 
applications. It is the conferees' understand
ing that no continuing operating funds will 
be requested or required to support the facil
ity. 

The recommendation also provides 
$4,800,000 for the Medical University of South 
Carolina's Cancer/Oncology Center. The 
MUSC Center has recently been selected by 
the Department of Energy to establish a can
cer and birth defect surveillance system cov
ering communities near the DOE's Savannah 
River site. These funds will provide the nec
essary equipment for support of the cancer 
registry, and the epidemiology laboratory, 
and other activities of the center. 

The recommendation includes $6,000,000 to 
complete project 89-R-121, the Biomedical 
Research Institute, LSU Medical Center in 
Shreveport, Louisiana. The Biomedical Re
search Institute is supported and operated as 
a public-private partnership by the Bio
medical Research Foundation, the Louisiana 
State University system, and the State of 
Louisiana. Through this partnership, the 
Federal system, and the State of Louisiana.. 
Through this partnership, the Federal Gov
ernment is providing funds to construct a 
state-of-the art facility which will house and 
conduct major specialized research and pro
grams for cardiovascular disease, molecular 
biology, and neurobiology. The funds in
cluded here in will complete six state-of-the 
art core research laboratories for 
monoclonal antibody production, 
oligonucleotide and peptide synthesis gene 
cloning, DNA sequencing, high performance 
liquid chromatography, tissue culture, and 
positron emission tomography. Research 
projects will be jointly sponsored by the 
foundation, the medical center, and indus
try. 

The conference agreement includes 
$4,000,000 for the Technology Complex at 
Pittsburg State University, Pittsburg, Kan
sas. The Technology Complex requires exten
sive restoration. The printing technology 
program is ranked best in the Midwest, the 
plastic society has named the plastic engi
neering program the best in the Nation, the 
Architectural Woodworking Institute has 
designated Pittsburg State as the National 
Wood Technology Education Center, and fi
nally, both the Automotive Technology Pro
gram and the Mechanical Manufacturing 
Program are nationally ranked. 

The conference agreement includes 
$10,000,000 to expand the Energy, Mineral and 
Materials Science Research Building at the 
University of Alabama. The construction 
will allow an expansion of the University's 
research and educational activities in areas 
such as energy development and conserva
tion, environmental geology and mineral re
sources, environmental impact assessment, 
waste reduction, aquatic biology, high en
ergy physics, and materials science and engi
neering. 

The conference recommendation include 
$10,000,000 for construction of the Research 
Institute at the Loma Linda University Med
ical Center. The Research Institute will en
hance proton beam therapy with monoclonal 
antibodies, a new modality for cancer diag
nosis and therapy. Monoclonal antibodies 
offer new immunological opportunities to de
stroy widespread deposits of tumors which 
have metastasized, or spread through the 
body. These antibodies are developed in the 
laboratory and are tagged with radioactive 
isotopes. This form of cancer treatment 
takes up where proton beam therapy leaves 
off. The radiolabelled monoclonal antibody 
technology works much like a "guided mis
sile system," sending tagged antibodies to 
attack and destroy cancer cells that have 
metastasized throughout the body, while 
providing tactical support to proton therapy 
which targets the energy of the proton beam 
to the primary tumor site. Because 
radiolabelled monoclonal antibodies offer 
great promise in attacking metastatic can
cer cells, monoclonal antibody therapy, com
bined with proton therapy, can provide a 
highly successful treatment approach to can
cer. The Loma Linda Therapy Center will be 
the only facility in the world where the pro
ton beam therapy can be combined with 
ra.diolabelled monoclonal antibody research 
and treatment. 

The conference recommendation includes 
$10,000,000 to construct a Cancer Research 
Center at the Indiana University School of 
Medicine at Indianapolis. The Federal com
mitment is to be matched by non-Federal 
funding. This fac111ty would strengthen the 
University's research into cause and treat
ments of cancer and allow Indiana to better 
participate in the solution of basic problems 
relating to the disease. 

The conference agreement includes 
$10,000,000 for construction of the Old Colony 
Center for Technological Applications at 
Bridgewater State College in Bridgewater, 
Massachusetts. This center will create a re
gional center for high technology and the 
benefit to K-12 education and to the eco
nomic developement of this particularly 
hard-hit area of Southeastern Massachusetts 
would be tremendous. The Old Colony Center 
for Technological Applications would en
hance the science and math skills of teachers 
and students, and the education and subse
quent marketab111ty of the students in the 
high-tech world of global competitiveness 
would be greatly improved. 

The conference agreement provides 
$10,000,000 in capital funds for the Center for 
Molecular Electronics at the University of 
Missouri-St. Louis. The Center for Molecular 
Electronics conducts multidisciplinary re
search in two of the fastest developing and 
increasingly commercially significant fields 
of science, the fields of molecular electronics 
and synthetic metals. Two of the goals of the 
Center for Molecular Electronics are to en
hance our understanding of and to develop 
new organic based synthetic metals, espe
cially, superconductors. Thus, the research 
interests and efforts of the Center for Molec-
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ular Electronics are very timely in their sup
·port of national efforts to remain inter
nationally competitive in this area of re
search and development. Another very im
portant goal of the Center is that of tech
nology transfer. By working in conjunction 
with the St. Louis Technology Center, the 
Center for Molecular Electronics is particu
larly well suited to speed the application of 
its .research from the laboratory to the mar
ket. 

Amendment No. 35; Deletes language pro
posed by the Senate specifying funding for 
.solar projects. Funding for these projects is 
·set forth in the tables accompanying the 
Statement of the Managers. 

SOLAR AND RENEWABLE ENERGY PROGRAMS 

The conferees agree that the Solar and Re
newable Energy programs should be funded 
at the higher amount identified in .either the 
House or Senate report. 

For ocean energy systems, the conferees 
have provided $2,000,000 as proposed by the 
Senate for the PICHTR-OTEC project and for 
the development of ocean resources. Funds 
to continue the PICHTR-OTEC effort are to 
be made available as in past fiscal year to 
PICHTR, the organization established by the 
State of Hawaii pursuant to section 3 of Act 
152 of the 1983 Hawaii legislative session. 

The managers have agreed to provide 
$4,500,000 to continue the regional biofuels 
program with continuing emphasis on dem
onstrating and transferring technologies to 
the private sector. The Department is di
rected to allocate all funds directly to the 
regional programs with no region receiving 
less than 15 percent of the total program 
funding. These regional programs include ac
tivities related to technology transfer, tech
nical assistance and industry support, and 
resource assessment and development. In ad
dition, the managers note that the existing 
focus on commercial direction combustion 
technologies should be continued. These re
gional programs should be expanded to in
clude activities supporting biomass-based 
liquid fuel and waste-to-energy applications. 

The conferees agree with the Solar Inter
national program as proposed by the Senate. 
Given the limited resources available for 
this important program, the conference rec
ommends that, other than ongoing design ac
tivities, the program should direct its sup
port to organizations which are directly in
volved in overseas export promotion. 

Within the geothermal program, $3,000,000 
is provided for a project to demonstrate the 
economic benefits of improved electric gen
erators in geothermal applications. These 
funds shall be available for the first year of 
a project that shall not exceed three years in 
duration. 

ELECTRIC ENERGY SYSTEMS AND STORAGE 

The conferees agree with the Senate report 
language discussing a Department analysis 
of the need for transmission capacity. 

The conferees support the continued re
search on the potential health effects of elec
tromagnetic fields. It is the conferrees' in
tent, however, that duplication of research 
efforts be avoided. For this reason, it is the 
intent of the conferees that the Department 
of Energy be the lead agency for such re
search and that research conducted by the 
government be coordinated through the De
partment. It is the conferees' further intent 
that research efforts relating to electro
magnetic fields be credible, reliable and of 
the highest quality. In order to assure this 
coordination, the Department is directed to 
have the National Academy of Sciences per
form a study of the potential health risks as-

sociated with exposure to electromagnetic 
fields, and $600,000 is included for this study. 

From within the amount provided for En
ergy Storage, $900,000 is for diurnal and in
dustrial research and $1,100,000 the seasonal 
thermal energy is for storage program. 

NUCLEAR ENERGY 

The conference agreement includes 
$5,000,009 for the Space Exploration Initia
tive, a cooperative program with the Na
tional Aeronautics and Space Administra
tion. The Department's work should be re
stricted to its mission to develop and test 
new power systems. 

BIOLOGICAL AND ENVIRONMENTAL RESEARCH 

The conference recommendation includes 
$750,000 for the Center for Health Tech
nologies, Inc., Miami, Florida. The Center 
for Health Technologies, Inc., is a nonprofit 
corporation, which was created by South 
Florida business leaders and scientists. The 
Center received startup funding by the State 
of Florida in 1990. The Center's primary goal 
is to expedite the growth of health tech
nology industries through the transfer of 
laboratory developments into successful bio
medical, biotechnology and health care prod
ucts and services. The primary technique 
utilized by the Center in achieving its goal of 
technology transfer is its Incubator, an orga
nizational device by which startup compa
nies are provided with a broad spectrum of 
services to aid them in developing into self
supporting health technology businesses. Of 
the $750,000, $400,000 is to be allocated to sup
port the technology development efforts. The 
balance of the funds is to be allocated to as
sist the Center in its architectural activities 
to design the structure which will physically 
house its affiliate companies. 

The conferees agree that funds provided in 
fiscal year 1991 for the Demonstration Pedi
atric PET Scan project may be used for ren
ovation, construction and rehabilitation of 
space, and purchase of the PET Scan ma
chine will take place after these alterations 
and construction are completed. 

From within available funds, the conferees 
direct that the Department prepare concep
tual designs and detailed engineering draw
ings to consolidate the human genome pro
gram at the Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory 
into a single facility. It is anticipated that 
future Department of Energy budgets will in
clude funds to construct the facility. 

Of the $74,500,000 provided for global and 
regional climate change, $11,000,000 is avail
able for the National Institute for Global En
vironmental Change including $2,000,000 for a 
new Southeastern Regional Center to be lo
cated at the University of Alabama. None of 
these funds shall be obligated until a man
agement plan has been approved by the Insti
tute and its host institutions, and transmit
ted to the Committees on Appropriations. 

The conferees agree to the distribution of 
funds to the National Institute for Global 
Environmental Change as proposed by the 
House. Global warming research funds, in
cluding those made available to the National 
Institute for Global Environmental Change 
and its components shall primarily support 
the Department's high priority initiatives to 
rapidly improve the capability to predict 
global and regional climate change. 

For fiscal year 1991, the Congress provided 
funds for the creation of Centers of Excel
lence for Laser Medical Applications. Grants 
have now been let for this program through 
the peer review process. These centers are 
developing laser techniques for surgery and 
treatment of a variety of diseases. Laser sur
gery dramatically reduces the need for cost-

ly surgery. The conferees agree that contin
ued funding of this program out of the funds 
provided will reduce the cost of health care 
and more importantly provide vastly im
proved health care. 

Project 87-R-130, Center for Molecular 
Medicine and Immunology, Institute for Nu
clear Medicine Research facility, may pro
ceed under a modified proposal for the 
project with purchase or renovation plans for 
a new facility under a three-year grant ex
tension with a phased-in construction plan. 
Given the critical needs of New Jersey, the 
conferees authorize the construction to 
begin as soon as possible. The Center is in 
the process of acquiring land from the Coun
ty of Essex, New Jersey, valued at $2,400,000 
and has raised an additional $500,000 pri
vately. This acquisition, when completed, 
the private funds, and the contribution of 
maintenance services, will constitute the 
non-Federal share. 

SUPPORTING RESEARCH AND TECHNICAL 
ANALYSIS 

From within funds made available in ap
plied mathematical science, basic energy 
sciences, and other energy programs in this 
account not otherwise discussed in this re
port, an amount equal to 83% of the current 
fiscal year 1991 amount is to be made avail
able to continue the research programs sup
ported by the Department of Energy at the 
Supercomputer Computations Research In
stitute (SCRI) located at Florida State Uni
versity. DOE and FSU shall work toward 
normalizing the SCRI support within the 
DOE budget. The conferees continue to be 
impressed by the contributions of SCRI to 
high performance computing in the U.S. 

The conference allowance includes $400,000 
for the University of Connecticut as pro
posed by the Senate. 

The conferees agree with the Experimental 
Program to Stimulate Competitive Research 
(EPSCoR) as proposed by the Senate. The 
Department shall prepare a plan for the five
year development of this program by Feb
ruary l, 1992. 

In addition to the EPSCoR program 
traineeships, the Department should con
sider additional graduate traineeships to 
help broaden the availability of high-quality 
science education and opportunities for pro
fessional scientific training in energy-relat
ed fields for all programs under the jurisdic
tion of the Office of Energy Research includ
ing the general sciences program and SSC. 

The conferees agree to the Senate report 
language providing $100,000 for Rural Enter
prises, Inc. 

EDUCATION PROGRAMS 

The conferees have provided a reduction of 
$22,400,000 to the Energy Supply, Research 
and Development program for non-defense 
education programs. The Department has on
going and new initiatives dealing with sci
entific and energy-related education pro
grams. The conferees are supportive of these 
programs and note that these education pro
grams support the Department's defense mis
sion equally with its other scientific pro
grams. 
URANIUM SUPPLY AND ENRICHMENT ACTIVITIES 

Amendment No. 36: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate with 
an amendment as follows: 

In lieu of the sum stricken and inserted by 
said amendment, insert the following: 
$1,313,600,000 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. 
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The conference agreement appropriates 

$1,313,600,000 for Uranium Supply and Enrich
ment Activities instead of $1,337,600,000 as 
proposed by the House and $1,367,600,000 as 
proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 37: Deletes language pro
posed by the Senate earmarking funds for 
the Atomic Vapor Laser Isotope Separation 
program. 

Because of severe budget constraints, the 
conference recommendation includes a 
$24,000,000 undistributed reduction to the 
Uranium Supply and Enrichment Activities 
appropriation. 

GENERAL SCIENCE 

Amendment No. 38: Appropriates 
Sl,472,489,000 for General Science instead of 
$1,405,489,000 as proposed by the House and 
$1,507,489,000 as proposed by the Senate and 
deletes language proposed by the House ear
marking funds for the Fermilab main injec
tor. 

As stated in both the House and Senate re
ports, the conferees continue strong support 
for the SSC. However, because of severe 
budget constraints the funding has been lim
ited to $483,700,000. The conference allowance 
also includes $15,000,000 to initiate the 
Fermilab main injector which will continue 
to modernize the Fermilab. The conferees 
agree to the funding for the Continuous Elec
tron Beam Accelerator Facility as proposed 
by the Senate. 

NUCLEAR WASTE DISPOSAL FUND 

Amendment No. 39: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate with 
an amendment as follows: 

In lieu of the sum stricken and inserted by 
said amendment, insert the following: 
$275,071,000 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. 

The conference agreement appropriates 
$275,071,000 for the Nuclear Waste Disposal 
Fund instead of $305,071,000 as proposed by 
the House and $295,071,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. 

Amendment No. 40: Earmarks $5,000,000 for 
the State of Nevada to conduct oversight as 
proposed by the Senate instead of $3,000,000 
as proposed by the House. 

Amendment No. 41: Deletes language pro
posed by the House providing an earmark for 
State Legislature oversight. 

Amendment No. 42: Earmarks $4,000,000 for 
local governments as proposed by the House 
instead of $5,000,000 as proposed by the Sen
ate. 

Amendment No. 43: Deletes and provides 
technical change to House language as pro
posed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 44: Earmarks $3,500,000 for 
infrastructure studies instead of $3,000,000 as 
proposed by the House and $5,000,000 as pro
posed by the Senate. 

ATOMIC ENERGY DEFENSE ACTIVITIES 

Amendment No. 45: Reported in tech
nical disagreement. The managers on 
the part of the House will offer a mo
tion to recede and concur in the 
amendment of the Senate with an 
amendment as follows: 

In lieu of the matter stricken and in
serted by . said amendment, insert the 
following: 

ATOMIC ENERGY DEFENSE ACTIVITIES 

WEAPONS ACTIVITIES 

For Department of Energy expenses, including 
the purchase, construction and acquisition of 

plant and capital equipment and other inciden- · 
tal expenses necessary for atomic energy defense 
weapons activities in carrying out the purposes 
of the Department of Energy Organization Act 
(42 U.S.C. 7101, et seq.), including the acquisi
tion or condemnation of any real property or 
any facility or for plant or facility acquisition, 
construction, or expansion; and the purchase of 
passenger motor vehicles (not to exceed 96 for re
placement only, and purchase of one rotary
wing aircraft, for replacement only), 
$4,623,428,000, to remain available until ex
pended. 

NEW PRODUCTION REACTOR 
For Department of Energy expenses, including 

the purchase, construction and acquisition of 
plant and capital equipment and other inciden
tal expenses necessary for atomic energy defense 
new production reactor activities in carrying 
out the purposes of the Department of Energy 
Organization Act (42 U.S.C. 7101, et seq.), in
cluding the acquisition or condemnation of any 
real property or any facility or for plant or fa
cility acquisition, construction, or expansion, 
$515,500,000, to remain available until expended, 
of which $100,000,000 shall be for design of new 
production reactor capacity, to become available 
for obligation sixty days after issuance of the 
Record of Decision on the Environmental Im
pact Statement on New Production Reactor Ca
pacity. 

DEFENSE ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION AND 
WASTE MANAGEMENT 

For Department of Energy expenses, include 
the purchase, construction and acquisition of 
plant and capital equipment and other inciden
tal expenses necessary for atomic energy defense 
environmental restoration and waste manage
ment activities in carrying out the purposes of 
the Department of Energy Organization Act (42 
U.S.C. 7101, et seq.), including the acquisition or 
condemnation of a~ real property or any facil
ity or for plant or facility acquisition, construc
tion, or expansion; and the purchase of pas
senger motor vehicles (not to exceed 70 for re
placement only, and purchase of one rotary
wing aircraft, for replacement only), 
$3,680,672,000, to remain available until ex
pended, of which $17,100,000 shall be available 
only for the Environmental and Molecular 
Sciences Laboratory, and of which $20,000,000 
shall be made available to the State of New 
Mexico to assist the State and its affected units 
of local government in mitigating the environ
mental, social, economic, and other impacts re
sulting from the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant: 
Provided, That a portion of the $20,000,000 re
ceived by the State of New Mexico may be pro
vided directly to the affected units of local gov
ernment in the vicinity of, and along the trans
portation routes to, the Waste Isolation Pilot 
Plant based on a State assessment of needs, con
ducted in consultation with its affected units of 
local government, and the demonstration of im
pacts: Provided further, That the $20,000,000 
shall be provided upon initiation of the pert orm
ance assessment phase at the Waste Isolation 
Pilot Plant site. 

MATERIALS PRODUCTION AND OTHER DEFENSE 
PROGRAMS 

For Department of Energy expenses, including 
the purchase, construction and acquisition of 
plant and capital equipment and other inciden
tal expenses necessary for atomic energy defense 
materials production, and other defense pro
gram activities in carrying out the purposes of 
the Department of Energy Organization Act (42 
U.S.C. 7101, et seq.), including the acquisition or 
condemnation of any real property or any facil
ity or for plant or facility acquisition, construc
tion, or expansion; and the purchase of pas
senger motor vehicles (not to exceed 70 for re
placement only), $3,148,400,000, to remain avail
able until expended. 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. 

The conference agreement provides a total 
of Sll,968,000,000 for Atomic Energy Defense 
Activities as provided by the Senate instead 
of $11,768,500,000 as proposed by the House. 

To provide better financial control and 
more clearly display the activities funded as 
part of atomic energy defense activities, the 
conference agreement provides four appro
priation accounts instead of a single account 
as in past years. The new accounts are: 
Weapons Activities; New Production Reac
tor; Defense Environmental Restoration and 
Waste Management; and Materials Produc
tion and Other Defense Programs. 

The conferees are aware of the potential 
technology transfer between Sandia National 
Laboratory and the Diagnostic Instrumenta
tion and Analysis Laboratory. This involves 
computer-controlled, optical and laser-based 
diagnostic and analysis systems. This coop
erative effort, which will also include non
Federal funds, is a prime example of the 
technology transfer effort that is needed at 
DOE. In this arrangement, high-value, feder
ally-developed technologies will be scaled up 
from a laboratory setting to an effective in
dustrial use. This work contributes to the 
development of critical technologies identi
fied by the Department of Defense in their 
report, Critical Technologies Plan. 

The conferees agree to provbide Sl,600,000 
to complete the Center for Advanced Elec
tronics Technology at Sparks State Tech
nical College in Eufala, Alabama. This facil
ity will be a state-of-the-art electronics 
training center to prepare students and 
workers in electronics and related fields of 
study to prepare for future workforce needs 
in energy and energy-related research and 
development activities as well as energy in
dustries. 

WEAPONS ACTIVITIES 

The conference agreement provides 
$2,515,478,000 for production and surveillance 
activities. The conferees direct that funds 
originally proposed for the Nuclear Depth 
Strike Bomb and SRAM-T be reallocated to 
address the increase in weapons retirements 
over the level assumed in the President's 
1992 budget, for site facility and equipment 
maintenance, for preproduction and process 
engineering connected with pit reuse, to re
duce maintenance backlogs, particularly at 
the Y-12 plant, for new requirements related 
to the W-79, if authorized, and for compli
ance requirements at Y-12. 

The conferees have included $15,000,000 in 
the weapons research and development pro
gram for continued development of an ad
vanced chemical processing technology. The 
Senate had included this funding in the ma
terials production program. The Lawrence 
Livermore National Laboratory has devel
oped plutonium processing techniques as a 
key part of the laser isotope separation pro
gram. These new technologies, equipment 
and processing systems could lead to the de
sign of a future fully integrated plutonium 
processing facility, including waste mini
mization. 

NEW PRODUCTION REACTOR 

The conference agreement includes a total 
of $15,500,000 for light water reactor target 
development work, including completion of 
the EIS and ROD activities; close out, in fis
cal year 1992, of all target development work; 
cleanup of contaminated facilities; and docu
mentation and transfer of development and 
testing data. The conferees understand that 
EIS and ROD activities associated with the 
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New Production Reactor Program are near
ing completion and that only a small 
amount of funding is needed to support the 
completion of those activities as planned by 
the Department. 

DEFENSE ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION AND 
WASTE MANAGEMENT 

The conference agreement includes bill 
language directing the Department to use 
$17,100,000 for design and construction of the 
Environmental and Molecular Sciences Lab
oratory (EMSL). The conferees emphasize 
that these funds shall be used to begin 
construciton of this basic research labora
tory which will help develop the scientific 
basis for technologies that are required to 
meet the regulatory criteria for environ
mental remediation of hazardous waste and 
nuclear waste sites and for basic sciences re
search and development. Various scientific 
advisory committees and regulatory agen
cies have identified technolgical gaps that 
need to be filled, and EMSL's mission is to 
develop the scientific basis for those tech
nologies for the Department of Energy. The 
conferees also strongly agree with the House 
report language and are concerned with the 
lack of coordination within the Department 
on this project and intend that the project 
proceed in accordance with these missions as 
proposed by the Secretary of Energy. The 
Secretary is requested to insure that the 
construction of this laboratory is coordi
nated with departmental organizations with 
unique technical resources to manage col
laborative research projects and research 
laboratories. 

The conferees support the development of a 
research program on a continuous emission 
monitor for incinerators and demonstration 
of the technology at a Department of Energy 
defense facility. 

The conferees agree to provide $7,500,000 for 
the defense high-level waste disposal fee. 

EDUCATION, TRAINING AND TECHNOLOGY 
TRANSFER 

The conference agreement provides 
$49,900,000 for education programs, training 
and education of workers, and expansion of 
technology commercialization activities at 
all Department of Energy Laboratories and 
facilities. This program will ensure that ade
quately trained workers and scientific and 
technical personnel are available to accom
plish the national security mission of the 
Department. 

DEPARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATION 

Amendment No. 46: Makes technical 
change to heading as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 47: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate with 
an amendment as follows: 

In lieu of the sum stricken and inserted by 
said amendment, insert the following: 
$405 ,976 ,(JOO 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. 

The conference agreement appropriates 
$405,976,000 for Departmental Administration 
instead of $414,976,000 as proposed by the 
House and $416,476,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. 

Amendment No. 48: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate with 
an amendment as follows: 

In lieu of the sum stricken and inserted by 
said amendment, insert the following: 
$121,624,000 

The managers on the part of the Senate 
will move to concur in the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate. 

The conference agreement provides a net 
appropriation of $121,624,000 for Depart-

mental Administration instead of $130,624,000 
as proposed by the House and $131,624,000 as 
proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 49: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate 
which earmarks funds for the Reduced En
richment in Research and Test Reactor pro
gram. 

POWER MARKETING ADMINISTRATIONS 

Amendment No. 50: Makes technical 
change to heading as proposed by the Senate. 

BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION 

It is the conferees' understanding that the 
Bonneville Power Administration is commit
ted to completion of the 4,800 megawatt up
grade project. 

WESTERN AREA POWER ADMINISTRATION 

Amendment No. 51: Appropriates 
$306,478,000 as proposed by the House instead 
of $326,478,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 52: Provides for receipts 
from the Department of the Interior Rec
lamation fund of $278,173,000 as proposed by 
the House instead of $298,423,000 as proposed 
by the Senate. 

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION 

Amendment No. 53: Reported in technical 
disagreement. The managers on the part of 
the House will offer a motion to recede and 
concur in the amendment of the Senate 
which allows the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission to collect in advance for re
search, development and demonstration of 
projects using natural gas in motor vehicles 
and other activities. This amendment will 
give the FERC the authority it needs to ap
prove GRI's R&D on natural gas vehicles and 
emission control using natural gas, by allow
ing FERC to consider the environmental 
benefits to existing and future ratepayers. 
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Department of Energy 

ENERGY SUPPLY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT . 

SOLAR ENERGY 

I. Sotar apptications 

A. Sotar buitding technotogy research 

Operating expenses ...........................•. 

B. Photovottaic energy systems 

Operating expenses ...........•................. 
Capi tat equipment ............................. . 

Subtotat, Photovottaic energy systems ............ . 

C. Sotar thermat energy systems 

Operating expenses ............................ . 
Capitat equipment ............................. . 

Subtotat, Sotar thermat energy system ..........••• 

D. Biofuets energy systems 

Operating expenses ................... ~ .......•• 
Capi tat equipment ................••.........•.. 

Subtotat, Biofuets energy systems ..•.•............ 

E. Wind energy systems 

Operating expenses ...........................•• 
Capi tat equipment .........................•..•• 

Subtotat, Wind energy systems ................•.... 

F. Ocean energy systems 

FY 1992 
Budget Request 

1 ,000,000 

49;300,000 
1,500,000 

50,800,000 

19,569,000 
450,000 

20,019,000 

32,500,000 
4,300,000 

36,800,000 

13,744,000 
200,000 

13,944,000 

July 30, 1991 

Conference 

2,000,000 

58,900,000 
1,500,000 

60,400,000 

28,650,000 
450,000 

29,100,000 

35,000,000 
4,300,000 

39,300,000 

21,200,000 
200,000 

21,400,000 

Operating expenses............................. 2,000,000 

Subtotat, Sotar apptications .............•............ 

II. Other sotar energy 

A. lnternationat sotar energy program - OE ....... . 

B. Sotar technotogy transfer 

Operating expenses .................•........... 

C. Sotar Energy Research Institute 

Capi tat equipment ..................•........... 
Construction: 

Generat ptant projects ....... ~ .........•..... 

91-E-100 Sotar energy research fac. (SERF) .. 

Subtotat, Construction ............•............ 

Subtotat, Sotar Energy Research Institute •........ 

D. Resource assessment 

Operating expenses .......•...•.••••.••.•..•..•• 
Capi tat equipment .........•......••....•.••.... 

Subtotal.~ Resource assessment ...••.••••......•.... 

122,663,000 

1,500,000 

512,000 

340,000 

1, 165,000 

10,000,000 

11, 165,000 

11,505,000 

1, 110,000 
90,000 

1,200,000 

154,200,000 

2,000,000 

1 ,000,000 

340,000 

1,165,000 

10,000,000 

11, 165,000 

11,505,000 

·1, 110, 000 
90,000 

1,200,000 
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E. Program support - OE ............••....•..•..... 

F. Program direction - OE ..........•.....•........ 

Subtota\, Other sotar energy ............•............. 

TOTAL, SOLAR ENERGY .....................•.............. 

(Operating expenses) .•............................... • 
(Capita\ equipment ) .................•..•........•.... 
(Construction ) ................•••••............. 

GEOTHERMAL 

I. Geopressured research 

Operating expenses .............................. . 

II. Geothermat technotogy devetopment 

Operating expenses .............................. . 
Capi tat equipment ............................... . 

Subtotat, Geothermat technotogy devetopment .......... . 

III. Program direction - OE .......................... . 

TOTAL, GEOTHERMAL .................................... . 

(Operating expenses) ...........•...................... 
(Capi tat equipment ) ................................. . 

HYDROPOWER 

I. Smatt scate hydropower devetopment - OE .......... . 

II. Program direction - OE ...............•............ 

TOTAL, HYOROPOWER ................•.•.................. 

ELECTRIC ENERGY SYSTEMS AND STORAGE 

I. Etectric energy systems 

A. Etectric f ietd effects research 

Operating expenses .•.........................•• 

B. Retiabitity research 

Operating expenses ................•............ 

C. System and materiats research 

Operating expenses ............................ . 
Capi tat equipment •................•............ 

Subtotat, System and materiats research .......... . 

, D. Program direction - OE •.........•............•. 

Subtota\,E\ectric energy systems •......•........••.... 

936,000 

4,662,000 

20,316,000 

142,878,000 

(124,833,000) 
(6,880,000) 

( 11 , 165. 000) 

2,500,000 

15,886,000 
821,000 

16,707,000 

963,000 

20,170,000 

(19,349,000) 
(821,000) 

957,000 

86,000 

1,043,000 

5,000,000 

3,100,000 

21'100,000 
900,000 

22,000,000 

657,000 

30,757,000 

936,000 

4,662,000 

21,303,000 

176,503,000 

(157,458,000) 
(6,880,000) 

(11,165,000) 

5,000,000 

20,386,000 
821,000 

21,207,000 

963,000 

27,170,000 

(26,349,000) 
(821,000) 

957,000 

86,000 

1,043,000 

5,000,000 

3,100,000 

21,100,000 
900,000 

22,000;000 

657,000 

30,757,000 
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II. Energy Storage Systems 

A. Battery storage 

Operating expenses .............•............... 
Capi tat equipment., ........................... . 

Subtotat, Battery storage .......................•. 

B. Thermat a~d chemicat storage 

Operating expenses ............................ . 

C. Program direction - OE ..........•.............. 

Subtotat, Energy storage systems .....................• 

TOTAL, ELECTRIC ENERGY SYSTEMS AND STORAGE ........... . 

(Operating expenses) ....... . ......................... . 
(Capi tat equipment ) ................................. . 

NUCLEAR 

I. Nuctear energy R & D 

A. Light water reactor 

Operating expenses ............................. . 

B. Advanced reactor R & D 

Operating expenses ............................. . 
Capi tat equipment ............................•.. 

Subtotat, Advanced reactor R & D .................. . 

C. Space reactor power systems 

Operating expenses ............................. . 
Capi tat equipment .............................. . 
Construction: 

86-N-105 SP-100 fac. mods - HEDL ............. . 

Subtotat, Space reactor power systems ............. . 

D. Advanced radioisotope power system 

Operating expenses ..................•........... 
Capi tat equipment ......................•........ 

Subtotat, Advanced radioisotope power system ...... . 

E. Space exptoration initiative 

Operating expenses •..............•.............. 
Capi tat equipment .•..............•........•..... 

Subtotat, Space exptoration initiative ............ . 

F. Faci ti ties 

Operating .expenses •............................. 
Capi tat equipment •••............................ 
Construction: 

92-E-200 Mods to reactors ...................•. 

GPN-102 GPP ............ . ............... . ..... . 

89-N-115 Fire suf. imp., ANL .............•.... 

Subtotat, Construction ......................... . 

Sub to tat, Faci 1.i ties .............................. . 

3,200,000 
200,000 

3,400,000 

3,400,000 

446,000 

7,246,000 

38,003,000 

(36,903;000) 
(1,100,000) 

62,500,000 

48,539,000 
1,000,000 

49,539,000 

53,180,000 
2,120,000 

700,000 

56,000,000 

49,000,000 
7,000,000 

56,000,000 

29,000,000 
1 • 000_, 009 -

----------------30,000-,000 · 

113,569,000 
2,800,000 

5,850,000 

3,600,000 

2,000,000 

11,450,000 

127,819,000 

3,200,000 
200,000 

3,400,000 

3,400,000 

446,000 

7,246,000 

38,003,000 

(36,903,000) 
(1, 100,0.00)< 

62,500,000 

58,539,000 
1,000,000 

59,539,000 

37,180,000 
2,120,000 

700,000 

40,000,000 

45,000,000 
6,000,000 

51,000,000 

4,500,000 
500,009 

---------------- . ' 

-.. 6. • ..Q90 I 000 

83,569,000 
2,800,000 

5,850,000 

3,600,000 

2,000,000 

11,450,000 

97,819,000 
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G. Program direction - OE .................... · ..... . 

Subtotat, Nuctear energy R & D ....................... . 

(Operating expenses) ................................. ,' 
(Capi tat equipment ) ...................•.............. 
(Construction ) ................................. . 

II. Civitian waste R & D 

A. Spent fuet storage R & D 

Operating expenses ............................ . 

B. Program direction .................•........... 

Subtotat, Civitian waste . R & D ....................... . 

TOTAL, NUCLEAR ....................................... . 

(Operating expenses) ................................. . 
(Capi tat equipment ) ....... ~ ......................... . 
(Construction . ) ................................. . 

ENVIRONMENT, SAFETY AND HEALTH 

I. Environment, safety and heatth 

Operating expenses ................................ . 
Capi tat equipment ................................. . 

TOTAL, ENVIRONMENT, SAFETY AND HEALTH ................ . 

OFFICE OF NUCLEAR SAFETY 

I. Nuctear safety 

Operating expenses ................................ . 
Capita\ equipment ................................. . 

TOTAL, OFFICE OF NUCLEAR SAFETY ...................... . 

LIQUEFIED GASEOUS SPILL TEST FACILITY 

I. Spitt test facitity 

Operating expenses ................................ . 

ENVIRONMENT R & D 

I. Biotogicat and environmentat research 

Operating expenses ................................ . 
Capi tat equipment ................................. . 
Construction: 

GP-E-120 Generat ptant projects ................. . 

Subtotat, Biotogicat and environmentat research ...... . 

II. Program direction ................................ . 

TOTAL, ENVIRONMENT R & D ............................. . 

(Operating expenses) ................................. . 
(Capi tat equipment ) ................................. . 
(Construction ) ................................. . 

FY 1992 
Budget Request 

16, 100,000 

397,958,000 

(371,888,000) 
(13,920,000) 
(12,150,000) 

590,000 

110,000 

700,000 

398,658,000 

(372,588,000) 
(13,920,000) 
(12,150,000) 

158,070,000 
1,600,000 

159,670,000 

12,500,000 
30,000 

12,530,000 

1,115,000 

286,128,000 
16,832,000 

3,500,000 

---------------306,460,000 

6, 100,000 

---------------312,660,000 

(292,228,000) 
(16,832,000) 
(3,500,000) · 

20441 

Conference 

16, 100,000 

331,958,000 

(307,388,000) 
(12,420,000) 
(12,150,000) 

4,590,000 

110,000 

4,700,000 

336,658,000 

(312,088,000) 
(12,420,000) 
(12,150,000) 

158,070,000 
1,600,000 

159,670,000 

12,500,000 
30,000 

12,530,000 

1 , 115, 000 

326,878,000 
16,832,000 

3,500,000 

---------------347,210,000 

6,100,000 

---------------363,310,000 

(332,978,000) 
(16,832,000) 

(3,500,000) 
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FUSION 

I. Fusion Energy 

A. Confinement systems .......................•..... 

B. Devetopment and technotogy ........•.......•..... 

C. Apptied ptasma physics ......................... . 

D. Ptanni~g and projects .......................... . 

E. Inertial. fusion ener~y .........................• 

F. Program direction - OE .....................•.... 

G. Capi tat equipment ..........•....••.............. 

H. Construction: 

GPP-900 Generat ptant projects ................. . 

92-E-340 Fire and safety protection improvements 

Subtotat, Construction ............................ . 

TOTAL, FUSION •..........•......................•...... 

(Operating expenses) .............................••... 
(Capi tat equipment ) .•................••.••.......••.. 
(Construction t ................................. . 

SUPPORTING RESEARCH AND TECHNICAL ANALYSIS 

I. Basic energy sciences 

A. Materiats sciences ............................. . 

B. Chemicat sciences ............................••. 

C. Apptied mathematicat sciences .................. . 

D. Engineering and geosciences .................... . 

E. Advanced energy projects ....................... . 

F. Energy biosciences ...................... ~······· 

G. Program direction - OE ......................... . 

H. Capital. equipment .•........................•••.• 

I. Construction: 

92-E-332 Accel.erator improvements ..........••... 

GPE-400 General. pl.ant projects ...•.........•...• 

89-R~402 6-7 GeV syn. radiation source .•..•..... 

87-R-406 1-2 GeV synch rad sc, LBL .•...•.......• 

Subtotal., Construction ...•....•......•••.....•..... 

Subtotal., Basic energy sciences ••................•..•• 

(Operating expenses) ...........•................•..... 
(Capi tat equipment ) •...•..................•.....•.... 
(Construction ) .•••••......•........••........••. 

183, 250,000· 

56,650,000 

61,750,000 

4,250,000 

8,150,000 

7,500,000 

11,000,000 

1,950,000 

2,600,000 · 

4,550,000 

337,100,000 

(321,550,000) 
(11,000,000) 
(4,550,000) 

257,116,000 

158,300,000 

75,500,000 

35,800,000 

10,800,000 

24,700,000 

7,500,000 

37,000,000 

6,626,000 

4,500,000 

90,360,000 

6,498,000 
---------~-----

107,984,000 

---------------714,700,000 

(669, 716,000) 
(37,000,000) 

(107,984,000) 

183,250,000 

56,650,000 

61,750,000 

4,250,000 

8,150,000 

7,500,000 

11,000,000 

1. 950,000 

2,600,000 

4,550,000 

337,100,000 

(321,660,000) 
(11,000,000) 

(4,560,000) 

257,116,000 

158,300,000 

81,500,000 

35,800,000 

54,800,000 

24,700,000 

7,600,000 

37,000,000 

6,626,000 

4,500,000 

90,360,000 

6,498,000 
---------------107,984,000 

---------------764,700,000 

(619,716,000) 
(37,000,000) 

(107,984,000) 
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II. Energy research and university support 

A. Energy research anatyses - OE ...•.............• 

B. University and science education programs - OE 

1. Laboratory coop science education ctrs ..... . 
2. University program .............•............ 
3. University reactor fuet assistance ......... . 
4. University research instrumentation ........ . 

Subtotat, University & science education programs. 

C. Laboratory technotogy R&D transfer ............ . 

D. Advisory and oversight - OE .......•............ 

Subtotat, Energy research and university support •..... 

III. Muttiprogram energy taboratories - facitity sup 

A. Muttiprogram generat purpose facitities 

92-E-309 Sanitary system mod (BNL) - phase I 

92-E-312 Roof reptacement (LBL) - phase I •.. 

92-E-321 Fire safety improve (ANL) ......... . 

92-E-322 East canyon etectricat safety (LBL) 

92-E-323 Upgrade steam distrib. (ORNL) ..... . 

92-E-324 Btdg. 326 tife safety compti (PNL). 

92-E-326 Transformer switchgear upgrade (BNL 

92-E-329 Substation upgrades & improvements 

92-E-328 Programs support (AMES) ............ . 

91-E-323 Buitding 90 seismic rehab., LBL ... . 

90-R-100 Trans. fac. reptacement, ANL .....•. 

90-R-121 Rehab fire, water, pumping and 
storage systems, ANL ......•..•.•............ 

90-R-107 Boiter reptacement, BNL •........... 

90-R-108 Ctrt. shops atteration & add., BNL. 

90-R-110 Instrumentation sup. tab. rehab, LB 

90-R-111 Originat tabsite substation, LBL ... 

90-R-113 Etec. syst. upgrade, ORNL •......... 

90-R-117 Stopa/seismic stabitization, LBL ... 

90-R-118 Fire protection upgrade, ORNL .•.... 

88-R-806 Environmentat heatth & safety 
project, LBL ....•..............•.•.•...•..•. 

88-R-807 Etectricat system rehab, ANL ....•.. 

87-R-763 Rehabitition taboratory space 
(buil.ding 200), ANL. ....•....•••••.•.•...... 

Subtotat, Muttiprogram generat purpose facitities 

TOTAL, SUPPORTING RESEARCH AND TECHNICAL ANALYSIS ..•.. 

FY 1992 
Budget Request 

4,026,000 

27,563,000 
7,750,000 
3,730,000 
4,998,000 

---------------44,041,000 

4,900,000 

10, 100,000 
---------------63,067,000 

1,238,000 

2,500,000 

603,000 

377,000 

1,080,000 

1,700,000 

3,300,000 

500,000 

1,500,000 

2,700,000 

2,378,000 

533,000 

19,000 

8,000 

1,903,000 

2,703,000 

8,000 

806,000 

12,000 

9,000 

5,000 

9,000 

23,891,000 

801,658,000 

20443 

Conference 

4,026,000 

32,063,000 
12,750,000 
3,730,000 
5,998,000 

---------------64,541,000 

9,900,000 

10,100,000 
---------------78,567,000 

1,238,000 

2,500,000 

603,000 

377,000 

1,080,000 

1, 700,000 

3,300,000 

500,000 

1,500,000 

2,700,000 

2,378,000 

633,000 

19,000 

8,000 

1,903,000 

2,703,000 

8,000 

806,000 

. 12,000 

9,000 

5,000 

9,000 

23,891,000 

867,158,000 
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(Operating expenses) ..... . ........................... . 
(Capi tat equipment ) ................................. . 
(Construction ) ......................... . ....... . 

POLICY AND MANAGEMENT 

I. Pol.icy and management 

A. Pol.icy and management - ER ...................... 

8. Pol.icy and management - NE •••••••••••••••••••••• 

c. Pol.icy and management - CE ..........•........... 

TOTAL, POLICY AND MANAGEMENT ......................... . 

ENERGY APPLICATIONS 

I. Technicat information management program 

Operating expenses ................................ . 
Capi tat equipment ................................. . 

Subtotat, Technicat information management program ... . 

II. In-house energy management 

Operating expenses ........................... . ... . 
Construction: 

90-A-601 Modifications for energy mgmt ......... . 

Subtotat, In-house energy management ................. . 

TOTAL, ENERGY APPLICATIONS ........................... . 

ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION AND WASTE MGMT (NON-DEFENSE) 

I. Corrective ac~ivities 

A. Nuctear energy 

Operating expenses ............................. . 
Construction: 

GP-E-600 Generat ptant projects .............. . 

Subtotat, Nuctear energy .......................... . 

B. Energy research 

Operating expenses ............................. . 
Capi tat equipment .............................. . 
Construction: 

GP-E-600 Genera\ ptant projects .............. . 

92-E-601 Metton Vattey LLLW cottection and 
transfer system upgrade, ORNL ..•.............. 

92-E-602 Air exhaust mods., TA-53 LANL ....... . 

91-E-307 800 Area tandfitt 'leachate (ANL) .... . 

91-E-304 Sanit. wastewater treatment upgrade .. 

90-R-115 Laboratory and sanitary sewer 
cottection system rehab (ANL) ..•.............. 

90-R-116 Hazardous waste mgmt proj (BNL) ..... . 

90-R-119 Sanitary wastewater treatment ptant 
improvements (ANL) ........................... . 

(632,783,000) 
(37,000,000) 

(131,875,000) 

(698,283,000) 
(37,000,000) 

(131,875,000) 

1,150,000 1,150,000 

33,843,000 33,843,000 

1,905,000 1,905,000 

36,898,000 

14, 100,000 
900,000 

15,000,000 

3,540,000 

17. 110, 000 

20,650,000 

35,650,000 

271,000 

283,000 
---------------

554,000 

1, 964,"000 
1,810,000 

7,368,000 

4,500,000 

3,505,000 

1. 400, 000 

3,500,000 

832,000 

238,000 

3,185,000 

36,898,000 

14, 100,000 
900,000 

15,000,000 

3,540,000 

17,110,000 

20,650,000 

35,650,000 

271 ,000 

283,000 
---------------

554,000 

1,964,000 
1,810,000 

7,368,000 

4,500,000 

3,505,000 

1 ,400,000 

3,500,000 

832,000 

238,000 

3,185,000 
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Conference 
-----------------------------------------------------~----------------------------------

88-R-830 Liquid tow tevet waste cottection 
and transfer sys upgrade (ORNL) ........•...... 

Subtotat, Construction .......•.................. 

Subtotat, Energy research ................ · ......... . 

Subtotat, Corrective activities ....................• · .. 

(Operating expenses) ................................. . 
(Capi tat equipment ) ................................. . 
(Construction ) ...................•.............. 

II. Environmental restoration ' 

Operating expenses: 
1. Facilities and sites ........................ . 
2. Formerty utitized sites, remedial action 

projects ........................••........... 
3. Uranium program mitt taitings, remedial 

action projects ....................•......... 
4. Uranium mitt taitings, groundwater 

restoration project ......................... . 

Subtotal, Operating expenses ....•................. 

Construction: 
90-R-402 Storage of the ANL CP-5 reactor ....... . 

89-R-113 Environmental upgrades, BNL ........... . 

Subtotat, Construction ...............•............ 

Subtotal, Environmental restoration .....•............. 

(Operating expenses) ................................. . 
(Construction ) ....................•............. 

III. Waste management 

Operating expenses: . 
1. Waste operations ........................... . 
2. West vattey ................................ . 
3. Low level waste ............................ . 

Subtotat, Operating expenses ...................•. 

Capi tat equipment ..................•............. 
Construction: 

GP-E-600 Generat plant projects ...•............ 

91-E-322 Building compliance .................. . 

91-E-305 Waste minimization fac. upgrade, BNL •.. 

91-E-306 Haz waste treatment fac, PNL ......... . 

89-R-111 Building uti ti ties, PNL. ............. . 

979,000 

25,607,000 

29,281,000 

29,836,000 

(2,235,000) 
(1,810,000) 

(25,790,000) 

133,292,000 -

49. ooo. oo~f 
139,900,000 

2,000,000 

324,192,000 

40,000 

1, 901 ,000 

1. 941 ,000 

326,133,000 

(324,192,000) 
(1,941,000) 

41,688,000 
104,000,000 

8,500,000 

1 54. 1 88' 000 

965,000 

4, 712,000 

3,200,000 

1,400,000 

3,030,000 

32,000 

979,000 

25,507,000 

29,281,000 

29,835,000 

(2,235,000) 
(1,810,000) 

(26,790,000) 

133,292,000 

. 49-,ooo,ooo 
139,900,000 

2,000,000 

324, 192. 000 

40,000 

1 ,901,000 

1 ,941,000 

326,133,000 

(324,192,000) 
(1,941,000) 

11 9 ' 1 06 • 000 
104,000,000 

8,500,000 

231,606,000 

965,000 

4,712,000 

3,200,000 

1,400,000 

3,030,000 

32,000 

88-R-812 Hazardous waste handling, fac. LBL.... 1,582,000 

Subtotat, Construction .......................... . 12,374,000 13,956,000 

Subtotal, Waste management ........................... . 167,527,000 246,527,000 



20446 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 
Department of Energy 

July 30, 1991 

(Operating expenses) ....•...•....•...•.•.•.... _. ..••••. 
(Capital. equipment ) ....•.....•...•......•.......•..•• 
(Construction ) ....•..........•..•..•.•....•.•.•. 

TOTAL, ENVIRON RESTOR AND WASTE MGMT (NON-DEFENSE) ...• 

(Operating expenses) ....•...•....................•..•• 
(Capital. equipment ) ....•...•....•.................... 
(Construction ) .........•........................ 

FY 1992 
Budget Request 

(164,188,000) 
(965,000) 

(12,374,000) 

523,495,000 

(480,615,000) 
(2,775,000) 

(40, 105,000) 

Conf erenc• 

(231,606,000) 
(965,000) 

(13,956,000) 

602,495,000 

(558,033,000) 
(2,775,000) 

(41,687,000) 

Subtotal., Energy suppty research and devetopment ....•• 2,821,428,000 2,984,303,000 

Adjustments: 

Education programs .....••........•...•.•.............. -22,400,000 

TOTAL, ENERGY SUPPLY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT ....... ... 2,821,428,000 2,961,903,000 

(Operating expenses) ....•..•........•.....•.........•. (2,608,115,000) (2,648,508,000) 
(Capital. equipment).................................. (92,858,000) (91,358,000) 
(Construction )......... ....... ... ...... ... ...... (220,455,000) (222,037,000) 

URANIUM ENRICHMENT 

I. Uranium enrichment activities 

A. Gaseous diffusion operations and support 

Operating expenses .........................••... 
Capi tat equipment •.............................. 
Construction: 

92-U-200 Sanitary water system upgrading ..... . 

·91-u-200 Reptace capacitors, GDP, Paducah .... . 

91-U-201 Refurbish int. purge fac., GDP, Ports 

91-U-207 Roof upgrading, GOP, Portsmouth ..... . 

91-U-208 S & S upgrading, GOP, P~rtsmouth •..•. 

90-N-501 Cooting tower mods .............•...•• 

GP-N-501 GPP ........................•.....•... 

89-N-501 UF6 cyl.inders .......................• 

87-N-502 Coding tower upgrade, GDP, Paducah ..• 

Subtotal., Construction .......................••• 

974,456,000 974,456,000 
10,000,000 10,000,000 

1,500,000 1,500,000 

4,400,000 4,400,000 

1,800,000 1,800,000 

8,340,000 8,340,000 

8,700,000 8,700,000 

6,600,000 6,600,000 

10,499,000 10,499,000 

7,600,000 7,600,000 

3,000,000 3,000,000 
--------------- ---------------52,439,000 52,439,000 

Subtotal., Gaseous diffusion operations and support. 1,036,895,000 1,036,895,000 

B. Atomic vapor l.aser isotope separation 

Operating expenses •.............••••..•...•••... 
Capital. equipment ••........................••.•. 
Construction: 

GP-N-600 General. pl.ant projects .............. . 

Subtotal., Atomic vapor taser isotope separation •••. 

C. Al.ternate applications 

Operating expenses •...•..........•........•.•••• 

D. Corrective activities 

Operating expenses ••••••••....••••••••••.••.•••• 
Construction: 

91-U-206 Reduction of PCB contamination •..•.•• 

204,300,000 164,300,000 
6,100,000 6,100,000 

3,200,000 3,200,000 
--------------- ---------------213, 600, 000 163,600,000 

1,000,000 

2,265,000 

16, 519,000 

1,000,000 

2,265,000 

16,519,000 
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GP-N-205 Generat pl.ant projects •.............. 

Subtotal., Construction ......................... . 

Subtotal., Corrective activities ................... . 

E. Environmental. restoration 
Operating expenses .................•............ 

F. Waste management 

Operating expenses .................•...•........ 
Capital. equipment ................•.............. 
Construction: 

GP-N-210 General. pl.ant projects .............. . 

Subtotal., Waste management ........................ . 

G. Program direction - OE ......................•.•. 

H. Working capi tat .....•........................... 

I. Undistributed reduction •........................ 

FY 1992 
Budget Request 

2,350,000 

18,869,000 

21,134,000 

73,068,000 

27,587,000 
1,260,000 

856,000 

29,703,000 

12.200,000 

159,400,000 

20447 

Conference 

2,350,000 

18,869,000 

21,134.000 

73,068,000 

27,687,000 
1,260,000 

866,000 

29,703,000 

12,200,000 

-24.000,000 

Subtotal., Uranium enrichment activities ............... 1,647,000,000 1,313,600,000 

(Operating expenses) ..••...........................•.. (1,464~276,000) (1,220,876,000) 
(Capital. equipment).................................. (17,360,000) (17,360,000) 
(Construction ).................................. (75,364,000) (75,364,000) 

Revenues..... . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . -1. 547, 000. 000 -1, 547, 000, 000 

TOTAL, URANIUM ENRICHMENT ACTIVITIES.................. -233,400,000 

(Operating expenses) ................................. . 
(Capi tat equipment ) ................................. . 
(Construction ) ................................. . 

GENERAL SCIENCE AND RESEARCH 

I. High energy physics 

A. Physics research 
Operating expenses ............................. . 

B. Facitity operations 
Operating expenses ............................. . 
Capi tat equipment .............................. . 
Construction: 

92-G-302 Fermitab main injector .............. . 

92-G-304 Acceterator improvements and mods ... . 

90-R-104 Fermitab tinac upgrade project ...... . 

GP-E-103 General. ptant projects. various 
tocations .................................... . 

Subtotal., Construction ......................... . 

Subtotal., Facil.ity operations ..................... . 

C. High energy technotogy 
Operating expenses ............................. . 

D. Other capital. equipment ........................ . 

Subtotal., High energy physics ............... .. ....... . 

(Operating expenses) ........... . ..................... . 
(Capi tat equipment ) ................................. . 
(Construction ) ........... . ..................... . 

49-059 0-95 Vol. 137 (Pt. 14) 33 

(-92,724,000) 
(17,360,000) 
(75,364,000) 

150,370,000 

275,690,000 
83,250,000 

43,450,000 

15,805,000 

6,166,000 

13,398,000 

78,819,000 

437,759,000 

73,830,000 

4,490,000 

666,449,000 

(499,890,000) 
(87,740,000) 
(78,819,000) 

(-326,124,000) 
(17,360,000) 
(75,364,000) 

145,370,000 

270,690,000 
83,250,000 

15. ooo .·ooo 
15,805,000 

6,166,000 

13,398,000 

50,369,000 

404,309,000 

73,830,000 

4,490,000 

627,999,000 

(489,890,000) 
(87,740,000) 
(50,369,000) 
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II. Nuctear physics 

A. Medium energy physics 

Operating expenses ............................ . 

B. Heavy ion physics 

Operating expenses ............................ . 

C. Low energy physics 

Operating expenses ............................ . 

D. Nuctear theory 

Operating expenses ............................ . 

E. Capi tat equipment ...... . ...................... . 

F. Construction: 
92-G-301 AIP ................................ . 

91-G-300 Retativistic heavy ion cottider ..... 

GP-E-300 Generat ptant projects, various 
tocations ................................... . 

87-R-203 Continuous etectron beam acceterator 
f aci tity, Newport News, VA .................. . 

Subtotat, Construction ........................... . 

G. Other capitat equipment - CE .................. . 

Subtotat: Nuctear physics ............................ . 

(Operating expenses) ................................. . 
(Capi tat equipment ) ................................. . 
(Construction ) ................................. . 

III. Generat science program direction - OE .........•. 

IV. Superconducting super cottider 

Operating expenses ............................... . 
Capi tat equipment ................................ . 
Construction: 

90-R-106 Superconducting super cottider ........ . 

Subtotat, Superconducting super cottider ............. . 

TOTAL, GENERAL SCIENCE AND RESEARCH .................. . 

(Operating expenses) ....................... . ......... . 
(Capi tat equipment ) ................................. . 
(Construction ) ................................. . 

ISOTOPE PRODUCTION AND DISTRIBUTION FUND 

A. Isotope production ..... . .......................... . 

·FY 1992 
Budget Request 

108,100,000 

74,700,000 

28,391,000 

14,000,000 

26,300,000 

4,100,000 

49,350,000 

3,949,000 

31,800,000 
---------------89,199,000 

1,700,000 

---------------342,390,000 

(225,191,000) 
(28,000,000) 
(89,199,000) 

6,400,000 

103,593,000 
56,340,000 

373,767,000 
---------------

533,700,000 

---------------
1,548,939,000 

(835,074,000) 
( 1 72 , 080 , 000) 
(541,785,000) 

8,500,000 

July 30, 1991 

Conference 

108,100,000 

74,700,000 

28,391,000 

14,000,000 

28,300,000 

4, 100,000 

49,350,000 

3,949,000 

41,800,000 
---------------99, 199,000 

1,700,000 

---------------354,390,000 

(226,191,000) 
(30,000,000) 
(99,199,000) 

6,400,000 

103,593,000 
56,340,000 

323,767,000 
---------------

483,700,000 

---------------
1. 472 ,489, 000 

(825,074,000) 
(174,080,000) 
(473,335,000) 

8,500,000 
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ATOMIC ENERGY DEFENSE ACTIVITIES 

WEAPONS ACTIVITIES 
I. Research and development 

Department of Energy 

A. Research and development - weapons 

Operating expenses ............................. . 
Capi tat equipment .............................. . 
Construction: 

GP-D-101 Generat ptant projects, various 
tocations ........................... . ....... . 

92-D-102 Nuctear weapons research, devetopment 
and testing facitities revitatization, 
Phase IV, various tocations ........ . ... . ..... . 

90-D-102 Nuctear weapons research, devetopment 
and testing facitities revitatization, 
Phase Ill, various locations ................. . 

88-D-106 Nuctear weapons research, development 
and testing facilities revitatization, 
Phase II, various tocations .................. . 

Subtotal, Construction ......................... . 

FY 1992 
Budget Request 

882,300,000 
87,950,000 

21,400,000 

6,600,000 

22.100,000 

53,608,000 

103,708,000 

Subtotat, Research and development - weapons ....... 1,073,958,000 

B. Inertial fusion 
Operating expenses ............................. . 
Capi tat equipment .............................. . 

Subtotal, Inertial fusion ........................ . 

C. Safeguards and security 

Construction: 
88-D-104 Safeguards and security upgrade, 
phase II, LANL, Los Atamos, NM .............. . 

87-0-104 Safeguards and security enhance-
ment 11, LLNL, Livermore, CA ................ . 

Subtotal, Safeguards and security ................. . 

165,300,000 
17,200,000 

182,500,000 

1. 515, 000 

4,650,000 

6,165,000 

Subtotal, Research and devetopment .................... 1,262,623,000 

II. Testing 
A. Weapons program 

Operating expenses ............................ . 
Capi tat equipment ....... . ..................... . 
Construction: 

GP-D-101 General ptant projects, 
various locations . .......................... . 

Subtotal, Weapons program . . .............. . ....... . 

B. Safeguards and security 

Construction: 
85-0-105 Combined device assembty facility, 
Nevada Test Site, NV ........................ . 

Subtotal, Testing .................................... . 

447,500,000 
34,450,000 

7,400,000 

489,350,000 

12,027,000 

501,377,000 

Subtotal, Research, development and testing ........... 1,764,000,000 

20449 

Conference 

1,017,300,000 
97,950,000 

21,400,000 

6,600,000 

34,100,000 

53,608,000 

115,708,000 

1,230,958,000 

165,300,000 
29,500,000 

194,800,000 

1,515,000 

5,300,000 

6,815,000 

1,432,573,000 

457,500,000 
34,450,000 

7,400,000 

499,350,000 

12,027,000 

511,377,000 

1,943,950,000 

(Operating expenses) ........... . .............. . ....... (1,495,100,000) (1,640,100,000) 
(Capital equipment).................................. (139,600,000) (161,900,000) 
(Construction ).................................. (129,300,000) (141,950,000) 
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Ill. Production and surveittance 

FY 1992 
Budget Request 

Operating expenses ............................... 2,273,600,000 
Capitat equipment................................ 87,900,000 
Constructj,on: 

Decision costs: 

91-0-122 Short range attack missite tacticat 
(SRAMT) production facitities, various toes .. 

90-D-122 Production capabitities for the 
nuc\ear depth/strike bomb (ND/SB), various 
tocations .................................. . 

Subtotat, Decision costs ...................... . 

Production base: 

Facitities capabitity assurance program: 

88-D-122 Facitities capabitity assurance 
program (FCAP), various tocations ........ . 

Production support facitities: 

GP-D-121 Generat ptant projects, various 
tocations ............................... . 

90-D-124 High exptosives (HE) synthesis 
facitity, pantex ptant, Amaritto, TX 

Subtotat, Production support facitities ..... 

Subtotat, Production base - construction 

Environment, safety and heatth: 

92-0-122 Heatth, Physics/Environmentat 
Projects, RFP, Gotden, CO ................... . 

92-D-123 Ptant Fire/Security Systems 
Reptacement, RFP, Gotden, CO ................ . 

92-D-126 Reptace Emergency Notification 
Systems, VL ................................. . 

91-D-126 Heatth physics catibration 
facitity, Mound Ptant, Miamisburg, OH ....... . 

90-0-126 Environment, safety and heatth 
enhancements, various tocations ............. . 

85-D-121 Air and water pottution controt 
facitities, Y-12 Ptant, Oak Ridge, TN ....... . 

Subtotat, Environment, safety and heatth ...... . 

Safeguards and security: 

92-0-125 MSSA/MSTF Sec, Upg, RFP, Gotden, CO. 

88-0-123 Security enhancements, Pantex Ptant, 
Amari t to, TX ............................... . 

Subtotat, Safeguards and security ............. . 

Subtotat, Construction .......................... . 

23,372,000 

10,000,000 

33,372,000 

47,473,000 

34,700,000 

12,927,000 

47,627,000 

95,100,000 

7,200,000 

5,200,000 

4,200,000 

4,000,000 

1 ,428,000 

3,000,000 
---·------------

25,028,000 

3,500,000 

30,000,000 

33,500,000 

187,000,000 

Subtotat, Production and surveittance ................. 2,548,500,000 

July 30, 1991 

Conference 

2,273,950,000 
87,900,000 

47,473,000 

34,700,000 

12,927,000 

47,627,000 

95,100,000 

7,200,000 

5,200,000 

4,200,000 

4,000,000 

1 ,428,000 

3,000,000 
---------------

25,028,000 

3,500,000 

30,000,000 

33,500,000 

153,628,000 

2,515,478,000 
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IV. Program direction 

Operating expenses .............................. . 
Capi tat equipment ............................... . 

Subtotat, Program direction .......................... . 

FY 1992 
Budget Request 

161,750,000 
2,250,000 

164,000,000 

TOTAL, WEAPONS ACTIVITIES ............................. 4,476,600,000 

20451 

Conference 

161,750,000 
2,250,000 

164,000,000 

4,623,428,000 

(Operating expenses) .................................. (3,930,450,000) (4,075,800,000) 
(Capitat equipment )............ ................ ...... (229,750,000) (252,050,000) 
(Construction ). ....... .......... ................ (316,300,000) (295,578,000) 

MATERIALS PRODUCTION 

I. Reactor operations 

Operating expenses .......... . ..................... . 
Construction: 

Environment, safety and heatth: 

92-0-141 Reactor Seismic Improvements, 
Savannah River, SC ............................ . 

90-0-150 Reactor safety assurance, Phase I, 
II, and Ill, Savannah River, SC ............. . 

89-0-148 Improved reactor confinement system, 
Savannah River, SC ............................ . 

Subtotat, Construction ............................. · 

Subtotat, ~eactor operations ......................... . 

II. Processing of nuctear materiats 

Operating expenses .............................. . 
Construction: 

Environment, safety and heatth: 

92-0-142 Nuctear Materiat Processing 
Tra!ning Center Savannah River SC ............ . 

92-0-140 F&H canyon exhaust upgrades, 
Savannah River, SC ........................... . 

90-D-141 Idaho chemicat processing ptant 
fire protection, INEL, IO .................... . 

Subtotat, Environment, safety and heatth ....... . 

Subtotat, Processing of nuctear materiats ............ . 

III. Supporting services 

Operating expenses ............................. . 
Construction: 

Programmatic projects: 

92-D-150 Operations Support Facitities, SR ... 

92-D-151 Ptant maintenance and 
improvements, Phase I, Savannah River, SC .... 

92-0-153 Engineering Support Facitity, SR .... 

91-0-143 Increase 751-A etectricat substation 
capacity, Phase I, Savannah River, SC ....... . 

584,418,000 

14,200,000 

14,530,000 

12, 121, 000 

40,851,000 

625,269,000 

531,217,000 

2,500,000 

12,000,000 

12,000,000 

26,500,000 

557' 717 ,000 

305,433,000 

3,000,000 

4,060,000 

8,017,000 

2,614,000 

584,418,000 

14,200,000 

14,530,000 

12, 121, 000 

40,851,000 

625,269,000 

531,217,000 

2,500,000 

12,000,000 

12,000,000 

26,500,000 

557, 717 ,000 

305,433,000 

3,000,000 

4,060,000 

8,017,000 

2,614,000 
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GP-D-146 General plant projects, various 
locations .................................. . 

90-0-151 Engineering ctr, Savannah River, SC. 

86-0-149 Productivity retention program, 
phases I thru VI, various locations ......... . 

85-0-139 Fuet processing restoration, Idaho 
fuets processing facitity, INEL, IO ........ . 

Subtotat, Programmatic projects ............... . 

Environment, safety and heatth: 

92-0-143 Heatth Protection Instrument 
Catibration Facitity, Savannah River, SC ..... 

90-0-149 Ptantwide fire protection, phases I 
and II, Savannah River, SC .................. . 

Subtotat, Environment, safety and health ...... . 

Safeguards and security: 

89-0-140 Additional separations safeguards, 
Savannah River, SC ......................... . 

88-0-153 Additional reactor safeguards, 
Savannah River, SC .......................... . 

I 

Subtotat, Safeguards and security ............. . 

Subtotat, Construction .......................... . 

Subtotat, Supporting services ..... ( .................. . 

V. Capi tat equipment ............................... . 

VI. Program direction .. -............................. . 

FY 1992 
Budget Request 

40,000,000 

105,000 

36,865,000 

82,700,000 

177,361,000 

2,000,000 

39,000,000 

41,000,000 

28,150,000 

6,528,000 

34,678,000 

253,039,000 

558,472,000 

92,198,000 

43,244,000 

TOTAL, MATERIALS PRODUCTION ........................... 1,876,900,000 

July 30, 1991 

Conference 

40,000,000 

105,000 

36,865,000 

82,700,000 

1 77 • 361 • 000 

2,000,000 

39,000,000 

41,000,000 

28,150,000 

6,528,000 

34,678,000 

253,039,000 

558,472,000 

92,198,000 

43,244,000 

1,876,900,000 

(Operating expenses) .................................. (1,464,312,000) (1,464,312,000) 
(Capitat equipment ).................................. (92,198,000) (92,198,000) 
(Construction )................. ................. (320,390,000) (320,390,000) 

OTHER NATIONAL SECURITY PROGRAMS 

I. Verification and controt technology 

Operating expenses ................................ . 
Capi tat equipment ................................. . 
Construction: 

90-0-186 Center for nationat security and 
arms controt, SNL, Atbuquerque, NM ............. . 

Subtotat, Verification and control technotogy ........ . 

(Operating expenses) ................................. . 
(Capi tat equipment ) ................................. . 
(Construction ) ................................. . 

214,900,000 
10' 100' 000 

10,000,000 

235,000,000 

(214,900,000) 
( 1 0 ' 100 ' 000) 
(10,000,000) 

209,900,000 
10,100,000 

10,000,000 

230,000,000 

(209,900,000) 
( 1 0' 1 00 • 000) 
(10,000,000) 
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II. Nuctear safeguards and security 

Operating expenses ............................... . 
Capi tat equipment ................................ . 
Construction: 

GP-D-186 General. ptant projects ................ . 

Subtotal., Nucl.ear safeguards and security ............ . 

(Operating expenses) ... . ............... . ............. . 
(Capi tat equipment ) ................................. . 
(Construction ) ...... . .......................... . 

Ill. Security investigations - OE .................... . 

IV. Security eval.uations 

Operating expenses ............................... . 

TOTAL, OTHER NATIONAL SECURITY PROGRAMS .............. . 

(Operating expenses) ................................ . 
(Capi tat equipment ) ................................. . 
(Construction ) ................................. . 

NEW PRODUCTION REACTORS 

I. New production reactors 

Operating expenses ............................... . 
Capi tat equipment ................................ . 
Construction: 

92-0-300 New Production Reactor cap., Var. Loe .. 

92-0-301 NPR safety center, LANL, N. M ......... . 

Subtotal., Construction ..................... . ..... . 

TOTAL, NEW PRODUCTION REACTORS ....................... . 

(Operating expenses) ...... . .......................... . 
(Capi tat equipment ) ................................. . 
(Construction ) ................................. . 

NAVAL REACTORS DEVELOPMENT 

I. Navat reactors 

A. Pl.ant devetopment 

Operating expenses ............................. . 

B. Reactor devetopment 

Operating expenses ........................ . .... . 

C. Reactor operation and eval.uation 

Operating expenses .................... . ........ . 

D. Capi tat equipment .............................. . 

E. Construction 

GP-N-101 Generat pl.ant projects, 
various tocations .................. . .......... . 

92-D-200 Labortories facil.ities upgrades, 
various tocations .............................. . 

90-N-102 Expended core facitity dry cett 
project, naval. reactors facil.ity, ID .......... . 

FY 1992 
Budget Request 

88,731,000 
5,269,000 

2.000,000 

96,000,000 

(88,731,000) 
(5,269,000) 
(2,000,000) 

62,600,000 

15,000,000 

408,600,000 

(381,231,000) 
(15.369,000) 
(12.000,000) 

152.335,000 
11.200.000 

334,465,000 

2,000.000 
---------------

336,465,000 

---------------
500,000,000 

(152,335,000) 
( 11 • 200. 000) 

(336,465,000) 

93,000,000 

268,997,000 

205.600,000 

58,400,000 

8,500,000 

4,900,000 

15,000,000 

20453 

Conference 

88,731,000 
5,269,000 

2.000.000 

96,000,000 

(88,731,000) 
(5,269,000) 
(2,000,000) 

62,600,000 

15,000,000 

403,600,000 

(376,231.000) 
(15,369,000) 
(12,000,000) 

142.835,000 
11.200,000 

359,465,000 

2,000,000 
---------------

361,465,000 

---------------
515,500,000 

(142.835,000) 
(11.200,000) 

(361,465,000) 

110.000,000 

268,997,000 

205,600,000 

58,400,000 

8,500,000 

4,900,000 

15,000,000 
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FY 1992 
Budget Request 

July 30, 1991 

Conference 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

90-N-103 Advanced test reactor off-gas 
treatment system, INEL, ID .................... . 

90-N-104 Facitities renovations, Knotts Atomic 
Power Laboratory, Niskayuna, NY ................ . 

Subtotat, Construction ............................ . 

F. Program direction ............................. . 

Subtotat, Navat reactors devetopment ................. . 

II. Enriched materiats 

Operating expenses ............................... . 

TOTAL, NAVAL REACTORS DEVELOPMENT .................... . 

(Operating expenses) ................................. . 
(Capi tat equipment ) ................................. . 
(Construc1:ion ) ................................. . 

DEFENSE ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION ANO WASTE MGMT 

I. Corrective activities 

A. Environmentat management 

Operating expenses ............................. . 
Capi tat equipment •.............................. 
Construction: 

GP-D-177 Generat ptant projects .............. . 

Subtotat, Environmentat management ................ . 

B. Defense programs 

Operating expenses ............................. . 
Capital. equipment ................•.•............ 
Construction: 

92-GP0-171 Generat ptant projects ............ . 

92-D-402 Sanitary sewer system rehab. LLNL ... . 

92-D-403 Tank upgrades project LLNL .....•..... 

90-0-125 Steam pl.ant ash disposal. facitity, 
Y-12 ptant, OR ...................••....•...... 

89-0-126 Environmentat, safety, & heal.th 
upgrade, phase II, mound ptant, 
Miamisburg, OH ....••......•..••.•..........•. 

88-q-102 Sanitary wastewaters systems con
sol.idated, LANL, Los Atamos, NM ...........•... 

Subtotal., Construction ...........•.•............ 

Subtotal., Defense programs ............•............ 

Subtotat, Corrective activities ...................... . 

(Operating expenses) ................................. . 
(Capi tat equipment ) ................................. . 
(Construction ) ................................. . 

II. Environmentat restoration 

Operating expenses: 

2,800,000 

5,000,000 

36,200,000 

15,963,000 

678,160,000 

122,840,000 

801. 000. 000 

(706,400,000) 
(58,400,000) 
(36,200,000) 

27,689,000 
1,249,000 

3,650,000 

32,588,000 

33,618,000 
6,520,000 

3,700,000 

3,000,000 

3,600,000 

8,122,000 

41,000 

1,546,000 
---------------19,909,000 

59,947,000 

92,535,000 

(61,207,000) 
(7,769,000) 

(23,559,000) 

1. Facitities and sites ......................... 1,074,392,000 

2,800,000 

5,000,000 

36,200,000 

15,963,000 

695,160,000 

122,840,000 

818,000,000 

(723,400,000) 
(58,400,000) 
(36,200,000) 

27,689,000 
1,249,000 

3,650,000 

32,588,000 

33,518,000 
6,620,000 

3,700,000 

3,000,000 

3,500,000 

8,122,000 

41,000 

1,546,000 
---------------19,909,000 

59,947,000 

92,535,000 

(61,207,000) 
(7,769,000) 

(23,559,000) 

1. 074, 392. 000 
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III. Waste management 

Operating expenses: 
1. Waste operations ........................... . 

Capi tat equipment ............................... . 

Construction: 
GP-D-171 Generat ptant projects ............... . 

92-D-171 Mixed waste receiving and storage 
faci ti ty, LANL ................................ . 

92-0-172 Hazardous waste treatment and 
processing facitity, Pantex Ptant ............. . 

92-0-173 NOx abatement facitity, ID ........... . 

92-0-174 INEL sanitary tandfitt, ID ........... . 

92-D-176 B Ptant safety ctass ventitation 
upgrades, RL .................................. . 

92-0-177 Tank 101-AZ waste retrievat system, RL 

92-D-180 Inter-Area tine upgrade, SR .......... . 

92-0-181 INEL Fire and tife safety 
improvements, ID .............................. . 

92-0-182 INEL sewer system upgrade, 10 ........ . 

92-0-183 INEL transportation comptex, ID ...... . 

92-0-184 Hanford infrastructure underground 
storage tanks, RL ............................. . 

92-0-185 Road, ground, and tighting safety 
improvements, 300/1100 areas, RL .............. . 

92-0-186 Steam system rehab., Phase II, RL .... . 

92-D-187 300 area etectricat distribution 
conversion & safety improvements, Phase II, RL. 

91-0-175 300 area etectricat distribution 
conversion and safety improvement.Phase I, RL .. 

91-D-173 Hazardous tow-tevet waste 
processing tanks, Savannah River Site, SC ..... . 

91-D-172 High-tevet waste tank farm upgrade, 
Idaho chemicat processing ptant, INEL, ID ..... . 

91-0-171 Waste receiving and processing 
facitity, modute 1, Richtand, WA .............. . 

90-0-126 ES&H improvements, var. toe .......... . 

90-0-171 Laboratory ventitation and etectricat 
system upgrade, Richtand, WA .................. . 

90-0-172 Aging waste transfer tine, 
Richtand, WA .................................. . 

90-0-173 B-ptant canyon crane reptacement, 
Richtand, WA .................................. . 

90-0-174 Decontamination taundry facitity, 
Richtand, WA .................................. . 

90-0-175 Landtord program safety compti-
ance-1, Rich tand, WA ......................... . 

90-0-176 Transuranic (TRU) waste facitity, 
Savannah River, SC ........................... . 

FY 1992 
Budget Request 

1, 722,096,000 

95,913,000 

80,677,000 

6,640,000 

2,400,000 

7,000,000 

10,000,000 

4,400,000 

5,800,000 

2, 100,000 

3,000,000 

2, 100,000 

895,000 

300,000 

800,000 

400,000 

1,100,000 

4,419,000 

10,100,000 

30,000,000 

7,400,000 

7,419,000 

1, 116, 000 

6,000,000 

5,800,000 

3,700,000 

8,840,000 

5,500,000 
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Conference 

1, 723, 796,000 

95,913,000 

80,677,000 

6,640,000 

2,400,000 

7,000,000 

10,000,000 

4,400,000 

5,800,000 

2,100,000 

3,000,000 

2, 100,000 

895,000 

300,000 

800,000 

400,000 

1,100,000 

4,419,000 

10, 100 ,000 

30,000,000 

7,400,000 

7,419,000 

1,116,000 

6,000,000 

5,800,000 

3,700,000 

8,840,000 

5,500,000 
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90-D-177 RWMC transuranic CTRU) waste 
treatment and storage facitity, ID ............ . 

90-D-178 TSA retrievat containment 
bui tding, ID .................................. . 

89-D-172 Hanford environmentat comptiance, 
Rich tand, WA ................................. . 

89-D-173 Tank farm ventitation upgrade, 
Rich tand, WA ................................. . 

89-D-174 Reptacement high tevet waste 
evaporator, Savannah River, SC ............... . 

89-D-175 Hazardous waste/mixed waste disposat 
facitity, Savannah River, SC ................. . 

89-D-122 Production waste storage facitity, 
Y-12 ptant, Oak Ridge, TN ..................... . 

89-D-141 M-Area waste disposat, Savannah 
River, SC ..................................... . 

88-D-173 Hanford waste vitrification ptant 
(HWVP), Richtand, WA .......................... . 

87-D-181 Diversion box and pump pit 
containment buitdings, Savannah River, SC ..... . 

86-D-103 Decontamination and waste technotogy 
LLNL, Livermore, CA ........................... . 

83-D-148 Non-radioactive hazardous waste 
management, Savannah River, SC ............... . 

Subtotat, Construction .......................... . 

FY 1992 
Budget Request 

25,000,000 

4,490,000 

27,700,000 

4,231,000 

14, 145,000 

4,330,000 

9,238,000 

4,170,000 

37,000,000 

4,697,000 

5,060,000 

9,100,000 

367,067,000 

Subtotat, Waste management ............................ 2,185,076,000 

July 30, 1991 

Conference 

25,000,000 

4,490,000 

27,700,000 

4,231,000 

14, 145,000 

4,330,000 

9,238,000 

4,170,000 

79,200,000 

4,697,000 

5,060,000 

9. 100. 000 

409,267,000 

2,228,976,000 

(Operating expenses) .................................. (1,722,096,000) (1,723,796,000) 
(Capitat equipment )...... ...................... ...... (95,913,000) (95,913,000) 
(Construction )............................... ... (367,067,000) (409,267,000) 

IV. Technotogy devetopment 

Operating expenses ............................... . 
Capi tat equipment ...............................•• 
Construction: 

91-EM-100 Erwironmentat & motecutar sciences 
taboratory, Richtand, Washington ..............•. 

Subtotat, Technotogy devetopment ....................•. 

V. Transportation Management 

Operating expenses ...............•................ 
·Ptant and capi tat equipment ...................... . 

Subtotat, Transportation Management .................. . 

VI. Program direction .......•......................... 

274,778,000 
17,500,000 

17, 100,000 

309,378,000 

18,220,000 
650,000 

18,870,000 

24,749,000 

274,778,000 
17,500,000 

17,100,000 

309,378,000 

18,220,000 
650,000 

18,870,000 

24,749,000 

Program savings and stippage..... ..................... -68,228,000 

TOTAL, DEFENSE'ENVIRONMENTAL RESTOR AND WASTE MGMT .... 3,705,000,000 3,680,672,000 
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FY 1992 
Budget Request 

20457 

Conference 

(Operating expenses) .................................• (3,175,442,000) (3,108,914,000) 
(Capitat equipment).................................. (121,832,000) (121,832,000) 
(Construction ) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . (407, 726 ,000) (449, 926, 000) 

Education programs, training and tech transfer........ 49,900,000 

TOTAL, ATOMIC ENERGY DEFENSE ACTIVITIES .............•. 11,768,000,000 11,968,000,000 

(Operating expenses) ................................•. (9,810,170,000) (9,941,392,000) 
(Capitat equipment).................................. (528,749,000) (551,049,000) 
(Construction ) .•................................ (1,429,081,000) (1,475,559,000) 

DEPARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATION 

I. Administrative operations 

A. Off ice of the secretary - sataries and expenses. 

B. Generat management - personnet compensation and 
benefits .......................................• 

C. Generat management - other expenses 

1. Travet ...................................... . 
2. Services .................................... . 
3. Capitat equipment ...................•........ 

Subtotat, Other expenses ..................•........ 

D. Program support 

1. Poticy anatysis and system studies ....••..... 
2. Consumer affairs ...........................•• 
3. Pub tic affairs ................•...........•.• 
4. Internationat poticy studies ................• 
5. Office of minority economic impact .......... . 

Subtotat, Program support ............•............. 

Subtotat, Administrative operations .................. . 

II. Cost of work for others ........................ ~. 

III. Miscettaneous revenues .......................... . 

Subtotat, Departmentat administration ................ . 

Use of unobtigated batances .......................... . 

TOTAL, DEPARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATION ................... . 

(Operating expenses) ................................. . 
(Capi tat equipment ) ................................. . 

OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL 

Office of the inspector generat ...................... . 

2,886,000 

159,360,000 

5,477,000 
145,818,000 

6,862,000 
---------------

158,157,000 

6,448,000 
47,000 
55,000 

2,459,000 
3,640,000 

---------------12,649,000 

333,052,000 

99,021,000 

-284,352,000 

147,721,000 

-14,000,000 

133,721,000 

(126,859,000) 
(6,862,000) 

31,431,000 

2,886,000 

159,360,000 

5,477,000 
145,818,000 

6,862,000 
---------------1 58 , 1 5 7 , 000 

4,361,000 
47,000 
55,000 

2,459,000 
3,640,000 

---------------10,552,000 

330,955,000 

99,021,000 

-284,352,000 

145,624,000 

-24,000,000 

121,624,000 

(114,762,000) 
(6,862,000) 

31,431 ,000 
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ALASKA POWER ADMINISTRATION 

I. Operation and maintenance 

A. Power marketing 

1. Operating expenses .......................... . 
2. Use of prior year batances .................. . 

TOTAL, ALASKA POWER ADMINSTRATION .................... . 

SOUTHEASTERN POWER ADMINISTRATION 

I. Operation and maintenance 

A. Power marketing 

1. Operating expenses .......................... . 
2. Purchase power and wheeting ................. . 
3. Use of prior year batances .................. . 

TOTAL, SOUTHEASTERN POWER ADMINISTRATION ............. . 

SOUTHWESTERN POWER ADMINISTRATION 

I. Operation and maintenance 

A. Power marketing 

1. Operating expenses .............. . ........... . 
2. Purchase power and wheeting ................. . 
3. Construction ................................ . 
4. Use of prior year batances ......... ; ........ . 

TOTAL, SOUTHWESTERN POWER ADMINISTRATION ............ . 

WESTERN AREA POWER ADMINISTRATION 

I. Operation and maintenance 

A. Power marketing 

1. Construction and rehabititation ............. . 
2. System operation and maintenance ............ . 
3. Purchase power and wheeting ...... . .......... . 
4. Unobtigated batances ........ . ............... . 
5. Transfer of permanent authority from DOI .... . 

TOTAL, WESTERN AREA POWER ADMINISTRATION ............. . 

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION 

Federat energy regutatory commission ................. . 
Off setting revenues .................................. . 

NUCLEAR WASTE DISPOSAL FUND 

Nuctear waste disposat fund .......................... . 

FY 1992 
Budget Request 

3,318,000 
-100,000 

3,218,000 

2,749,000 
22,120,000 
-~.000,000 

23,869,000 

18,217,000 
7 ,071 ,000 
8,432,000 

-5,256,000 

28,464,000 

109,985,000 
118,636,000 
105,857,000 
-3,000,000 
(5,465,000) 

331,478,000 

141,071,000 
-141,071,000 

305,071,000 

Conference 

3,318,000 
-100,000 

3,218,000 

2,749,000 
22,120,000 
-1,000,000 

23,869,000 

18,217,000 
7,071,000 
8,432,000 

-5,256,000 

28,464,000 

109,985 , 000 
118 , 636,000 
105 , 857,000 
-28,000,000 

(5,465,000) 

306,478,000 

141 ,071 ,000 
-141 ' 0 71 ' 000 

275,071,000 

-···---------=~-- ---·····-=------
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ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOPMENT ACCOUNTS: 

Energy suppty research and devetopment 

FY 1992 
Budget Request 

Operating expenses... .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2. 508. 115. 000 
Ptant and :capitat equipment .........•.............. 313.313.000 

Totat. Energy suppty research and devetopment .......•. 2.821.428.000 

Uranium enrichment 

Operating expenses ...•... . .......................... 1.454.276.000 
Ptant and capita\ equipment .........•.............. 92.724.000 

Subtotat. Uranium enrichment .......................... 1.547.000.000 

20459 

Conference 

2.648.508.000 
313.395.000 

2.961.903.000 

1,220.876.000 
92.724.000 

1,313,600,000 

Revenues ...•.........•..............•............... -1, 547. 000, 000 -1, 547, 000, 000 

Tota\, Uranium enrichment............................. -233.400,000 

Genera\ science and research activities 

Operating expenses .................................• 
Ptant and capita\ equipment ........•......•........ 

835,074,000 
713,865.000 

Tota\, Genera\ science and research activities ........ 1,548,939.000 

Isotope production and distribution fund.............. 8,500,000 

Atomic energy defense activities 

Operating expenses ...•.............................. 9.810,170.000 
Ptant and capita\ equipment .......................• 1,957.830,000 

825,074.000 
647.415.000 

1,472.489.000 

8,500,000 

9,941,392.000 
2.026,608,000 

Totat. Atomic energy defense activities ............... 11,768,000.000 11.968,000,000 

Oepartmentat administration 

Operating expenses ................•................. 
Ptant and capita\ equipment ....................... . 

Totat. Departmentat administration ....•............... 

Office of the inspector genera\ ..... ~ ................ . 

Power marketing administrations: 
Ataska Power Administration ...........•............. 
Southeastern Power Administration ....•............. 
Southwestern Power Administration .................. . 
Western Area Power Administration .................. . 

· Totat. Power marketing administrations ............... . 

Federat energy regutatory commission ................. . 

Nuctear waste disposat fund ............••............. 

126,859,000 
6,862.000 

133. 721 • 000 

31,431,000 

3,218.000 
23,869,000 
28,464.000 

331,478,000 

387,029,000 

305. 071 , 000 

114, 762 ,000 
6.862,000 

121,624,000 

31,431,000 

3,218.000 
23,869,000 
28,464,000 

306,478,000 

362,029,000 

275,071.000 

TOTAL, ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOPMENT ACCOUNTS ....•..... 17.004,119,000 16,967,647,000 

--------------- ------------··· 
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TITLE IV-INDEPENDENT AGENCIES 

APPALACHIAN REGIONAL COMMISSION 

Amendment No. 54: Appropriates 
$190,000,000 as proposed by the Senate instead 
of $170,000,000 as proposed by the House. 

The conferees agree that a total of 
$22,700,000 is provided for corridor construc
tion in Alabama; a total of $16,300,000 is pro
vided for corridor construction in Mis
sissippi; and a total of $58,000,000 is provided 
for corridors G and Hin West Virginia. 

parisons to the fiscal year 1991 amount, the 
1992 budget estimates, and the House and 
Senate bills for 1992 follow: 
New budget (obligational) 

authority, fiscal year 
1991 ..... .. ... . . .. .. .. . .. . . . .. .. .. .. . $20,812, 710,000 

Budget estimates of new 
(obligational) authority, 
fiscal year 1992 ............... . 21 ,609,828,000 

21,494,999,000 
21,984,582,000 

July 30, 1991 
TOM BEVILL, 
VIC FAZIO, 
LINDSAY THOMAS, 
JIM CHAPMAN, 
DAVID E. SKAGGS, 
BERNARD J. DWYER, 
JAMIE L. WHITTEN, 
JOHN T. MYERS, 
CARL D. PURSELL, 
DEAN A. GALLO, 
JOSEPH M. MCDADE, 

The conferees support the Senate proposal 
to provide $400,000 to continue the tourism 
development work being conducted in ac
cordance with Senate Report 101-378 accom
panying the fiscal year 1991 appropriations 
bill. 

House bill, fiscal year 1992 . 
Senate bill, fiscal year 1992 
Conference agreement, fis-

cal year 1992 ......... ... .... . .. . 21,839,500,000 
Managers on the Part of the House. 

TITLE V-GENERAL PROVISIONS 
Amendment No. 55: Deletes House lan

guage stricken by the Senate which pro
hibits the expenditure of funds to implement 
the Chief Financial Officers Act of 1990. 

Conference agreement 
compared with: 
New budget 

(obligational) author
ity, fiscal year 1991 ... 

Budget estimates of 
new (obligational) 
authority, fiscal year 
1992 ...... .. .................. . 

House bill, fiscal year 
1992 ··························· 

Senate bill, fiscal year 
1992 ... . ...................... . 

+ 1,026, 790,000 

+229,672,000 

+344,501,000 

145,082,000 

J. BENNETT JOHNSTON, 
ROBERT C. BYRD, 
EARNEST F. HOLLINGS, 
QUENTIN N. BURDICK, 
JIM SASSER, 
DENNIS DECONCINI, 
HARRY REID, 
MARK 0. HATFIELD, 
JAKE GARN, 
THAD COCHRAN, 
PETE V. DOMENIC!, 
ARLEN SPECTER, 
DON NICKLES, 

CONFERENCE TOTAL- WITH COMPARISONS 

The total new budget (obligational) au
thority for the fiscal year 1992 recommended 
by the Committee of Conference, with com- Managers on the Part of the Senate. 

EXPENDITURE REPORTS CONCERNING OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL 

Reports and amended reports of various House committees and miscellaneous groups concerning the U.S. dollars uti
lized by them during the calendar year 1990 and the second quarter of 1991, as well as the consolidated report of second 
quarter 1991 expenditures for official foreign travel authorized by the Speaker of the House, are as follows: 

AMENDED REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, NORTH ATLANTIC ASSEMBLY, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BElWEEN JAN. 1 AND DEC. 31, 
1990 

Date 

Name of Member or employee Country 

Individual expenses: 
Peter Abbruuese-Defense Cooperation Sub

committee, Santa Fe, NM- January 1990. 
Key West, FL-Advance for April 1991 stand

ing committee meeting. 
Delegation expenses: 

Ground transportation: Defense Cooperation 
Subcommittee, Santa Fe Jan . 12; Scientific 
and Technical Subcommittee, San 
Fransciso, June 1990; Scientific and Tech
nical Subcommittee, San Diego, July 1990. 

Control room expenses: Standing committee, 
Iceland, April 1990. 

Official delegation receptions: Regional Coun
cil of Tuscany, Washington, DC, Mar. 28; 
lunch for Subcommittee on CSBM's, Wash
ington, DC, Mar. 6; reception for Sub
committee on Alliance Strategy and Arms 
Control, Washington, DC, June 12; tea for 
Special Committee on Alliance Strategy, 
Washington , DC, June 1990. 

Administrative support expenses .................... . 
Interpretation expenses: Scientific and Tech

nical Subcommittee meeting, San Diego, 
July 1990. 

Committee total ........... . 

1 Per diem constitutes lodging and meals. 

Arrival Departure 

211 foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended . 

Per diem 1 

U.S. dollar 
Foreign cur- equivalent 

rency or U.S. cur-
rency 2 

357.49 

384.55 

742.04 

Transportation Other purposes Total 

U.S. dollar 
Foreign cur- equivalent Foreign cur-

rency or U.S. cur- rency 
rency2 

1,109.52 

182.37 

.... ..... .............. 

1,291.89 """""""""' 

U.S. dollar 
equivalent 
or U.S. cur-

rency2 

737.90 

331.80 

1,646.50 

121.14 
360.00 

Foreign cur-
rency 

3,197.34 ................. .. 

U.S. dollar 
equivalent 

or U.S. cur-
rency2 

1.467.01 

566.92 

737.90 

331.80 

1,646.50 

121.14 
360.00 

5,231.27 

DANTE B. FASCEll, Apr. 17, 1991. 

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON BANKING, FINANCE AND URBAN AFFAIRS, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BElWEEN APR. 1 
AND JUNE 30, 1991 

Date 

Name of Member or employee Country 
Arrival Departure 

Hon. Kweisi Mfume ........ 3/30 4/6 Capetown, South Africa ......................... . 
Earl Rieger ........ ..... .... .... ............ .. ........................... 4/5 4/9 Japan ...... ......................... .. 
Jeffrey Morelli .... ..................... .. .............................. 4/5 4/9 Japan ...................................................... . 
Barbara Timmer ............................... 4/13 4/17 London, England .................................... . 
David Gstalder ........................... .. ........... 4123 4127 Vancouver, Canada ............................... .. 
Herb Spira ..................................... .. 4123 4127 Vancouver, Canada .. .. ........... ................. . 
Gary Parker ..................... .. 4124 4127 Vancouver, Canada ..... .......................... .. 
Marguerite (Peg) Brown ..... 5/5 5/9 Abidjan, Ivory Coast ....... .... ......... ....... . 

Per diem 1 

U.S. dollar 
Foreign cur- equivalent 

rency or U.S. cur-
rency2 

1,400.00 
1,400.00 

822.00 
728.00 
728.00 
728.00 
800.00 

Transportation 

U.S. dollar 
Foreign cur- equivalent 

rency or U.S. cur-
rency2 

310,131.22 
1,859.00 
1,859.00 

702.00 
1,215.48 
1,217.50 

700.49 
2,676.00 

Other purposes 

Foreign cur
rency 

U.S. dollar 
equivalent 

or U.S. cur-
rency2 

Total 

Foreign cur
rency 

U.S. dollar 
equivalent 

or U.S. cur-
rency2 

10,131.22 
3,259.00 
3,259 .00 
1,524.00 
1,943.48 
1,945.50 
1.428.49 
3,476.00 
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REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON BANKING, FINANCE AND URBAN AFFAIRS, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN APR. 1 

AND JUNE 30, 1991--Continued 

Date 

Name of Member or employee Country 
Arrival Departure 

Committee total .............. ............................ . .. .......... . 
1 Per diem constitutes lodging and meals. 
2 If foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended. 
3 Denotes military transportation. 

Per diem 1 

U.S. dollar 
Foreign cur- equivalent 

rency or U.S. cur-
rency2 

6,606.00 

Transportation Other purposes Total 

U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar 
Foreign cur- equivalent Foreign cur- equivalent Foreign cur- equivalent 

rency or U.S. cur- rency or U.S. cur- rency or U.S. cur-
rency2 rency2 rency2 

205360.69 26,966.69 

HENRY GONZALEZ, July 15, 1991. 

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN APR. 1 AND JUNE 30, 1991 

Name of Member or employee 
Arrival 

Hon. Dan Rostenkowski ........... .. ............................ ... 617 
6/9 
6/11 

Hon. Jim Bunning .... .. ............................................. 4/2 
4/3 
4/5 

Charles Brain ............................. ..................... 617 
6/9 
6/11 

Charles Mellody ........................... 6fi 
6/9 
6/11 

George Weise ................................................... 617 

Committee total ............... .... .. .. ................... . 
1 Per diem constitutes lodging and meals. 

6/9 
6/11 

Date 

Country 
Departure 

6/9 Bulga ria ........................ .................... . 
6/11 Poland ......................... . 
6113 Italy ............... . 
4/3 Guatemala 
4/5 El Salvador 
4fl Nicaragua ....... .... .. ..... .............. .. 
6/9 Bulgaria ... .. .. ......................... .. 
6/11 Poland .................. ................. .. 
6/13 Italy ........ .. .. .............................. . 
6/9 Bulgaria ................................. .. .............. . 
6/11 Poland ........................ .......... . 
6/13 Italy .... .. ........... . 
6/9 Bulgaria .......... ........................ .. 
6/11 Poland ............................... .. .. 
6/13 Italy ...................................................... .. 

2 If foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended. 
Note.-Transportation by military aircraft. 

Per diem 1 

U.S. dollar 
Foreign cur- equivalent 

rency or U.S. cur-
rency2 

554.00 
389.00 

652,585 497.00 
591.18 118.00 

1,228.92 154.00 
332 .00 
554.00 
389.00 

652,585 497.00 
554.00 
389.00 

652,585 497.00 
554.00 
389.00 

652,585 497.00 

6,364.00 

Transportat ion 

U.S. dollar 
Foreign cur- equivalent 

rency or U.S. cur-
rency2 

......... 

95.83 

....... .................. 

95.83 

Other purposes 

U.S. dollar 
Foreign cur- equivalent 

rency or U.S. cur-
rency2 

Tota l 

U.S. dollar 
Foreign cur- equivalent 

rency or U.S. cur-
rency2 

554.00 
389.00 
497.00 
118.00 
249.83 
332.00 
554.00 
389.00 
497 .00 
554.00 
389.00 
497 .00 
554.00 
389.00 
497 .00 

6,459 .83 

DAN ROSTENKOWSKI, Cha irman, July 16. 1991. 

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, NORTH ATLANTIC ASSEMBLY, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN MAY 24 AND MAY 27, 1991 

Date 

Name of Member or employee Country 
Arrival Departure 

Hon. Charles Rose .................. .... .. ....................... 5/24 5127 Netherlands ........ .. . 
Hon. Cardiss Collins .. ... .......... ........................ ........ 5/24 5127 Netherlands .............. . 
Hon. Ron Coleman ........ .. ............ .. ...... ............ 5/24 5127 Netherlands .................. .. 
Hon. Sherwood Boehlert ................ ................... 5/24 5127 Netherlands 
Hon. J. Alec McMillan .............. .. ........ .. ........... 5124 5127 Netherlands 
Hon. Ralph Regula ......................................... 5124 5/26 Netherlands ............. .. 
Hon. Gerald Solomon ..................................... 5/24 5127 Netherlands ............ . 
Hon. Marge Roukema ................... 5124 5127 Netherlands 
Marcie Reis ...................................................... 5124 5127 Netherlands .. ........... .. 
Ronald W. Lasch ................ .. ................ ............. 5/24 5127 Netherlands ... . 

Committee total ....... ........ .. ... .. ............. .. ... .. . 
1 Per diem constitutes lodging and meals. 
2 If foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended. 
3 Military transportation. 
•Commercial transportation. 

Per diem 1 

U.S. dollar 
Foreign cur- equivalent 

rency or U.S. cur-
rency2 

804.00 
804.00 
804.00 
804.00 
804.00 
603.00 
804.00 
804.00 
804.00 
804.00 

7,839.00 

Transportation 

U.S. dollar 
Foreign cur- equivalent 

rency or U.S. cur-
rency2 

(3) 
(3) 
(3) 
(3) 
(3) 

'1621.00 
(3) 
(3) 
(3) 
(3) 

1,621.00 

Other purposes 

U.S. dollar 
Foreign cur- equivalent 

rency or U.S. cur-
rency 2 

Total 

U.S. dollar 
Foreign cur- equivalent 

rency or U.S. cur-
rency 2 

804.00 
804.00 
804.00 
804 .00 
804.00 
2,224 

804.00 
804.00 
804.00 
804.00 

9,460 .00 

DANTE B. FASCELL, May 29, 1991. 

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, DELEGATION TO THAILAND, PHILIPPINES, AND INDIA, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN MAR. 27 
AND APR. 9, 1991 

Name of Member or employee 

Jim McDermott ......... ..... ....... ............................ ...... . 

Charles M. Williams ..... .... ..................... .. 

Miles Lackey ...................... ...................... . 

Committee total ...................... . 
1 Per diem constitutes lodging and meals. 

Arrival 

3129 
313 i 
4/5 
312~ 
3131 
4/5 
3129 
3131 
4/5 

Date 

Departure 

3131 
4/4 
4/9 
3131 
4/4 
4/9 
3131 
4/4 
4/9 

Country 

Philippines .................. . 
Thailand ..................... .. 
India ......................... ...... .. .. . 
Philippines ... ............... . 
Thailand .......... .. 
India ................... .... .. ...... .. 
Philippines .. .. 
Thailand ....................... ........ ............... .. 
India ............... ...... .. .. ...... .. 

211 foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used , enter amount expended. 
3 Roundtrip air in Thailand. 

Per diem 1 

U.S. dollar 
Foreign cur- equivalent 

rency or U.S. cur-
rency2 

267.50 
456.00 
377.00 
267.50 
456.00 
377.00 
267.50 
456.00 
377.00 

3,301.50 

Transportat ion Other purposes Total 

U.S. dollar U.S. dollar 
Foreign cur- equivalent Foreign cur- equivalent Foreign cur

rency 

U.S. dollar 
equivalent 

or U.S. cur-rency or U.S. cur-
rency2 

3 5,640.00 
3 i,650.00 

3 5,640.00 
3 i,650.00 

3 6,254.00 
3 1,650.00 ..... 

22,484.00 

rency or U.S. cur-
rency2 rency2 

5,907.50 
2,106.00 

377.00 
5,907.50 
2,106.00 

377.00 
6,521.50 
2,106.00 

377.00 

25,785.50 

JIM McDERMOTI, July 10, 1991. 
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REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, DELEGATION TO THE IVORY COAST AND PUERTO RICO, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BElWEEN APR. 18 

AND APR. 21, 1991 

Name of Member or employee 

Hon. Wiliiam H. Gray 

Military transport 
Hon. Kweisi Mfume ...... . 

Military transport ..... 
Hon Barbara-Rose Collins 

Military transport 
Hon. Donald Payne ... 

Military transport 
Hon. Craig Washington . 

Mil ita~1 transport 
Hon. William Jeffer;on 

Military transport ..... . 
Wendy Lewis .... .............. . 

Military transport 
Hazel Ross-Robinson .... 

Military transport 
Angela Montez 

Military transport .. 

Committee total ..... . 
1 Per diem constitutes lodging and meals. 

Arrival 

4118 
4/20 

4/20 

4118 
4/20 

4/18 
4/20 

4/18 
4/20 

4/18 
4/20 

4/18 
4/20 

4/18 
4/20 

4118 
4/20 

Date 

Country 
Departure 

4/20 Ivory Coast ............ . 
4121 Puerto Rico ........................ . 

4/21 

4/20 
4/21 

4/20 
4/21 

4/20 
4/21 

4/20 
4/21 

Puerto Rico 

Ivory Coast .. 
Puerto Rico ... 

.......... ....................................... 
Ivory Coast . ... .. ........ .............. . 
Puerto Rico . 

Ivory Coast ......... . 
Puerto Rico 

Ivory Coast ...................... . 
Puerto Rico . ...................... . 

Per diem 1 

U.S. dollar 
Foreign cur- equivalent 

rency or U.S. cur-
rency2 

4/20 Ivory Coast ........................ ... ......... ........ . .. 
4/21 

4/20 
4/21 

4120 
4121 

Puerto Rico .............................. ....... ...... . . 

Ivory Coast 
Puerto Rico 

Ivory Coast 
Puerto Rico 

211 foreign currency is used , enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended. 

Transportation Other purposes Total 

U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar 
Foreign cur- equivalent Foreign cur- equivalent Foreign cur- equivalent 

rency or U.S. cur- rency or U.S. cur- rency or U.S. cur-
rency2 rency2 rency2 

1,132.55 1,132.55 

1,132.55 1,132.55 

1,132.55 1,132.55 

1,132.55 1,132.55 

1,132.55 1,132.55 

1,132.55 1,132.55 

1,132.55 1,132.55 

1,132.55 1,132.55 

1,132.55 1,132.55 

10,192.95 10,192.95 

. WILLIAM H. GRAY, May 21, 1991. 

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, DELEGATION TO SAUDI ARABIA, KUWAIT, IRAQ, AND BAHRAIN, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BElWEEN 
APR. 18 AND APR. 22, 1991 

Name of Member or employee 

Hon. G.V. Montgomery 
Hon . Austin J. Murphy 
Hon. Earl Hutto ... .... . 
Hon. Claude Harris . 
Hon. H. Martin Lancaster ... 
Hon. L.F. Payne, Jr 
Hon. John S. Tanner .. . 
Hon. Gene Taylor ...... .. . 
Hon. Bill Emerson ..... . 
Hon. Alfred A. McCandless .. 
Hon. Barbara F. Vucanovich .......... .......... .... ........... . 
Hon. Arthur Ravenel, Jr ............. . 
James G. Maske . . ............ .......... ......... . 
Gary P. Pulliam ........ . 
Stefan L. Rusnak 
Michael Poloyac 
Henry J. Schweitzer . 
Jerffrey Swedberg 
Michael Pieper .. 
Keith Kirk ............... .. .. . 
Barbara Earman ......... . .... . 

1 Per diem constitutes lodging and meals. 

Date 

Country 
Arrival Departure 

4/18 4122 Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Iraq, and Bahrain 

.... ....... .......... ... ... .. .................................. 
4/18 4/22 Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Iraq, and Bahrain 

211 foreign currency is used , enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used , enter amount expended. 

Per diem I Transportation 

U.S. dollar U.S. dollar 
Foreign cur- equivalent Foreign cur- equivalent 

rency or U.S. cur- rency or U.S. cur-
rency2 rency2 

Note.-No reportable travel expenses incurred on this trip: (a) Military transportation (Army); (b) Members and staff were guests of the Government of Kuwait. 

Other purposes Total 

U.S. dollar U.S. dollar 
Foreign cur- equivalent Foreign cur- equivalent 

rency or U.S. cur- rency or U.S. cur-
rency2 rency2 

G.V. MONTGOMERY, June 30, 1991. 

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, DELEGATION TO MEXICO, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BElWEEN APR. 28 AND APR. 30, 1991 

Name of Member or employee 

Hon. Richard Gephardt .................................. .......... . 
Commercial transportation .... ......................... . 

Mr. Robert P. Koch .............. .. ................... ................ . 
Commercial transportation ....... .... .. .. ........ .. .... . 

Mr. Michael R. Wessel ............................................. . 
Commercial transportation ........ ...... . 

Mr. Daniel N. Nelson .... ........................ .. .................. . 
Commercial transportation ............................. . 

Committee total ......... ................................. . 
1 Per diem constitutes lodging and meals. 

Arrival 

4128 

4/28 

4/28 

4128 

Date 

Departure 

4/30 

4/30 

4/30 

4/30 

Country 

Mexico .. 

Mexico .................... .. ................. ... .... .. .... . 
.......................... .................... .. ... .. ...... 

Mexico .......................... .......................... . 

Mexico .............. . 

2 Jf foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended. 

Per diem I 

U.S. dollar 
Foreign cur- equivalent 

rency or U.S. cur-
rency2 

304.00 

304.00 

304.00 

304.00 

1,216.00 

Transportation 

U.S. dollar 
Foreign cur- equivalent 

rency or U.S. cur-
rency 2 

1,017.00 

368.00 

368.00 

368.00 

2,121.00 

Other purposes Total 

U.S. dollar 
Foreign cur- equivalent Foreign cur-

rency or U.S. cur- rency 
rency2 

U.S. dollar 
equivalent 

or U.S. cur-
rency2 

304.00 
1,017.00 

304.00 
368.00 
304.00 
368.00 
304.00 
368.00 

3,337.00 

RICHARD A. GEPHARDT, June 18, 1991. 
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REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL TRAVEL, DELEGATION TO TURKEY AND SWITZERLAND U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN APR. 18 AND APR. 30, 1991 

Date 

Name of Member or employee Country 
Arrival Departure 

Hon. Matthew McHugh ...... .... 4/19 4128 
4/29 ' 4/30 

Turkey ................................ ................... . 
Switzerland ... .. 

Hon. Howard Berman .... . .... ....... ..... ............ 4/19 4/28 Turkey ............................................. .. 
4ng 4/30 Switzerland ........................................... . 

Hon. Christopher Smith 4/19 4/28 
4/29 4/30 

Turkey ..... .. ............................................ . 
Switzerland ... ........................... ..... .. . 

Hon. Marge Roukema ............ .. 4/19 4/28 
4/29 4/30 

Turkey .. .. ...................................... . 
Switzerland ...................... ....................... . 

Terry R. Peel ................ 4/19 4/28 
4/29 4/30 

Turkey ............................. ............. .. 
Switzerland ... .... .. ........ .. 

Martin Rendon ........... ............. 4/19 4/28 Turkey .... ...... .. 
4129 4130 Switzerland .. 

Lise Hartman . 4/19 4/29 Turkey ........... .. 
4/29 4130 Switzerland .. .. . 

David Lautman 4/19 4/29 Turkey ............ . 
4/29 4130 Switzerland 

Committee total ........ .. ........... .. .. .... ............. . 
1 Per diem constitutes lodging and meals. 
211 foreign currency is used , enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended. 

Per diem 1 Transportation 

U.S. dollar U.S. dollar 
Foreign cur- equivalent Foreign cur- equivalent 

rency or U.S. cur- rency or U.S. cur-
rency2 rency2 

494 11,742.50 
209 

... 11:1;ff5o 494 
209 

"'11)42:50 494 
209 
494 11.742.50 
209 

"'11)42:50 494 
209 

'"11)42:50 494 
209 
494 9,042.50 
209 
494 11,742.50 
209 

5,624.00 91,240.00 

Other purposes Total 

U.S. dollar 
Foreign cur- equivalent Foreign cur-

rency· or U.S. cur- rency 
rency2 

U.S. dollar 
equivalent 
or U.S. cur-

rency2 

12,236.50 
209.00 

1£,236.50 
209.00 

12,236.50 
209.00 

12,236.50 
209.00 

12,236.50 
209.00 

12,236.50 
209.00 

9,536.50 
209.00 

12,236.50 
209.00 

96,864.00 

MATTHEW McHUGH, May 22, 1991. 

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, DELEGATION TO IRELAND AND NORTHERN IRELAND, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN MAY 24 AND 
MAY 31, 1991 

Date Per diem 1 Transportation Other purposes Total 

Name of Member or employee Country U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar 
Foreign cur- equivalent Foreign cur- equivalent foreign cur- equivalent Foreign cur- equivalent Arrival Departure rency or U.S. cur- rency or U.S. cur- rency or U.S. cur- rency or U.S. cur-

rency2 rency2 rency 2 rency2 

Hon. Frank McCloskey . 5/24 5/28 Ireland, Northern Ireland 537.59 1,032.00 4,711.00 5,743.00 
110.00 

..... 1:0:32:00 ..... 4:7ffoo ..... s:74ioo Hon. Fredrick Boucher . 5/24 5128 Ireland, Northern Ireland 537.59 
110.00 

Kevin Peterson . ... ........ . ...... ..... 5/24 5/31 Ireland, Northern Ireland 1,107.59 1,923.00 4,711.00 6,634.00 
110.00 

...... i:o32:oo ..... 4:7ffoo Paul Weber .............. 5/24 5128 Ireland, Northern Ireland ..... 537.59 5,743.00 
110.00 

Committee total ..... . .......... .. 5,019.00 18,844.00 23,863.00 
1 Per diem constitutes lodging and meals. 
211 foreign currency is used , enter U.S. dollar equ ivalent; if U.S. currency is used , enter amount expended. 

FRANK McCLOSKEY, June 28, 1991. 

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, DELEGATION TO FRANCE, BULGARIA, CZECHOSLOVAKIA, AND BELGIUM, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED 
BETWEEN MAY 16 AND JUNE 1, 1991 

Date Per diem 1 

Name of Member or employee 
Arrival 

Country U.S. dollar 
Foreign cur- equivalent 

rency or U.S. cur-Departure 
rency2 

Kristi E. Walseth .............. . 5123 5/26 France ................................................. .. 3,795.33 651.00 
5/26 5/30 Bulgaria .................................... .. .. 1,135.00 
5/30 6/1 Belgium ........................ ............ . 15,822 450.00 

""5il9" """"5126 
Commercial transportation . 

William Freeman 450.00 Czechoslovakia ... .. ............................. . 
5126 5/30 
5/30 5/31 

1,135.00 
292.07 171.00 

Bulgaria ........................................... .... . 
Germany .................................... . 

5/19 5126 
Commercia l transportation ............... .... .... .. 

Cathy Brickman ..... ........ . """"450:00 Czechoslovakia . 
Commercial transportation ........................................... 

Bud Coll ins ............................ .......... . 5/19 5/26 Czechoslovakia ....................................... . 450.00 
Commercial transportation ......... . 

Committee total ... ............................. .. . 
1 Per diem constitutes lodging and meals. 
211 foreign currency is used , enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended. 

Transportation 

U.S. dollar 
Foreign cur- equivalent 

rency or U.S. cur-
rency2 

3,516.70 

3,656:20 

3,010 .10 

.. .. '3:ofojo 

Other purposes 

U.S. dollar 
Foreign cur- equivalent 

rency or U.S. cur-
rency 2 

Total 

U.S. dollar 
Foreign cur- equivalent 

rency or U.S. cur-

3,795.33 

15,822 

rency 2 

..... ......... ..... .. ''''29f07 

651.00 
1,135.00 

450.00 
3,516.70 

450.00 
1,135.00 

171.00 
3,656.20 

450.00 
3,010.10 

450.00 
3,010.10 

18,085.10 

KRISTI E. WALSETH, June 16, 1991. 

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, DELEGATION TO SPAIN, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN MAR. 28 AND APR. 4, 1991 

Date 

Name of Member or employee Country 
Arrival Departure 

Steve Biegun .... ................ ....................... ... .... ........... 3/28 4/4 Spain ................. .. .................................. .. 
John J. Brady .................... ......................................... 3/28 4/4 Spain ..................................................... .. 
Deborah Bums ............................................ ........ ...... 3/28 4/4 Spain ..................................................... .. 
Hon. George Darden .................................................. 3/28 4/4 Spain ...................................................... . 
Hon. Dante Fascell .................................................... 3128 4/4 Spain ...................................................... . 
Hon. Edward Feighan .............................. .................. 3128 4/4 Spain .............. .. ....... ............................. . 
Hon. Jan Meyers ............ .............................. ..... ....... 3128 
Hon. John Miller ............................... ......................... 3128 

4/4 Spain ......................... . 
4/4 Spain .. .. ... ........ ....... .... .......................... .. 

R. Spencer Oliver ...................................................... 3128 4/4 Spain ................................................... .. 
Marcie Ries ......................................................... ...... 3/28 4/4 Spain ..... ........ .. .... ...................... . 
Martin Sletzinger .................................................... ... 3129 
George Stephanopoulous .................. ......................... 3128 
Sara Winslow ........................................................ 3/28 

4/4 Spain ........ .. ................................... . 
4/4 Spain ..... ...... .. ....................................... . 
4/4 Spain ................ .. .......................... ........ . 

Per diem 1 Transportation Other purposes 

Foreign cur
rency 

U.S. dollar 
equivalent Foreign cur-

or U.S. cur- rency 
rency2 

2,036.00 
2,036.00 
2,036.00 
2,036.00 
2,036.00 
2,036.00 
2,036.00 
2,036.00 
2,036.00 
2,036.00 
1,764.00 
2,036.00 
2,036.00 

U.S. dollar 
equivalent 

or U.S. cur-
rency2 

(3) 
(3) 
(3) 
(3) 
(3) 
(3) 
(3) 
(3) 
(3) 
(3) 

Foreign cur
rency 

(3) .... 
(3) 
(3) 

U.S. dollar 
equivalent 
or U.S. cur-

rency2 

Total 

Foreign cur
rency 

U.S. dollar 
equivalent 

or U.S. cur-
rency2 



20464 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE July 30, 1991 
REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, DELEGATION TO SPAIN, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BElWEEN MAR. 28 AND APR. 4, 1991-Continued 

Date 

Name of Member or employee Country 
Arrival Departure 

Committee total ................................... . 
1 Per diem constitutes lodging and meals. 
2 If foreign currency is used , enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended. 
3 Military transportation. 

Per diem 1 

U.S. dollar 
Foreign cur- equivalent 

rency or U.S. cur-
rency2 

44,160.00 

Transportation Other purposes Total 

U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar 
Foreign cur- equivalent Foreign cur- equivalent Foreign cur- equivalent 

rency or U.S. cur- rency or U.S. cur- rency or U.S. cur-
rency2 rency2 rency2 

DANTE 8. FASCELL, July 8, 1991. 

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, DELEGATION TO El SALVADOR, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BElWEEN MAY 28 AND MAY 31, 1991 

Date Per diem 1 Transportation Other purposes Total 

Name of Member or employee Country U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar 
Foreign cur- equivalent Foreign cur- equivalent Foreign cur- equivalent Foreign cur- equivalent 

rency or U.S. cur- rency or U.S. cur- rency or U.S. cur- rency or U.S. cur-Arrival Departure 
rency2 rency2 rency2 rency2 

James P. McGovern ......... ............................... .. ......... 5128 5131 El Salvador ....................... . 3,036.57 381.00 843.00 1,224.00 
William Woodward ................................. .. .................. 5128 5131 El Salvador ... . 3,036.57 381.00 843.00 1.224.00 

Committee total ......................... ................. . 762.00 1,686.00 2,448.00 
1 Per diem constitutes lodging and meals. 
Z If foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equ ivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended. 

JAMES P. McGOVERN, June 21 , 1991. 

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, MR. JOHN BRANDOLINO, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BElWEEN APR . 26 AND APR . 30, 1991 

Name of Member or employee 

John Brandolino ................................ .. .......... .. ......... . 

Committee total ............ .. ............................ . 
1 Per diem constitutes lodging and meals. 

Arrival 

4126 
4128 

Date 

Country 
Departure 

4128 Poland ......... . 
4130 Hungary ................ . 

2 If foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended. 

Per diem 1 Transportation 

U.S. dollar 
Foreign cur- equivalent Foreign cur-

rency or U.S. cur- rency 
rency 2 

248.00 
348.00 

596.00 

U.S. dollar 
equivalent 

or U.S. cur-
rencyz 

Other purposes 

Foreign cur
rency 

U.S. dollar 
equivalent 

or U.S. cur-
rencyz 

Total 

Foreign cur
rency 

U.S. dollar 
equivalent 

or U.S. cur-
rency2 

248.00 
348.00 

596.00 

JOHN BRANDOLINO, June 6, 1991. 

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, MS. GRETCHEN P. WHITE, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BElWEEN MAY 10 AND MAY 13, 1991 

Date Per diem 1 Transportation Other purposes Total 

U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar 
Foreign cur- equivalent Foreign cur- equivalent Foreign cur- equivalent Foreign cur- equivalent 

rency or U.S. cur- rency or U.S. cur- rency or U.S. cur- rency or U.S. cur-
Name of Member or employee Country 

Arrival Departure 
rency 2 rency 2 rency2 rency 2 

Gretchen P. White .................................................... . 5/10 5113 Mexico ......................... .......................... . 400.00 400 .00 

Committee total ...................................... . 400.00 400 .00 
1 Per diem constitutes lodging and meals. 
z If foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended. 

GRETCHEN P. WHITE, June 13, 1991. 

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, MS. RUTH MARTHA THOMAS, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BElWEEN MAY 24 AND MAY 27, 1991 

Name of Member or employee 

Ruth Martha Thomas ......................................... ...... . 

Committee total .......................................... . 
1 Per diem constitutes lodging and meals. 

Arrival 

5124 
5126 

Date 

Country 
Departure 

5126 Netherlands .......... ........... ...................... . 
5127 Belgium ...... .......................................... . 

2 If foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended. 

Per diem 1 

U.S. dollar 
Foreign cur- equivalent 

rency or U.S. cur-
rency2 

402.00 
225.00 

627 .00 

Transportation 

U.S. dollar 
Foreign cur- equivalent 

rency or U.S. cur-
rency 2 

Other purposes Tota l 

U.S. dollar 
Foreign cur- equivalent Foreign cur-

rency or U.S. cur- rency 
rency 2 

U.S. dollar 
equivalent 

or U.S. cur-
rency2 

1,206.00 
225.00 

1,431.00 

RUTH M. THOMAS, June 26, 1991. 

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, MS. MARCIE REIS, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BElWEEN MAY 24 AND MAY 27, 1991 

Date Per diem 1 Transportation Other purposes Total 

U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar 
Foreign cur- equivalent Foreign cur- equivalent Foreign cur- equivalent Foreign cur- equivalent 

rency or U.S. cur- rency or U.S. cur- rency or U.S. cur- rency or U.S. cur-

Name of Member or employee Country 
Arrival Departure 

rency2 rency2 rency 2 rencyz 

Marcie Reis .............................................................. . 5124 5127 Netherlands ............................ ........ .. .... . 804.00 804.00 

Committee total ........................................... ............. . .. .. . 804.00 804.00 
1 Per diem constitutes lodging and meals. 
211 foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended. 
Note.-Military transportation. 

DANTE B. FASCELL, July 8, 1991. 
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REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, MR. CHARLES TIEFER, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN MAY 25 AND JUNE 2, 1991 

Date Per diem1 Transportation Other purposes Total 

U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar Name of Member or employee Country 
Arrival Departure Foreign cur- equivalent Foreign cur- equivalent Foreign cur- equivalent Foreign cur- equivalent 

rency or U.S. cur- rency or U.S. cur- rency or U.S. cur- rency or U.S. cur-
rency 2 rency 2 rency 2 rency2 

Cha~es Tierfer ............................................ 5125 6/2 Venezuela ...... .. 50,000 1,000.00 656.00 50,000' 1,656.00 
1 Per diem constitutes lodging and meals. 
2 If foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used , enter amount expended. 

CHARLES TIEFER, July 16, 1991. 

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, MS. NANCY A. PANZKE, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JUNE 8 AND JUNE 13, 1991 

Name of Member or employee 

Nancy A. Panzke ................ .. .. .... . ........ ...... .... ...... .. 

Committee total .......................... .... ............ . 
1 Per diem constitutes lodging and meals. 

Arrival 

617 
6/9 

6/11 

Date 

Departure 

6/9 
6/11 

6113 

Country 

Bulgaria . . ..................................... .... ... .. 
Poland 

Italy .. ........................... .. .......... ........... .. 

Per diem 1 

U.S. dollar 
Foreign cur- equivalent 

rency or U.S. cur-

2,772,000 

652,585 

rency 2 

554.00 
442.00 
137.00 
497.00 

1,630.00 

Transportation Other purposes 

U.S. dollar U.S. dollar 
Foreign cur- equivalent Foreign cur- equivalent 

rency or U.S. cur- rency or U.S. cur-
rency2 rency 2 

Total 

U.S. dollar 
Foreign cur- equivalent 

rency or U.S. cur-
rency 2 

554.00 

m.oo 
497.00 

1,630.00 

211 foreign currency is used , enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol
lows: 

1870. A letter from the General Counsel of 
the Department of Defense, transmitting a 
draft of proposed legislation to amend title 
10, United States Code, to authorize civilian 
students to attend the U.S. Naval Post
graduate School; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

1871. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Security Assistance Agency, transmitting 
notification of the Department of the Navy's 
proposed letter(s) of offer and acceptance 
[LOA) tc Greece for defense articles and 
services (Transmittal No. 91-42), pursuant to 
22 U.S.C. 2776(b); to the Committee on For
eign Affairs. 

1872. A letter from the Assistant Attorney 
General, Department of Justice, transmit
ting a draft of proposed legislation entitled, 
"Proposed Foreign Claims Settlement Com
mission Amendments"; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

1873. A letter from the Manager, Employee 
Benefits, Farm Credit Bank of St. Paul, 
transmitting the Farm Credit Bank of St. 
Paul retirement plan for the year ended De
cember 31, 1990, pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 
9503(a)(l)(B); to the Committee on Govern
ment Operations. 

1874. A letter from the Deputy Associate 
Director for Collection and Disbursement, 
Department of the Interior, transmitting no
tice of proposed refunds of excess royalty 
payments in OCS areas, pursuant to 43 U.S.C. 
1339(b); to the Committee on Interior and In
sular Affairs. 

1875. A letter from the Deputy Associate 
Director for Collection and Disbursement, 
Department of the Interior, transmitting no
tice of proposed refunds of excess royalty 
payments in ocs areas, pursuant to 43 u.s.c. 
1339(b); to the Committee on Interior and In
sular Affairs. 

1876. A letter from the Deputy Associate 
Director for Collection and Disbursement, 
Department of the Interior, transmitting no
tice of proposed refunds of excess royalty 
payments in OCS areas, pursuant to 43 U.S.C. 
1339(b); to the Committee on Interior and In
sular Affairs. 

1877. A letter from the Secretary of the In
terior, transmitting the Federal Coal Man
agement Report, fiscal year 1990, pursuant to 
30 U.S.C. 208-2; to the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. 

1878. A letter from the Executive Director, 
Kaho' olawe Island Conveyance Commission, 
transmitting the Kaho' olawe Island Convey
ance Commission Interim Report; to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

1879. A letter from the Secretary of Com
merce, transmitting the Department's an
nual report on the administration of the pro
visions of title IV of the Outer Continental 
Shelf Lands Act Amendments of 1978; to the 
Committee on Merchant Marine and Fish
eries. 

1880. A letter from the Department of the 
Army, transmitting a draft of proposed legis
lation to authorize .the Secretary of the 
Army to develop and implement a challenge 
cost-sharing program for the management of 
recreation facilities and natural resources at 
water resources development projects under 
the Secretary's jurisdiction; to the Commit
tee on Public Works and Transportation. 

1881. A letter from the Secretary of En
ergy, transmitting the eighth annual revi
sion update to the Comprehensive Ocean 
Thermal Technology Application and Mar
ket Development Plan, pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 
9002(d); to the Committee on Science, Space, 
and Technology. 

1882. A letter from the Clerk of the House, 
transmitting the annual compilation of per
sonal financial disclosure statements and 
amendments thereto filed with the Clerk of 
the House of Representatives, pursuant to 2 
U.S.C. 703(d)(l) and rule XLIV, clause 1 of 
House Rules (Doc. No. 102-125); to the Com
mittee on Standards of Official Conduct. 

1883. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting the Secretary's determination 
and justification regarding Stinger missiles 
in Bahrain, pursuant to Public Law 101-167, 
section 581(a) (103 Stat. 1250); jointly, to the 
Committees on Appropriations and Foreign 
Affairs. 

1884. A letter from the Comptroller Gen
eral, General Accounting Office, transmit
ting the financial audit: Commodity Credit 
Corporation's financial statements for 1989 
and 1988; jointly, to the Committee on Gov
ernment Operations and Agriculture. 

NANCY A. PANZKE, July 8, 1991. 

REPOR'rS OF COMMITI'EES ON PUB
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. CONYERS: Committee on Government 
Operations. H.R. 2898. A bill to clarify that 
the expenses of administering the Old Age, 
Survivors and Disability Insurance programs 
are not included in the budget of the U.S. 
Government, and for other purposes; with 
amendments (Rept. 102-174, Pt. 1). Ordered to 
be printed. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA: Committee on Agri
culture. H.R. 3029. A bill entitled, "Food, Ag
riculture, Conservation, and Trade Act 
Amendments of 1991"; with amendments 
(Rept. 102-175). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. FAZIO. Committee of Conference. Con
ference report on H.R. 2506 (Rept. 102-176). 
Ordered to be printed. 

Mr. BEVILL: Committee of Conference. 
Conference report on H.R. 2427 (Rept. 102-
177). Ordered to be printed. 

REPORTED BILLS SEQUENTIALLY 
REFERRED 

Under clause 5 of rule X, bills and re
ports were delivered to the Clerk for 
printing, and bills referred as follows: 

[Omitted from the Record of July 29, 1991] 

Mr. DE LA GARZA: Committee on Agri
culture. H.R. 2837. A bill to amend the Agri
cultural Act of 1949 to improve the milk 
price support program and to establish a 
milk inventory management program to op
erate during calendar years in which pur
chases of milk and milk products by the 
Commodity Credit Corporation are esti
mated to exceed 5 billion pounds; with an 
amendment; referred to the Committees on 
Education and Labor and Ways and Means 
for a period ending not later than September 
27, 1991 for consideration of such provisions 
of the bill and amendment as fall within the 
jurisdiction of those committees pursuant to 
clause 1 (g) and (v), rule X, respectively 
(Rept. 102-173, Pt. 1). Ordered to be printed. 



20466 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE July 30, 1991 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4 

of rule XXII, public bills and resolu
tions were introduced and severally re
ferred as follows: 

By Mr. GIBBONS: 
H.R. 3087. A bill to restore pre-TAMRA Es

tate tax rules to estates of noncitizen inter
national organization employees; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. EDWARDS of California (for 
himself, Mr. HORTON, and Mr. 
KOPETSKI): 

H.R. 3088. A bill to amend title I of the Om
nibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 
1968 to authorize funds received by States 
and units of local government to be expended 
to improve the quality and availability of 
DNA records; to authorize the establishment 
of a DNA identification index; and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on the Judici
ary. 

By Mr. BILIRAKIS (for himself, Mr. 
ROWLAND, Mr. RAVENEL, Mr. RoGERS, 
Mr. SISISKY, Mr. PAYNE of Virginia, 
Mrs. PATTERSON, Mr. HARRIS, and Mr. 
PETERSON of Florida): 

H.R. 3089. A bill to reduce infant mortality 
in underserved areas by improving access to 
needed health care services by pregnant 
women; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

By Mr. WAXMAN: 
H.R. 3090. A bill to amend the Public 

Health Service Act to revise and extend the 
program of assistance for family planning 
services; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

By Mr. BONIOR: 
H.R. 3091. A bill to amend the Solid Waste 

Disposal Act to grant States the authority 
to enact laws to accept or reject solid waste 
from other States; to the Committee on En
ergy and Commerce. 

By Mr. HANSEN (for himself, Mr. 
SMITH of Oregon, Mr. HERGER, Mrs. 
VUCANOVICH, Mr. MARLENEE, Mr. DOO
LITTLE, Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. 
STUMP, Mr. FIELDS, Mr . MCEWEN, Mr. 
ALLARD, and Mr. THOMAS of Wyo
ming): 

H.R. 3092. A bill to amend the Endangered 
Species Act of 1973 to provide for making de
terminations of whether a species is an en
dangered species or a threatened species 
other than solely on the basis of the best sci
entific and commercial data available, and 
for other purposes; jointly, to the Commit
tees on Merchant Marine and Fisheries and 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HEFLEY (for himself and Mr. 
THOMAS of Wyoming): 

H.R. 3093. A bill to amend the Fair Labor 
Standards Act of 1938 to provide an exemp
tion from the overtime requirements of that 
act for individuals who perform multiskill 
duties in connection with wildlife; to the 
Committee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. JACOBS: 
H.R. 3094 A bill to amend title 5, United 

States Code, to provide civil service retire
ment credit to a Federal employee for any 
period of service performed with the Amer
ican Red Cross abroad during a peri.od of war; 
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service. 

By Mr. McEWEN: 
H.R. 3095 A bill to amend the the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1986 to provide for the roll
over of gain from the sale of capital assets; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. MILLER of Ohio: 
H.R. 3096 A bill to provide that certain lim

itations on the payment of unemployment 

compenstion to former members of the 
Armed Forces shall not apply to individuals 
involuntarily discharged or released from 
the Armed Forces; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. MORRISON: 
H.R. 3097. A bill to authorize certain ele

ments of the Yakima River Basin Water En
hancement Project, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Interior and Insular Af
fairs . 

By Mr. ORTIZ (for himeslf Mr. 
SERRANO, Mr. MARTINEZ, Ms. Ros
LEHTINEN, Mr. ROYBAL, Mr. RICHARD
SON, Mr. TORRES, Mr. BLAZ, Mr. 
BUSTAMANTE, and Mr. FUSTER): 

H.R. 3098. A bill to improve the college par
ticipation rates of groups underserved by in
stitutions of higher education and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Education 
and Labor. 

By Mr. PANETTA: 
H.R. 3099. A bill to designate the waters of 

the California central coast as a national 
marine sanctuary; to the Committee on Mer
chant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. PETERSON of Florida: 
H.R. 3100. A bill to designate the building 

located at 4396 Lafayette Street in Marianna. 
FL, as the "T. Thomas Fortune Post Office 
Building"; to the Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service. 

By Mrs. SCHROEDER (for herself, Mr. 
RIGGS, and Mr. MILLER of California) : 

H.R. 3101. A bill to establish an office of 
family support within the Department of 
Justice and to make grants to State and 
local law enforcement departments; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mrs. SCHROEDER (for herself, Mr. 
RIGGS, and Mr. WOLF): 

H.R. 3102. A bill to amend section 520 of the 
Cranston-Gonzalez National Affordable 
Housing Act to authorize the Secretary of 
Housing and Urban Development to make 
grants to establish midnight basketball 
league training and partnership programs in
corporating employment counseling, job
training, and other educational activities for 
residents of public housing and federally as
sisted housing; jointly, to the Committees on 
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs and 
Education and Labor. 

By Mr. SCHULZE: 
H.R. 3103. A bill to provide for the deduct

ibility of certain mortgage interest and real 
property taxes by Federal employees receiv
ing overseas housing allowances; to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. STARK (for himself, Mr. GREEN 
of New York. Mr. RANGEL, Mrs. 
MORELLA, Mr. SHAYS, Mr. CAMPBELL 
of California, Mr. BEILENSON, Mr. 
SMITH of Florida, Mr. YATES, Mr. SO
LARZ, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. 
BACCHUS, Mr. STUDDS, Ms. NORTON, 
Mr. CONYERS, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. 
FOGLIETTA, Mr. GoNZALEZ, Mr. LAN
TOS, Mr. FEIGHAN, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. 
LEHMAN of Florida, Mrs. LOWEY of 
New York, Mr. SCHEUER, Mr. HOYER, 
Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. TORRES, Ms. 
PELOSI, Mrs. SCHROEDER, Mr. JOHN
STON of Florida, Mr. ROYBAL, Mr. 
FASCELL, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. DWYER of 
New Jersey, Mr. DELLUMS, and Mr. 
BERMAN): 

H.R. 3104. A bill to amend title 18, United 
States Code, to prohibit the importation and 
the manufacture of firearms designed to ac
cept a silencer, bayonet, grenade launcher, 
flash suppressor, or folding stock, of certain 
ammunition feeding devices, and of related 
devices, and to provide for the imposition of 

enhanced penal ties for the possession or the 
use of any such item in a crime of violence 
or in a drug trafficking crime; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. TRAFICANT: 
H.R. 3105. A bill to condition arms sales to 

Saudi Arabia on that country's willingness 
to negotiate a commercial treaty with the 
United States that would protect United 
States persons doing business with Saudi 
Arabia; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. BONIOR: 
H.R. 3106. A bill to provide that no funds 

may be obligated for the expansion or pur
chase of the Berz-Macomb Airport in 
Macomb County, MI; to the Committee on 
Public Works and Transportation. 

By Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois: 
H.R. 3107. A bill to require the regional 

holding companies of local telephone car
riers to establish and carry out plans for pro
curement from businesses owned by minori
ties and women, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. GUNDERSON (for himself, Mr. 
DOOLEY, Mr. BOEHNER, and Mr. 
WALSH): 

H.R. 3108. A bill to amend the Agricultural 
Act of 1949 to improve the operation of the 
milk price support program by establishing a 
dairy inventory management program that 
will operate during calendar years in which 
purchases of milk and milk products by the 
Commodity Credit Corporation exceed 5 bil
lion pounds and by establishing a milk diver
sion program that will operate when such 
purchases exceed 8 billion pounds; to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. JENKINS (for himself, Mr. BAR
NARD, Mr. MCGRATH, and Mr. CRANE): 

H.R. 3109. A bill to amend the Internal Rev
enue Code of 1986 to clarify liability for cer
tain employment taxes; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. LEACH: 
H.R. 3110. A bill to suspend until January 

1, 1995, the duty on certain agricultural 
sprayer parts; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. MATSUI: 
H.R. 3111. A bill to provide permanent 

duty-free entry for certain magnetic video 
tape recordings; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. MATSUI (for himself, Mr. PICK
LE, Mr. GEREN of Texas, Mr. FAZIO, 
Mr. TALLON, Mr. CONDIT, Mr. CAMP
BELL of Colorado, and Mr. HUCKABY): 

H.R. 3112. A bill to amend the Internal Rev
enue· Code of 1986 to provide tax incentives 
for the establishment of businesses within 
Federal military installations which are 
closed or realigned and for the hiring of indi
viduals laid off by reason of such closings or 
realignments, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. PAYNE of Virginia (for himself 
and Mr. OLIN): 

H.R. 3113. A bill to require the Secretary of 
Energy to disregard certain costs in evaluat
ing bids to perform nuclear hot cell services; 
jointly, to the Committees on Interior and 
Insular Affars, Energy and Commerce, 
Armed Services, and Science, Space, and 
Technology. 

By Mr. SERRANO: 
H.R. 3114. A bill to permit Pell Grant re

cipients to receive grants to cover more than 
one full-time academic year of study during 
a 12-month award year period and to extend 
the period of eligibility for Pell Grants by 
one academic year; to the Committee on 
Education and Labor. 

By Mr. SOLOMON: 
H.R. 3115. A bill to establish a silver con

gressional commemorative medal for mem-
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bers of the U.S. Armed Forces who serve in 
a combat zone in connection with the Korean 
conflict; to the Committee on Banking, Fi
nance and Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. TANNER (for himself, Mr. FORD 
of Tennessee, and Mr. SUNDQUIST): 

H.R. 3116. A bill to amend title 28, United 
States Code, to provide for the appointment 
of an additional bankruptcy judge for the 
Western Judicial District of Tennessee; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. VOLKMER: 
H.J. Res. 316. Joint resolution designating 

September 18, 1991, as "National Biomedical 
Research Day"; to the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. MCEWEN: 
H.J. Res. 317. Joint resolution to authorize 

the President to use all necessary means to 
accomplish the elimination of Iraq's chemi
cal, biological, and nuclear weapons capabil
ity; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. SA WYER (for himself, Ms. 
OAKAR, Mr. RoBERTS, and Mr. GOOD
LING): 

H. Res. 208. Resolution to establish an Al
bert Einstein Congressional Fellowship Pro
gram; to the Committee on House Adminis
tration. 

By Mr.ROTH: 
H. Res. 209. Resolution to express the sense 

of the House of Representatives that the 
House of Representatives should recognize 
the role that the travel and tourism industry 
plays in the economy of the United States 
and should agree to the establishment of the 
Rural Tourism Development Foundation, as 
provided for in S. 1204, as passed by the Sen
ate during the 102d Congress; to the Commit
tee on Energy and Commerce. 

MEMORIALS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memori

als were presented and referred as fol
lows: 

253. By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the 
Senate of the State of Oregon, relative to the 
Army National Guard; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

254. Also, memorial of the General Assem
bly of the State of New York, relative to the 
funding of the Family Resource and Support 
Program; to the Committee on Education 
and Labor. 

255. Also, memorial of the Senate of the 
State of Washington, relative to the Endan
gered Species Act; to the Committee on Mer
chant Marine and Fisheries. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII: 
Mr. STAGGERS introduced a bill 

(H.R. 3117) for the relief of Ghassan 
Hasbani; which was referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 

were added to public bills and resolu
tions as follows: 

H.R. 11: Mr. ZIMMER. 
H.R. 147: Mr. SOLOMON. 
H.R. 191: Mr. THORNTON and Mr. HENRY. 
H.R. 311: Mr. lNHOFE and Mr. ARMEY. 
H.R. 313: Mr. HERGER. 
H.R. 317: Mr. ATKINS. 

H.R. 330: Ms. NORTON. 
H.R. 418: Mr. MURPHY, Mr. HAMMER

SCHMIDT, Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr. HARRIS, and 
Mrs. VUCANOVICH. 

H.R. 431: Mr. MCCLOSKEY, Mr. DOOLEY, and 
Mr. OWENS of New York. 

H.R. 520: Mr. LEHMAN of Florida, Mr. HAR
RIS, Mr. ENGLISH, and Mr. JOHNSON of South 
Dakota. 

H.R. 645: Mr. LEVINE of California, Mr. 
SWETT, Mr. BENNETT, Mrs. MEYERS of Kan
sas, and Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. 

H.R. 676: Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr. BROWDER, 
and Mr. LANTOS. 

H.R. 814: Mr. BRYANT. 
H.R. 840: Mr. WOLF, Mr. SISISKY, Mr. YOUNG 

of Florida, Mr. BARNARD, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. 
DEFAZIO, Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. PAYNE of Vir
ginia, Mr. BRUCE, and Mr. WASHINGTON. 

H.R. 858: Mr. RoEMER, Mr. GRANDY, Mr. 
Goss, Mr. BEILENSON, Mr. HANCOCK, Mr. IRE
LAND, and Mrs. LLOYD. 

H.R. 875: Mr. ENGEL and Mr. FEIGHAN. 
H.R. 905: Mr. SOLOMON. 
H.R. 911: Mr. KOLTER, Mr. HASTERT, Mr. 

ROWLAND, Mr. ATKINS, and Mr. DELAY. 
H.R. 919: Mr. GUNDERSON. 
H.R. 945: Mr. HAYES of Illinois, Mr. DYM

ALLY, Mr. CAMP, Mr. ROYBAL, Mr. IRELAND, 
Mr. FORD of Tennessee, Mr. PETERSON of 
Minnesota, Mr. HATCHER, Mr. LEWIS of Geor
gia, and Mr. FLAKE. 

H.R. 1059: Mr. MATSUI. 
H.R. 1067: Mr. HALL of Texas, Mr. KLECZKA, 

Mr. MORAN, Mr. cox of California, Mr. GEREN 
of Texas, Mr. MOORHEAD, Mr. LEWIS of Flor
ida, Mr. THORNTON, Mr. WILSON, Mr. HALL of 
Ohio, Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois, Mr. LUKEN, 
Mr. LEWIS of California, Mr. LEWIS of Geor
gia, Mr. JOHNSTON of Florida, Mr. HAMILTON, 
Mr. COLEMAN of Missouri, Mr. CARPER, Mr. 
BENNETT, Mr. BREWSTER, Mr. STUMP, Mr. 
WAXMAN, Mr. MCCRERY, Mr. SARPALIUS, Mr. 
HYDE, Mr. DORNAN of California, Mr. HERGER, 
Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. ASPIN, Mr. HASTERT, Mrs. 
BOXER, Mr. DOOLEY, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. MOL
LOHAN, Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr. ENGLISH, and 
Mr. FAWELL. 

H.R. 1106: Mr. DELAY. 
H.R. 1178: Mrs. KENNELLY. 
H.R. 1179: Mr. BOUCHER. 
H.R. 1186: Mr. LEHMAN of California, Mr. 

ROGERS, Mr. BROWDER, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. NEAL 
of Massachusetts, Mr. SLATTERY, Mr. 
TORRICELLI, Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, 
and Mr. HARRIS. 

H.R. 1200: Mr. FAZIO. 
H.R. 1201: Mr. HUGHES. 
H.R. 1225: Mr. MOORHEAD, Mr. SANTORUM, 

Mr. DIXON, Mr. FISH, Mr. FORD of Tennessee, 
Mr. ENGEL, Mr. BAKER, and Mr. cox of Cali
fornia. 

H.R. 1263: Mr. MCCOLLUM. 
H.R. 1264: Mr. MCCOLLUM. 
H.R. 1360: Mr. GILMAN. 
H.R. 1406: Mr. TORRICELLI, Mrs. PATTERSON, 

and Mr. NAGLE. 
H.R. 1418: Mr. HORTON. 
H.R. 1429: Mr. MOORHEAD. 
H.R. 1450: Mr. ATKINS. 
H.R. 1503: Mr. WALKER, Mr. BENNETT, Mrs. 

UNSOELD, Mr. SAVAGE, Mr. RAY, Mr. TOWNS, 
Ms. PELOSI, Mr. BRYANT, Mr. HUCKABY, Mr. 
BONIOR, Mr. STAGGERS, Mr. LAUGHLIN, and 
Mr. SPRATT. 

H.R. 1509: Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota, 
Mr. ALLARD, Mr. ENGLISH, Mr. STUMP, Mrs. 
BYRON, Mr. GUARINI, Mr. DE LUGO, Mr. ESPY, 
Mr. BROWDER, Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, Mrs. 
LLOYD, and Mr. MCHUGH. 

H.R. 1515: Mr. CHANDLER and Mr. GILMAN. 
H.R. 1516: Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. LEWIS of 

Georgia, Mr. RAY, Mr. HALL of Texas, and 
Mr. TANNER. 

H.R. 1524: Mr. ROWLAND, Mr. REED, Mr. 
ENGLISH, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. WISE, Mr. 
MCCLOSKEY, Mr. HAYES of Illinois, Mr. 
KOPETSKI, Mr. PRICE, Mr. AUCOIN, Mr. MI
NETA, Mr. COYNE, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, 
and Mr. GoRDON. 

H.R. 1539: Mr. SMITH of Florida, Mr. ECK
ART, and Mr. FORD of Michigan. 

H.R. 1545: Mr. BAKER and Mr. RAMSTAD. 
H.R. 1569: Mr. DWYER of New Jersey and 

Mr. KLUG. 
H.R. 1624: Mrs. PATTERSON, Mr. SMITH of 

New Jersey, Mr. EDWARDS of Texas, Mr. 
RIDGE, Mr. PAXON, Mr. SANTORUM, Mr. STEN
HOLM, and Mr. PAYNE of Virginia. 

H.R. 1652: Mr. ATKINS and Mr. HEFLEY. 
H.R. 1663: Mr. AUCOIN, Mr. STUMP, and Mr. 

BURTON of Indiana. 
H.R. 1682: Mr. SKELTON. 
H.R. 1703: Mr. FEIGHAN. 
H.R. 1753: Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas, Mr. 

EVANS, Mr. SARPALIUS, and Mr. HORTON. 
H.R. 1756: Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. 
H.R. 1916: Mr. ZELIFF. 
H.R. 2012: Mr. Russo, Mr. ANDREWS of 

Texas, Mr. LEACH, and Mr. PORTER. 
H.R. 2058: Mr. ROTH. 
H.R. 2983: Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. 

MCNULTY, Mr. TORRES, Mr. NEAL of Massa
chusetts, and Mr. JEFFERSON. 

H.R. 2089: Mr. ATKINS, Mr. BONIOR, and Mr. 
MACHTLEY. 

H.R. 2208: Mr. EMERSON and Mr. JONES of 
Georgia. 

H.R. 2223: Mr. VENTO, Mr. AUCOIN, Mr. WIL
LIAMS, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. FRANK of Massa
chusetts, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. RANGEL, Mrs. 
UNSOELD, Mr. JONTZ, Mr. MRAZEK, Mr. CON
YERS, Mr. ACKERMAN, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. GEJ
DENSON, Mr. DWYER of New Jersey, Mr. 
PENNY, Ms. NORTON, Mr. FROST, Mr. WISE, 
Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. STAGGERS, 
Mr. MARTINEZ, and Mr. MOLLOHAN. 

H.R. 2239: Mr. Cox of Illinois, Mr. SANDERS, 
and Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. 

H.R. 2246: Mr. JOHNSTON of Florida and Mr. 
MYERS of Indiana. 

H.R. 2248: Mr. TORRICELLI. 
H.R. 2258: Mr. MACHTLEY and Mr. STAL-

LINGS. 
H.R. 2333: Mr. ASPIN. 
H.R. 2385: Mr. GEREN of Texas. 
H.R. 2451: Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. RAN

GEL, Mr. ECKART, Mr. SLATTERY, Mr. HUGHES, 
and Mr. FORD of Tennessee. 

H.R. 2460: Mr. LEWIS of Florida and Mr. 
PORTER. 

H.R. 2553: Mr. MACHTLEY. 
H.R. 2581: Mr. NICHOLS and Mr. DOOLEY. 
H.R. 2595: Mr. MOORHEAD. 
H.R. 2598: Mr. OXLEY, Mrs. VUCANOVICH, 

and Mr. HOBSON. 
H.R. 2629: Mr. MINETA, Mr. FOGLIETTA, and 

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. 
H.R. 2633: Mr. BOEHNER, Mr. TAYLOR of 

North Carolina, Mr. MACHTLEY, Mr. PETRI, 
Mr. POSHARD, Mr. WELDON, Mr. RIGGS, Mr. 
KLUG, Mr. RAMSTAD, and Mr. JEFFERSON. 

H.R. 2649: Mr. STEARNS. 
H.R. 2672: Mr. CLINGER, Mr. SHAW, Mr. KA

SICH, Mr. MCDADE, Mr. MCCOLLUM, Mr. 
MOORHEAD, Mr. RHODES, Mr. COMBEST, Mr. 
HANCOCK, Mr. TALLON, Mr. ZIMMER, Mr. TAY
LOR of North Carolina, Mr. BATEMAN, Mr. 
JENKINS, and Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. 

H.R. 2709: Ms. SNOWE, Mr. KOSTMAYER, and 
Mr. ASPIN. 

H.R. 2735: Mr. Russo. 
H.R. 2763: Mr. HARRIS, Mr. MCDADE, Mr. 

STUMP, Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. CRAMER, 
and Mr. BILBRAY. 

H.R. 2767: Mr. FROST, Mr. STALLINGS, and 
Mr. JONTZ. 

H.R. 2801: Mr. DAVIS, Mr. ANDREWS of 
Texas, Mr. MCCRERY, and Mr. ORTIZ. 
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H.R. 2815: Mr. lNHOFE. 
R.R. 2880: Mr. SAVAGE, Mr. DWYER of New 

Jersey, Mr. MACHTLEY, Mr. AUCOIN, Mr. AT
KINS, Ms. DELAURO, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. MFUME, 
Mr. JONTZ, and Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. 

R.R. 2890: Mr. SLATTERY. 
R.R. 2898: Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. EVANS, Ms. 

PELOSI, Mr. DE LUGO, and Mr. HAYES of Lou
isiana. 

R.R. 2902: Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. OXLEY, and 
Mr. SOLOMON. 

R.R. 2903: Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. OXLEY, Mr. 
UPI'CN, and Mr. SOLOMON. 

R.R. 2904: Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. OXLEY, Mr. 
UPI'ON, and Mr. SOLOMON. 

R.R. 2906: Mr. DWYER of New Jersey, Mr. 
GUARINI, Mr. GIBBONS, and Mr. MCGRATH. 

R.R. 2944: Mr. BEILENSON. 
R.R. 3009: Mr. Cox of California. 
R.R. 3040: Mr. OLVER, Mr. KOLTER, Mr. 

HAYES of Illinois, Ms. DELAURO, Mr. STOKES, 
Mr. LEHMAN of Florida, Mr. WISE, Mr. 
MFUME, Mr. KILDEE, and Mr. KLECZKA. 

H.J. Res. 5: Mr. HALL of Ohio, Mr. HYDE, 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. SENSENBRENNER, 
Mr.VANDERJAGT, Mr. BARTON of Texas, Mr. 
CHANDLER, Mr. MCEWEN' Mr. BAKER, Mr. 
MCGRATH, Mr. HANCOCK, and Mr. STUMP. 

H.J. Res. 67: Mr. JONES of North Carolina, 
Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts, Mr. MAVROULES, 
Mr. PANETTA, Mr. SHAYS, and Mr. MINETA. 

H.J. Res. 73: Mr. KILDEE. 
H .J. Res. 95: Mr. KLUG, Mr. WASHINGTON, 

Mrs. LOWEY of New York, Mr. SAWYER, Mr. 
GALLO, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. HEF
NER, Mrs. UNSOELD, Mr. HAMILTON, Mr. 
LUKEN, Mrs. COLLINS of Michigan, Mr. LIGHT
FOOT, Mr. DORNAN of California, Mr. THOMAS 
of Georgia, Mr. GILMAN, and Mr. JONES of 
Georgia. 

H.J. Res. 156: Mr. COUGHLIN, Mr. LEWIS of 
Florida, and Mr. DE LA GARZA. 

H.J. Res. 159: Mr. PENNY, Mr. GORDON, Mr. 
LANTOS, Mr. SCHEUER, Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. 
HUCKABY, and Mr. ATKINS. 

H.J. Res. 166: Mr. ANDERSON, Mr. BEVILL, 
Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mrs. 
BYRON, Mr. CHANDLER, Mr. CRANE, Mr. DICK
INSON, Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. DYMALLY, Mr. 
GALLO, Mr. GRANDY, Mr. HAMILTON, Mr. HAN
SEN' Mr. lNHOFE, Mr. LAF ALCE, Mr. LIVING
STON, Mr. MCCOLLUM, Mr. MCCRERY, Mr. MIL
LER of California, Mrs. MINK, Mr. MONTGOM
ERY, Mr. MORRISON, Mr. NEAL of Massachu
setts, Ms. NORTON, Ms. OAKAR, Mr. OXLEY, 
Ms. PELOSI, Mr. QUILLEN, Mr. RINALDO, Mr. 
SERRANO, and Mr. SUNDQUIST. 

H.J. Res. 227: Mr. Russo, Mr. GRAY, Mrs. 
COLLINS of Illinois, Mrs. BENTLEY, Mr. 
HASTERT, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. FORD of Michigan, 
Mr. Cox of Illinois, Mr. EV.ANS, Mr. BURTON 
of Indiana, Mr. MILLER of California, Mr. 
BRUCE, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. DON
NELLY, Mr. FROST, Mr. COSTELLO, Mr. GIL
MAN, Mr. ECKART, Mr. GAYDOS, Mr. 
HOCHBRUECKNER, Mr. JONES of Georgia, Mr. 
DE LA GARZA, Mr. MARTIN, Mr. SLATTERY, 
Mr. TAUZIN, and Mr. VISCLOSKY. 

H.J. Res. 233: Mr. KLECZKA, Mr. EMERSON, 
Ms. SLAUGHTER of New York, Mrs. MEYERS of 
Kansas, Mr. BROWN, Mr. REED, and Mr. VIS
CLOSKY. 

H.J. Res. 241: Mr. DAVIS, Mr. 
HOCHBRUECKNER, Mr. JONES of North Caro
lina, Mr. LIVINGSTON, Mr. MCEWEN, Mr. TAN
NER, Mr. SLATTERY, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. 
WYDEN, and Mr. YATRON. 

H.J. Res. 284: Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. TRAFICANT, 
Mr. ECKART, Mr. WEISS, and Mr. BERMAN. 

H.J. Res. 287: Mr. JOHNSON of South Da
kota, Mr. THOMAS of California, Mr. 
HASTERT, Mr. MRAZEK, Mrs. BYRON, Mr. 
SYNAR, Mr. BENNETT, Mr. THOMAS of Wyo
ming, Mr. RAVENEL, Mr. VALENTINE, Mr. 
HARRIS, Mr. KASICH, and Mr. JENKINS. 

H .J . Res. 299: Mr. QUILLEN, Mr. LUKEN, Mr. 
OWENS of Utah, Mr. CRAMER, Mr. SMITH of 
Florida, Mr. PRICE, Mr. MCCLOSKEY, Mr. 
NOWAK, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. HUNTER, Mr. 

LEHMAN of California, Mr. MOLLOHAN, Mrs. 
BENTLEY, Mr. MACHTLEY, Mr. DONNELLY, Mr. 
HALL of Texas, Mr. COSTELLO, Ms. LONG, Mr. 
ESPY, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. WALSH, Mr. VENTO, 
Mr. DICKS, Mr. HAYES of Illinois, and Mr. 
HEFNER. 

H.J. Res. 300: Mr. ASPIN, Ms. LONG, Mr. 
NATCHER, Mr. IRELAND, Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. 
MOORHEAD, Mr. HEFNER, Mr. MCMILLEN of 
Maryland, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. COLEMAN of 
Texas, Mr. BENNETT, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. PUR
SELL, Mr. COOPER, Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. RA
HALL, Mr. MRAZEK, Mr. NAGLE, and Mr. 
OWENS of New York. 

H.J. Res. 302: Mr. SIKORSKI. 
H.J. Res. 313: Mr. KASICH. 
H. Con. Res. 100: Mr. DIXON, Mr. GEKAS, Mr. 

BILIRAKIS, Mr. KLECZKA, Mr. SMITH of Texas, 
Mr. MANTON, Mr. BATEMAN, Mr. FORD of 
Michigan, and Mr. DANNEMEYER. 

H. Con. Res. 137: Mr. KLUG, Mr. DANNE
MEYER, and Mr. Goss. 

H. Con. Res. 146: Mr. cox of Illinois. 
H. Con. Res. 163: Mr. SAWYER, Mrs. MEYERS 

of Kansas, and Mr. McGRATH. 
H. Con. Res. 168: Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. FAZIO, 

Mr. FROST, Ms. NORTON, Mr. MACHTLEY, Mr. 
HYDE, and Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. 

H. Con. Res. 188: Mr. PALLONE, Mr. LANTOS, 
Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. KYL, Mr. LEHMAN of Flor
ida, Mr. BROWN, Mr. KOPETSKI, Mr. STAL
LINGS, Mr. DORNAN of California, Mr. LOWERY 
of California, Mr. WOLPE, and Mr. MRAZEK. 

H. Res. 107: Mr. RoHRABACHER, Mr. OWENS 
of New York, Mr. G~ss, Mr. SENSENBRENNER, 
Mr. POSHARD, Mr. PEASE, Mr. DANNEMEYER, 
Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. JACOBS, Mr. GIB
BONS, Mr. HENRY, Mr. lNHOFE, Mr. JOHNSON of 
South Dakota, Mrs. VUCANOVICH, Mr. HOUGH
TON, Mr. MILLER of Washington, Mr. BILI
RAKIS, Mr. PORTER, Mr. MACHTLEY, Mr. HOR
TON. Mr. RITTER, and Mr. BEILENSON: 
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The Senate met at 9:30 a.m., on the 
expiration of the recess, and was called 
to order by the Honorable KENT 
CONRAD, a Senator from the State of 
North Dakota. 

PRAYER 
The Chaplain, the Reverend Richard 

C. Halverson, D.D .. offered the follow
ing prayer: 

Let us pray: 
This morning, let us thank God for 

the healthy baby boy, Thomas Joseph, 
born to Ruby and Marty Paone last 
Friday. 

Lord, who shall abide in thy taber
nacle? who shall dwell in thy holy hill? 
He that walketh uprightly, and worketh 
righteousness, and speaketh the truth in 
his heart.-Psalm 15:1-2. 

Eternal God, full of grace and truth, 
thank Thee for men and women in 
places of responsibility who take seri
ously their accountability to con
science, constituents, the Senate, the 
Nation. Grant to each Senator the will 
to order his priorities of accountability 
and to sacrifice, if necessary, the lesser 
for the greater. Give them courage not 
to allow the voice of the crowd force 
them to violate truth or conscience or 
sacrifice national interest. Deliver 
them from allowing ambition to be 
elected to be more important than re
sponsibility to the Nation nor personal 
privilege to take precedence over the 
integrity of the Senate as an institu
tion. Help them never to forget that 
they are public servants, accountable 
first to God from whom comes all au
thority. 

In His name who is incarnate truth. 
Amen. 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempo re [Mr. BYRD]. 

The legislative clerk read the follow
ing letter: 

To the Senate: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 
Washington, DC, July 30, 1991. 

Under the provisions of rule I, section 3, of 
the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 
appoint the Honorable KENT CONRAD, a Sen
ator from the State of North Dakota, to per
form the duties of the Chair. 

ROBERT C. BYRD, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. CONRAD thereupon assumed the 
chair as Acting President pro tempore. 

(Legislative day of Monday, July 8, 1991) 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. Under the previous order, the 
leadership time is reserved. 

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The majority leader is recog
nized. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, this 

morning there will be a period of morn
ing business until 10 a.m., and I now 
ask unanimous consent that during 
that period Senator JOHNSTON and then 
Senator HATCH each be recognized to 
speak for up to 15 minutes, and that 
from 12:15 p.m. until 2:15 p.m. today, 
the Senate stand in recess to accommo
date the party conferences. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

SCHEDULE 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, this 

morning, following the period for 
morning business, which will conclude 
at 10 a.m., the Senate will resume con
sideration of H.R. 2698, the agriculture 
appropriations bill. 

When the Senate returns to consider
ation of that bill at 10, under a pre
vious order, Senator LEAHY will be rec
ognized to offer an amendment to a 
committee amendment on which there 
will be a 40-min'.lte time limitation. 

A vote on or in relation to that 
amendment will occur at a time to be 
determined by the majority leader fol
lowing consultation with the Repub
lican leader. 

It is my hope and expectation that 
the Senate will complete action on the 
agriculture appropriations bill early 
today and will then move on to other 
available appropriations bills. 

From 12:30 until 2:15, the Senate will 
be in recess to accommodate the re
spective party conferences. 

Mr. President, let me repeat what I 
have said on several previous occa
sions, that in order to complete action 
on the several measures which remain 
this week and which include the De
partment of Defense authorization bill 
and the unemployment compensation 
bill, there will be late sessions each 
night with votes occurring at any time. 
I thank my colleagues for their pa
tience and cooperation in this regard. 

Mr. President, I am advised that I 
misspoke in requesting the recess for 
the party conferences. I intended to 
say 12:30 p.m. until 2:15 p.m., and I ask 
that my request be modified to reflect 
that change. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
thank my colleagues and reserve the 
remainder of my time. 

MORNING BUSINESS 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. Under the previous order, there 
will now be a period for the transaction 
of morning business not to extend be
yond the hour of 10 a.m., with Senators 
permitted to speak therein. 

The Senator from Louisiana is recog
nized. 

NATIONAL ENERGY SECURITY ACT 
OF 1991 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, for 
the past 2 weeks I have spoken about 
various features of S. 1220, the National 
Energy Security Act of 1991. I have dis
cussed what the bill does in such areas 
as renewable resources, natural gas, 
energy efficiency, and alternative fuel 
fleets. 

Today, I will talk about two vital ini
tiatives concerning electric utility reg
ulation: vital and important and I 
might say revolutionary in those bills, 
and that is that which we call inte
grated resource planning and Public 
Utility Holding Company Act reform. 
Both have to do with the most ele
mental part of how we generate elec
tricity, and, that is, incentives. 

As we have seen the Soviet empire 
collapse economically, both in the So
viet Union and in Eastern Europe, we 
have found that the principal reason 
for it is that the incentives were all in 
the wrong place. There was no incen
tive in the Soviet Union for competi
tion. There was no incentive for effi
ciency. Rather, the incentives were all 
on the side of making do and not rock
ing the boat. 

Mr. President, that is precisely the 
situation in the generation of elec
tricity in America. It would amaze 
most people in America to know that 
there is no incentive for an electric 
utility company to save energy, even 
though it might be better environ
mentally, even though it might be bet
ter for the customers of that utility. 
There is no incentive at all. 

•This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoker by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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The incentive in American electric 

generation is to put things in the rate 
base. What do we mean by that? That 
means if you build a new, big plant and 
it costs a lot of money, then the public 
utility commission will allow you a 
percentage profit on that big plant, so 
it means that if you have a choice be
tween saving energy and building a 
new, big plant, then the incentives are 
all on the side of building a new, big 
plant. That is why it is so vitally im
portant we change those incentives. We 
have done that in a section of our bill 
that we call integrated resource plan
ning. 

What is integrated resource plan
ning? Perhaps the best way to answer 
that question is by quoting a short sec
tio.:-• from S. 1220 itself. It states that 
integrated resource planning is a 
"planning and selection process for 
new energy resources that evaluates 
the full range of alternatives, including 
new power supplies, energy conserva
tion and efficiency and renewable en
ergy resources in order to provide ade
quate and reliable service to electric 
customers at the lowest system cost." 

Mr. President, that is nothing more 
than common sense, but it is not now 
in the law. The term "system cost" is 
defined- as "all direct and quantifiable 
net costs for an energy resource over 
its available life, including the cost of 
production, transportation, utilization, 
waste management, environmental 
compliance and, in the case of im
ported energy resources, maintaining 
access to foreign supplies of energy." 

Obviously, we never take those 
things into consideration in America 
today. We do not give much thought to 
how we are going to protect that sup
ply line. In the case of Desert Storm, it 
was enormously expensive. We do not 
give much thought sometimes to what 
it is going to cost to comply environ
mentally or to dispose of those wastes. 

For the purpose of implementing this 
standard, S. 1220 recognizes the pri
macy of State law with respect to 
power planning decisions. It requires 
State commissions to conduct a formal 
proceeding for the purpose of consider
ing integrated resource planning, but it 
does not necessarily require them to 
adopt and implement it. 

So, on the one hand, Mr. President, 
we want to give full effect to State law 
and States rights but, on the other 
hand, we want to require the State to 
go through the discipline of consider
ing least-cost planning, integrated re
source planning, as we call it. 

In addition, S. 1220 requires this inte
grated resource planning standard to 
be adopted by the TV A and to be con
sidered by the Southwestern Power Ad
ministration and the Southeastern 
Power Administration, as a condition 
for the extension of new contracts to 
wholesale purchasers. 

Perhaps the most important inte
grated resource planning provision of 

S. 1220 determines utility ratemaking. 
Under the practice in most States, any 
reduction in the kilowatt hours sold by 
a utility reduces the utility's earnings. 

Since conservation and other demand 
side mi:1.nagement measures reduce 
electric consumption, investment in 
these resources financially harms u tili
ties. S. 1220 would remedy this situa
tion by requiring State regulatory 
commissions to consider making util
ity investment in demand side manage
ment just as profitable as investment 
in new generation facilities. Thus, it 
would remove the current financial bi
ases and disincentives so that inte
grated resource planning. is able to 
take a truly comprehensive look at re
source choices. 

Mr. President, the importance of this 
provision cannot be overstated. We 
talk a great deal about conservation, 
but at the same time economic policies 
at the State level actively discourage 
conservation. Until the existing dis
incentives are removed at the State 
level, we cannot expect to see demand 
side management reach its full poten
tial. 

A logical corollary to the notion that 
we should look at power planning in a 
comprehensive way is the fact that no 
one person or group has a monopoly on 
good ideas or ability. An optimal plan 
for electric supply from the economic 
and environmental prospective is like
ly to be the product of many proposals 
from many different sources. • 

The only rational way to evaluate 
such possibilities is to look at it on a 
competitive basis, one that looks at 
nonprice factors such as reliability and 
environmental costs, as well as the ac
tual production cost. 

Mr. President, the second way in 
which the incentives are vastly mis
stated and misapplied in the electric 
generation market are in what we call 
the Public Utility Holding Company 
Act. 

This Public Utility Holding Company 
Act was an act passed in the 1930's, de
signed to prevent all of the excesses 
that occurred right before the Great 
Depression, in which a few companies 
got control of the whole electric mar
ket and made a noncompetitive situa
tion, one that was precariously fi
nanced, and one that was full of all 
kind of problems that the Public Util
ity Holding Company Act in fact did 

·solve. 
The problem is, Mr. President, that 

we took all of the competition out of 
the generation of electricity. And tak
ing the competition out, combined 
with this phenomenon of the rate base, 
means today that the generation of 
electricity in America is frequently 
not done in the interest of the 
consumer; not only is it not environ
mentally well done, but there is abso
lutely no incentive for building a plant 
that is the most efficient or having the 
person or the company that is the most 

efficient in building that plant do the 
job. 

As a practical matter, what PUHCA 
requires is that in the jurisdiction of a 
utility, in the area served by that util
ity, as a practical matter the only per
son who can build the big central 
power plants is that utility itself. All 
that utility must do is get that plant 
approved by the public utility commis
sion, and with that approval they can 
produce the energy regardless of 
whether or not they are the best play
ers. 

Mr. President, in 1978 we passed a bill 
which we called the Public Utilities 
Regulatory Policies Act, PURPA, and 
what it did was allow for an exemption 
from PUHCA in two instances: what we 
called cogeneration-that is where you 
produce electricity and steam and have 
a steam host out there-some big com
pany that produces a product and has a 
need for that leftover steam. Everyone 
remembers Jimmy Carter talking 
about cogeneration. Well, this was 
PURP A that allowed that steam host 
to be used, and in effect provided for 
competition in the generation of that 
electricity. 

PURP A also provided an exemption 
for the generation of electricity from 
certain renewable resources like solar 
energy. 

So where you have cogeneration and 
where you have solar energy, what we 
have developed in this country is com
petition in the use of those two re
sources, in supplying energy to utili
ties. There are a lot of other provisions 
about PURP A, but the important thing 
for our discussion today is that in the 
generation of the some 30,000 
megawatts which PURPA has pro
duced, which we otherwise would not 
have produced, they have been pro
duced by competition. 

What have we found? We have found 
that it has been in the interest of the 
consumer-first because of price, sec
ond because of reliability. 

When we talk about the generation of 
electricity, reliability-that is, you do 
not want the lights to go out just on 
the hottest day or just when you need 
the lights to get up in the morning or 
go to bed at night; you do not want 
them to go off at that important time; 
you have to be reliable. We found in 
PURPA that this power generated com
petitively is both more competitive-
that is, cheaper, generally speaking-in 
terms of price, and it is good in terms 
of reliability. 

So what we want to do in PUHCA re
form, Public Utility Holding Company 
Act reform, is to bring that competi
tion into the generation of electricity 
for all plants. 

Title XV of S. 1220 provides this rem
edy, provides this ability to have com
petition. It does so by creating cor
porate entities known as exempt 
wholesale generators, or EWG's. EWG's 
must be exclusively in the business of 



July 30, 1991 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 20471 
wholesale generation. They are exempt 
from PUHCA. They can be owned by 
utilities or nonutilities, in a subsidiary 
relationship without triggering the re
strictions of PUHCA. In making this 
change, title XV paves the way for the 
evolution of a competitive market in 
electric generation. 

PUHCA reform has attracted a broad 
coalition of support representing many 
disparate interests. It has also at
tracted opposition. 

What we are talking about, Mr. 
President, is a multihundred billion 
dollar business. Some people want to 
get into the business because they 
think they can produce a product reli
ability at a cheaper price. Some al
ready in the business feel threatened 
because, frankly, they have a bird nest 
on the ground. 

Mr. President, right now all the in
centives are to get it in the rate base 
and get it approved. So what you do is 
you go to the public utility commis
sion and you say look, we need some 
new power. What is in style? What is in 
vogue now? Maybe it is the big coal 
plant with a scrubber, a very expensive 
plant perhaps. And if the public utility 
commission says OK, you buy it, you 
build it using accepted methods. And it 
is in the rate base, and you get a per
centage profit on that forever. It just 
rolls on and on and on. Your customers 
will never know whether or not some
body else could do it cheaper using 
that same technology. They will never 
know whether or not another kind of 
energy would be cheaper. They never 
will know, Mr. President. Your profits 
roll on and on because of the rate base. 

What we want to do is say that when 
you need some new power, you have 
the ability to go look around. Can the 
XYZ Co., which specializes in a coal
fired plant with a scrubber, beat B 
company, which specializes in gas tur
bines? We want them to be able to do 
that, Mr. President, in the most effi
cient way. 

Most Americans would be surprised if 
utilities were financially penalized for 
investing in conservation when it is 
the most economical way of meeting 
power needs. And they would be equal
ly perplexed if Federal law prohibited 
the best builders and operators of elec
tric generation from competing to 
serve new power needs. Yet strangely 
enough both propositions are true. As 
part of a national energy policy, S. 1220 
removes these and other irrational ob
stacles to the provision of low cost 
electricity. It does so by promoting the 
use of integrated resource planning in 
meeting new power demand and remov
ing the obstacles to wholesale power 
competition contained in the Public 
Utility Holding Company Act of 1935 
[PUHCA]. 

If we are going to plan for the future, 
we will have to start by abandoning 
many of our cherished ideologies. 
Within the electric utility industry 

there are those who refuse to see elec
tric supply in any terms other than the 
construction of boilers, turbines and 
generators by conventional utilities. 
On the opposite extreme, it is fashion
able among some environmentalists to 
argue for sole reliance upon demand 
side management and supplemental 
contributions by renewable energy as 
the exclusive means of meeting future 
electric demand. Both attitudes are 
dangerously unbalanced. 

In the complex calculus of electricity 
it is too much to expect that there will 
be a single right formula. Instead, as 
we decide how to meet new power de
mand, we should ensure that all the 
possibilities are looked at in an objec
tive and comprehensive way. We should 
be thinking in terms of planning rather 
than palm reading. 

S. 1220 embodies this approach to 
electric supply by promoting inte
grated resource planning and coupling 
it with measures to foster competition 
in power supply. 

What is integrated resource plan
ning? Perhaps the best way to answer 
that question is by quoting from S. 1220 
itself. The bill defines the concept as a: 
Planning and selection process for new 
energy resources that evaluates the 
full range of alternatives, including 
new power supplies, energy conserva
tion and efficiency, and renewable en
ergy resources, in order to provide ade
quate and reliable service to * * * elec
tric customers at the lowest system 
cost.'' 

In turn, the term "system cost" is 
defined as: 

All direct and quantifiable net costs for an 
energy resource over its available life, in
cluding the cost of production, transpor
tation, utilization, waste management, envi
ronmental compliance, and, in the case of 
imported energy resources, maintaining ac
cess to foreign sources of supply. 

For purposes of implementing this 
standard, S. 1220 recognizes the pri
macy of State law with respect to 
power planning decisions. It requires 
State commissions to conduct a formal 
proceeding for purposes of considering 
integrated resource planning. But it 
does not necessarily require them to 
adopt and implement it. 

In addition, S. 1220 requires this inte
grated resource planning standard to 
be adopted by the Tennessee Valley 
Authority and to be considered by the 
Southwestern Power Administration 
and the Southeastern Power Adminis
tration as a condition for the extension 
of new power contracts to wholesale 
purchasers. 

Perhaps the most important inte
grated resource planning provision of 
S. 1220 concerns utility ratemaking. 
Under the practice in most States, any 
reduction in the kilowatthours sold by 
a utility reduces the utility's earnings. 
Since conservation and other demand 
side management measures reduce 
electric consumption, investment in 

these resources financially harms utili
ties. S. 1220 would remedy this situa
tion by requiring State regulatory 
commissions to consider making util
ity investment in demand side manage
ment as profitable as investment in 
new generation facilities. Thus, it 
would remove current financial biases 
such that integrated resource planning 
is able to take a truly comprehensive 
look at resource choices. 

The importance of this provision can
not be overstated. We all talk a great 
deal about conservation, but at the 
same time economic policies at the 
State level actively discourage it. 
Until the existing disincentives are re
moved at the State level, we cannot ex
pect to see demand side management 
reach its large potential. 

A logical corollary to the notion that 
we should be looking at power planning 
in a comprehensive way is the fact that 
no one person or group has a monopoly 
on good ideas or ability. An optimal 
plan for electric supply from an eco
nomic and environmental perspective 
is likely to be the product of many pro
posals from different sources. The only 
rational way to evaluate such possibili
ties is on a competitive basis-one that 
looks at nonprice factors such as reli
ability and environmental cost as well 
as price. Thus, integrated resource 
planning incorporates the use of mar
ket mechanisms as one of its central 
pillars. It differs from the model of the 
past by substituting an objective mech
anism-market competition-for the 
pricing judgment of the regulator and 
substituting the proposals of many po
tential players for that of the utility 
alone. 

In electric power the superiority of 
competition to regulation is not mere
ly theoretical. Studies show a wide var
iation in the costs for the construction 
of conventional fossil and nuclear 
plants by regulated utilities. Clearly, 
some companies are better at what 
they do than others. Moreover, under 
the Public Utility Regulatory Policies 
Act of 1978, or PURPA, competitive 
bidding among special generation fa
cilities known as "qualifying facili
ties" has produced reliable, low cost 
power. 

The problem is that the PURPA box 
is a 1i ttle too small for expanded com
petition. Qualifying facilities must ei
ther be cogeneration facilities-which 
produce steam and electricity-or re
newable facilities. Both have practical 
limitations. 

Why cannot enterpreneurs simply be
come independent power producers, or 
IPP's, and compete to sell wholesale 
power to utilities with whatever kind 
of powerplant they believe is the best? 

The problem is with the restrictions 
of an obscure law known as the Public 
Utility Holding Company Act of 1935 
[PUHCA]. For outdated reasons, 
PUHCA limits the use of holding com
pany structures in the electric busi-
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ness. While the act is complex, its basic 
proposition is simple: Any company 
that wants to use a separate subsidiary 
for the generation of electricity may 
only do so within an electrically inte
grated, and therefore geographically 
limited, area. 

Unfortunately, IPP's must be devel
oped in a holding company format, re
gardless of whether they are owned by 
utilities or nonutilities. First, the fi
nancial markets will generally require 
IPP's to be project financed which re
quires the creation of a separate sub
sidiary. Second, to the extent that a 
utility is the owner of a project, regu
lators will require the creation of a 
separate subsidiary for purposes of risk 
separation and cost accounting. 

While there are a few ways to avoid 
the restrictions of PUHCA, they are of 
limited use. In PURPA, Congress rec
ognized the problems caused by the 
Holding Company Act and created an 
exemption from the Act for Qualifying 
Facilities. Without a similar change, 
PUHCA's restrictions on the use of 
holding companies will stand as an ef
fective bar to the development of 
IPP's. 

Title XV of S. 1220 provides a remedy. 
It does so by creating corporate enti
ties known as exempt wholesale gener
ator or EWG's. EWG's must be exclu
sively in the business of wholesale gen
eration; are exempt from the Act; and 
can be owned by utilities or 
nonutilities in a subsidiary relation
ship without triggering the restrictions 
of PUHCA. In making this change, title 
XV paves the way for the evolution of 
a competitive market in electric gen
eration. 

The idea of PUHCA reform has at
tracted a broad coalition of support 
representing many disparate interests. 
It has also attracted opposition. Much 
of this opposition appears to be rooted 
in misunderstanding, and in some cases 
misinformation, about what title XV 
does and does not do. For that reason it 
is helpful to explode some of the myths 
on this subject. 

Myth No. 1 is that title XV 
deregulates the electric industry. 
While the bill does remove the cor
porate impediments I have described, it 
does not in any way reduce regulatory 
oversight of power transactions. The 
bill maintains FERC jurisdiction over 
electric sales and actually enhances 
the power of State commissions. It can 
hardly be considered deregulation. 

Myth No. 2 is that title XV will cre
ate the ability for utilities to form af
filiates and engage in self dealing free 
from regulatory oversight. The truth of 
the matter is that under existing law 
utilities have formed affiliates to sell 
power to th ems elves for several dec
ades. Such sales are routine. They 
don't present much of a problem be
cause FERC only permits them to take 
place under cost-of-service pricing. S. 
1220 does not change this result. 

Myth No. 3 is that title XV will 
eliminate State regulation of the util
ity industry. In fact, title XV gives 
State commissions an absolute right to 
veto purchases of power from EWG's 
and, for the first time in Federal law, 
establishes the general right of State 
commissions to review the wholesale 
purchasing practi'ces of their native 
utilities. 

Myth No. 4 is that enactment of title 
XV will discourage the use of renew
able technology. In fact the opposite is 
true. By fostering competition, title 
XV also rewards the innovation needed 
for greater development of renewable 
resources. Moreover, unlike renewable 
QF's, renewable facilities owned by 
EWG's under title XV are not subject 
to size and fuel mix restrictions, thus 
giving them more flexibility. 

Myth No. 5 is that the use of rel
atively high proportions of debt to fi
nance EWG's will lead to unreliable 
power supplies and financial failure. 
Based upon similar experience with 
qualifying facilities under PURPA, it 
appears that a typical EWG will ini
tially employ a capital structure 
weighted toward debt as a means of 
minimizing cost of capital. However, as 
evidenced by the excellent performance 
and reliability of qualifying facilities, 
there is nothing inherently risky in 
such financing. Over time the level of 
debt carried by an EWG will decline be
cause it is financed on a project basis. 
On average, therefore, it will carry less 
debt than the typical utility which 
maintains relatively constant levels of 
debt because it is financed on a cor
porate basis. It is worth mentioning, 
moveover, that both FERO and State 
commissions have adequate authority 
to restrict the use of debt financing 
should circumstances warrant it. 

Finally, myth No. 6 is that competi
tion in wholesale power markets is not 
possible without also providing for 
mandatory transmission access. The 
facts show otherwise. In competitive 
bidding to date, QF's and other com
peting supply sources have typically 
offered 10 or more megawatts for every 
megawatt needed. Moreover, utilities 
are providing transmission services to 
get that power to market. As of Feb
ruary 1991, 44 winning projects in com
petitive bidding, representing 40 per
cent of the megawatts, had been award
ed on the basis that the developer 
needs and is able to obtain trans
mission service. The remammg 
projects are to be located within the 
service territory of the purchaser. 

In summary, the supposed policy rea
sons for opposition to title XV are 
without substance, while the need for 
change is compelling. PUHCA reform 
would provide significant benefits to 
consumers. It is an idea whose time has 
come. 

Taken as a whole, the provisions of 
S. 1220 dealing with electric regulation 
offer a comprehensive vision for meet-

ing our future electric needs. Collec
tively, they ensure that we will look at 
resource choices in a way that is both 
environmentally sound and economi
cally efficient. I urge my colleagues to 
support these critically important pro
visions when S. 1220 is considered on 
the Senate floor. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator's time has expired. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I yield the floor. 
Mr. HATCH addressed the Chair. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The Senator from Utah. 

LOAN GUARANTEES TO ISRAEL 
Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, this fall 

Congress will be asked to consider the 
granting of loan guarantees for the 
State of Israel to assist her in the ab
sorption of new refugees. These guaran
tees are not only justified on purely 
moral and humanitarian grounds, but 
are also an investment in one of the 
most precious resources available-
human capital. The current political 
situation in Israel provides the United 
States government with a unique op
portunity to shape events in the region 
through a low risk, low cost invest
ment strategy with an anticipated high 
rate of return in human capital. Mr. 
President, this opportunity stems from 
granting absorption loan guarantees to 
the State of Israel. 

The freedom of Soviet Jewry has 
been a central tenet of United States 
policy toward the Soviet Union for the 
past two decades. We now have the op
portunity to assist in the historic move 
toward freedom that we worked so hard 
to bring about. The political situation 
is quite clear-Israel faces an immigra
tion wave of potentially 1 million So
viet Jews over the next 5 years. We in 
the United States must be sympathetic 
to a nation that is attempting to alle
viate the plight of immigrants who de
sire to escape the political, economic, 
and religious persecution of their 
homeland. Our Nation was founded on 
the principle of religious choice, and 
we must always attempt to support 
those who suffer for their beliefs. 

The State of Israel will be forced to 
face the enormous financial burdens as
sociated with immigration. Israel has 
always opened its borders to the op
pressed, providing a safe haven for 
many victims of tyranny and injustice, 
including survivors of the Holocaust 
and the Vietnamese boat people. This 
commitment has not changed. Israel is 
willing to defray the financial cost of 
Soviet immigration-mostly through 
new tax increases-despite predictions 
of economists that this will place a tre
mendous strain on her economy. 

However, Israel simply does not pos
sess the resources to single-handedly 
take on the expense of such a flood of 
immigrants. Infrastructure projects 
will be costly. Homes and schools must 
be built, and jobs must be found. Israel 
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is only asking the United States to 
help secure the loans that will pay for 
less than one-fourth of the cost of this 
humanitarian act. 

The United States and Israel have a 
two-way relationship that is based 
upon shared principles of democracy 
and justice. Each nation should, in 
part, contribute to the political and 
economic needs of the other during 
times of hardship. I would contend, Mr. 
President, that the current exodus of 
Soviet Jews constitutes just such a 
time. Consequently, the United States 
should extend a hand of friendship to 
this small nation. 

Israel is a stable and important ally 
in a troubled region. The United States 
should provide any assistance to Israel 
that will help facilitate this complex 
and expensive immigration process. As
sisting refugees to escape political and 
religious persecution is not a political 
problem, but rather a humanitarian 
one. As a responsible ally, the United 
States should be there for Israel and 
her new immigrants because it is the 
right thing to do; it is moral; and it is 
just. 

Mr. President, I look forward to sup
porting Israel's request for loan guar
antees this fall and hope that other 
Senators will come forward to express 
their support of loan guarantees for Is
rael, as well. 

Mr. President, during the 15 years 
that I have been in the Senate, Mem
bers of Congress have worked dili
gently to promote the emigration of 
Soviet Jews. This was particularly dif
ficult when the Iron Curtain was stand
ing because there was so much repres
sion in the Soviet Union. We worked 
hard to get one family here, or one per
son there, to be able to emigrate out of 
the Soviet Union to Israel, or our coun
try, or to anywhere else in the world. I 
can remember personally intervening 
on behalf of a number of families and 
helping them to leave the Soviet 
Union. And now we have a window 
where more than 1 million people will 
be able to come out of a land where 
they have been oppressed and discrimi
nated against. They will enjoy the 
same freedoms and privileges that we 
share. I think we ought to do every
thing we can to assist in this particu
lar endeavor. 

My objective is not to place undue 
pressure on the situation in the Middle 
East, or to upset our Arab neighbors 
and friends in the process. I only wish 
to help the Israelis accommodate this 
large immigration. In my opinion, this 
is strictly a humanitarian and moral 
issue, and I think we ought to be the 
first to support it. So I hope that our 
colleagues will do so. 

I yield the remainder of my time to 
the distinguished Senator from Mis
souri. 

NO LINKAGE IN THE MIDEAST 
PEACE PROCESS 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I thank my 
good friend from Utah. I thank the 
Chair for this opportunity to speak 
about the ongoing Mideast peace proc
ess and the efforts of President Bush 
and Secretary of State Baker to bring 
the parties together for negotiations. 

The President and the Secretary of 
State deserve great credit for the tre
mendous amount of effort they have in
vested in their attempt to bring the 
parties in the Mideast together to dis
cuss the terms of a peace agreement. 

Certainly, all of us have waited and 
watched for a long time, hoping that 
such an opportunity would be taken. 
This opportunity came in the wake of 
the gulf war, and despite what ap
peared to be overwhelming odds, the 
President and the Secretary of State 
stuck with the process to the point 
where it appears that we may actually 
see some real progress for a change. I 
know my colleagues join me in wishing 
them great success in this endeavor. 

At the same time, however, as we 
move toward some type of peace con
ference, it is absolutely critical that 
we adhere to a few basic principles in 
our dealings with all parties involved. 

As far as I am concerned, the most 
important part of these is that we 
must remember that we, the United 
States, cannot impose conditions on 
the parties to the conference. The 
United States can and must play an 
important role in bringing the parties 
together and in encouraging productive 
negotiations. But I think it would be a 
tremendous mistake if we tried to force 
other countries into positions against 
their will, because any agreement that 
is not based on true negotiation and 
compromise among the parties cannot 
last. 

An example of what we must not do 
is to force Israel into taking a position 
which she sees as being against her se
curity interests by attempting to link 
future United States aid to Israel's ac
tions. The President said that there 
will be no linkage in the peace process, 
and I know that the great majority of 
Members of this body will support him 
in avoiding linkage. 

Second, we must always remember 
who it is that we are dealing with in 
this process. In recent weeks, I have 
been amazed by the coverage that has 
been given to Syrian President Hafez 
Assad by some commentators and some 
members of the media. Assad has been 
portrayed as a great peacemaker and 
diplomat for indicating that he is will
ing to attend a peace conference with 
Israel. However pleased we may be to 
see a glimmer of hope that Assad is 
truly ready for peace, it is a great mis
take to forget who he is and what he 
has done. 

Hafez Assad is a murderer and a ter
rorist. He is the man responsible for 
the murder of tens of thousands of his 

own people at the town of Hama when 
they dared to oppose his rule. He is the 
man behind the terrorist bombing of a 
Pan Am 747 over Lockerbie, Scotland, 
and dozens of other terrorist incidents 
over the years. And most recently, he 
is the leader of a country which has oc
cupied, and effectively absorbed, a 
smaller and defenseless neighbor just 
as Saddam Hussein tried to do a year 
ago. 

Of more direct concern to the Israe
lis, Assad is the man who has launched 
two major wars and countless attacks 
against Israel. These attacks were 
launched from the Golan Heights, the 
very territory that Assad says he must 
get back before any peace can be de
clared. It is also worth nothing that 
Assad commands the largest army in 
the region-one that rivals that of Sad
dam Hussein a year ago-and one that 
is of even greater threat to Israel be
cause of its close proximity. 

It would be naive and dangerous for 
us to believe that just because Assad 
saw fit to join the coalition against his 
arch rival Saddam Hussein, and just 
because Assad is smart enough to rec
ognize that his longtime patron, the 
Soviet Union, no longer has the power 
to back his military and political goals 
in the region and that he therefore 
must deal with the United States, that 
he has now become a great democrat 
and that he is willing to abandon all of 
his past goals to control Lebanon and 
to eliminate Israel. We made that 
exact mistake with Saddam Hussein 
when we allowed our desire for im
proved relations in the region to blind 
us to the true nature of the people with 
whom we were dealing. We must not 
make that mistake again. 

Just as important, we must not force 
Israel into making that mistake. If we 
misjudge a Saddam Hussein or Hafez 
Assad, we do not have to live next door 
to the consequences. We can always 
pick up and come home, leaving the 
mess behind. Israel, on the other hand, 
is dealing not with some abstract con
cept of peace in the Middle East but 
with her very survival. 

So in conclusion I would simply say 
that I hope and pray the current round 
of negotiations is successful, that it 
leads to talks and eventually to an 
agreement that brings the 40-year war 
against Israel to an end. I only hope 
that as the process goes forward we 
will not allow history to be rewritten 
and that we will remember that Israel 
is not the country that initiated this 
war, Israel is not the country which 
has refused to sit down and talk for 
more than 40 years, and Israel is the 
country that is our close friend and 
ally in region. Israel's concerns about 
participating in talks are legitimate 
and they must be addressed before we 
can expect her to agree to participate. 
To do otherwise would not just be 
against the interests of one of our clos-
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est allies, but against the interests of 
the United States as well. 

I yield the floor. 

ABSORPTION GUARANTEES FOR 
ISRAEL 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, regard
less of our increasing hopes for a broad
er Arab-Israeli peace settlement, we 
cannot ignore the fact that our pri
mary concern must be for Israel 's secu
rity. No friend or ally is in a more 
threatened position. No friend or ally 
faces more serious challenges. 

'fhe gulf war has already dem
onstrated the seriousness of the mili
tary challenges involved, but these 
threats are only part of the story. The 
turmoil in Ethiopia and the Soviet 
Union has created a situation where Is
rael must absorb nearly 1 million new 
immigrants. Where it must create new 
jobs, new homes, and major improve
ments to its economic infrastructure. 

This effort will cost Israel some $20 
to $50 billion at a time when the mili
tary buildup in the region has already 
put a severe strain on its economy. It 
is already costing Israel 20 percent of 
its budget-more than Israel can spend 
on defense-and no one can have any il
lusion about what would happen if Is
rael did not make this effort. We saw 
what happened in Ethiopia after some 
14,000 Ethiopian Jews fled to Israel. We 
see new reports on the consequences of 
ethnic conflict in the U.S.S.R. every 
day. 

This is why I am joining my col
leagues in endorsing . United States 
guarantees of the loans Israel needs to 
absorb Russian and Ethiopian Jews. It 
is important to understand that we are 
not talking about additional aid, but 
rather loan guarantees of $2 billion a 
year over 5 years that do not involve 
any transfer of funds from the U.S. 
Treasury. 

We essentially will be cosigning a 
mortgage loan for a friend that has a 
perfect loan repayment record and that 
has never defaulted on a loan. The only 
cost of the transaction will be the 
bookkeeping cost, which is a function 
of the risk of the loan. Many experts 
feel this cost will only be 0.55 percent 
of the amount, and the worst case esti
mate of the risk of default would in
volve charges of only 7 percent. 

Further, if Israel faces pro bl ems in 
the near term, it also has long-term op
portunities. The influx of new citizens 
is likely to expand Israel's economy by 
7 to 9 percent per year. The quality of 
the new immigrants is indicated by the 
fact that over 40 percent of the new 
labor force that arrived last year had 4-
year college degrees, and the popu
lation of scientists, engineers, and doc
tors among the arriving Soviet Jews 
was five to seven times the average of 
the general population of Israel and in 
developed Western countries. The per
secutions and threats that are driving 

this immense talent pool out of their 
former homelands will eventually 
mean economic growth both for Israel 
and the entire region. 

At the same time, the scale of the 
problems Israel faces make it clear 
why we cannot link the issue of loan 
guarantees to the peace process or the 
debate over the future of territory for 
peace. Hopeful as the peace negotia
tions may seem today, there is no 
guarantee that they will be successful 
and it is clear that it will be years be
fore they can result in any broad solu
tion to the political and military prob
lems Israel faces. 

Linkage threatens both Israel and 
Russian Jews. it opens up the United 
States-Israeli relationship to black
mail and pressure from Palestinian ex
tremists, and implies that Israel must 
return all the occupied territory for 
peace at a time when any trade of ter
ritory for peace is Israel's primary ne
gotiating card in any talks with Arab 
States. There will always be those who 
argue for intense United States pres
sure on Israel, and some will be sincere 
in seeking peace. Others, however, 
want nothing more than to undermine 
one of our closest strategic relation
ships, and still others want nothing 
more than the destruction of Israel. 

In short, Mr. President, it is impor
tant that we in the Congress make it 
clear to the world that we will give Is
rael the loan guarantees it needs and 
do so without any linkages. This is the 
only way Israel can plan for an eco
nomically sound absorption of its im
migrants. It is the only way to offer 
Russian Jews security from future per
secution. It is the only way to make it 
clear to the Arab world that we will 
support honest and forthright peace ne
gotiations, but never force Israel to 
sacrifice its sovereignty or security. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, we 
are witnessing a modern-day miracle-
hundreds of thousands of Jews are leav
ing the Soviet Union to begin their 
lives in freedom in Israel. Last year, 
more than 180,000 Soviet Jews arrived 
in Israel. This year the number is ex
pected to be between 150,000 and 200,000. 
In addition, Israel recently welcomed 
about 15,000 Ethiopian Jews in Oper
ation Solomon. 

Like the United States, Israel is a so
ciety of immigrants. And, these new 
citizens will be remarkable additions 
to Israeli culture. The Soviet Jews are 
highly educated and skilled. They are 
engineers, doctors, architects, sci
entists and teachers. They will help to 
make Israel a center for high tech
nology. And they will contribute to the 
growth of Israel's economy. 

Israel last experienced a large influx 
of immigrants in the 1950's. The immi
grant community expanded Israel's 
economy and made Israel into an ex
porter. Today, Israel exports about 17 
billion dollars' worth of goods, rep
resenting some 35 percent of GDP. 

These new immigrants will cause a 
further expansion of Israel's economy 
over this decade. But in the short term, 
Israel will need to spend huge amounts 
of money to absorb and integrate these 
new citizens. Israel will need to expand 
its physical infrastructure-roads, elec
tricity, sewage and communication 
systems. Israel will need to build more 
schools and hospitals. Israel will need 
to attract investment for the establish
ment of businesses and factories. And 
Israel will need more housing. 

Israel estimates that the cost of ab
sorbing 1 million new citizens in the 
next several years will be at least $50 
billion. A substantial portion of that 
money will come from the Israeli peo
ple themselves-through higher taxes 
and cutbacks in services unrelated to 
immigration. These are costs that Is
rael can hardly afford-already its peo
ple are the most taxed in the world. 
But Israeli people will sacrifice to 
make room for the new immigrants. 

I am proud that our Government 
played such a leading role in securing 
the freedom for Soviet Jews. We made 
sure that the cause of Soviet Jewry 
was pursued at every opportunity with 
Soviet officials. I am confident that 
even at this summit now underway be
tween Presidents Bush and Gorbachev, 
President Bush will press the cases of 
the few remaining refuseniks. And, we 
will push to ensure that the new immi
gration law is fairly and fully imple
mented. 

But we will need to do more than 
work for the freedom of Soviet Jews. 
We are succeeding in that mission. 
Now, we must finish the work and en
sure that they are successfully inte
grated into Israeli society. We need to 
help Israel in the immense financial 
challenge that lies ahead. 

We do not have many additional re
sources to offer. Outright aid is out of 
the question. But we can help Israel 
help herself through a program of loan 
guarantees. This is a very low-cost way 
to help Israel. It would not require 
much in the way of real dollars, but 
loan guarantees will enable Israel to 
secure money in the private financial 
markets. Israel is prepared to take out 
billions in loans; the United States can 
facilitate this through loan guarantees. 

Israel has a perfect repayment record 
and there is no reason to doubt that 
this record would not continue. As I 
said when I opened this statement, the 
immigrants are going to expand Isra
el's economy, make her stronger and 
thus, more able to pay back these 
loans. 

And finally, Mr. President, I will 
comment on the recent developments 
in the Middle East. We see some rays of 
hope in a budding peace process. This is 
a time Israel needs to be strengthened 
and encouraged to take the risky steps 
for peace. Israel does not need to be 
pressured from her strongest ally and 
only superpower. These humanitarian 
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loan guarantees should not be held 
over Israel's head. That is not the way 
one friend treats another. 

So, I offer my praise to Israel. For 
opening its doors willingly to a new 
population and for the sacrifices it will 
make to ensure their success. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator from Utah. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent I be permitted to 
speak for another 10 minutes as if in 
morning business. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

CLARENCE THOMAS AND THE NEW 
ORTHODOXY 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I draw 
my colleagues' attention to a percep
tive article by Judge Clarence Thomas, 
based on an August 17, 1983, speech. In 
the speech, he has anticipated and re
plied to many of his current critics 
who seek to punish him for not being a 
slavish supporter of the liberal ortho
doxy on minority issues. 

Judge Thomas noted that-
There is an established "right" position for 

minorities to take on [certain issues]. For 
example, the "right" solution to the problem 
of ending job discrimination is to support af
firmative action. The "right" way to achieve 
educational equality is through busing; and 
the "right" way to help the poor minority is 
through a fiscally liberal welfare system. 
Those whose positions differ from these es
tablished positions and even those who ques
tion these positions are, according to this 
new orthodoxy, just plain wrong. They are 
suspect. They are Judas goats, pariahs, qu.is
lings. They may even be labeled "anti-civil 
rights." The basis for their opinions and po
sitions are not investigated, because, accord
ing to the new orthodoxy, the right position 
is axiomatic. * * * The right positions are 
gospel, not subject to analysis or debate. 

The Judge continued: 
I want here to urge black professionals 

that you not permit yourselves to be in
sulted by an orthodoxy that requires you to 
ignore the education for which you have 
worked so hard and diligently. I want here to 
urge that you insist on your intellectual 
freedom-that you not permit the rigidity of 
this orthodoxy to straitjacket your think
ing. I ask that you use your skills and intel
lect when you consider the many issues af
fecting minorities in this society, that you 
study and analyze the facts about traditional 
approaches, and that you calmly and ration
ally examine the results of policies which af
fect minorities. None of us want to be per
ceived as cutting back on civil rights. But as 
the few survivors of the educational process, 
we must simply look at the results of poli
cies upon which minorities have relied to im
prove their socioeconomic condition. 

Recent reports have shown what many of 
us have argued for years: that family com
position, education and a host of other social 
factors can have as much impact on employ
ment opportunities as traditional barriers 
caused by discrimination. 

There is the crux of it, Mr. President. 
Judge Thomas dared to think for him
self and to question liberal shibboleths. 

This, apparently, is viewed as a tre
mendous threat by many black and 
white liberals and by some in the tradi
tional civil rights leadership. 

Judge Thomas, in this 1983 speech, 
acknowledged more had to be done to 
counter the legacy of discrimination 
than merely stopping the discrimina
tion. But, he dared to question "the ef
fectiveness and legality of certain af
firmative action programs and poli
cies" and noted that the 1980 census 
showed a widening income gap between 
affluent and poor blacks. At the same 
time, Judge Thomas made clear the 
EEOC would uphold the law and use 
the tools the courts made available to 
it, whether he liked them or not. He 
also argued for tougher penalties for 
violating title VII than exist in current 
law, well before the current drive to do 
so in Congress. He praised the accom
plishments of the civil rights move
ment. But, he dared to question aspects 
of affirmative action. he dared to men
tion that there are factors other than 
discrimination that serve as barriers to 
minority success. He mentioned the 
need to develop training and education 
programs, for example, to attack the 
socioeconomic problems facing minori
ties. 

For espousing this reasonable point 
of view, Judge Thomas has been 
vilified by some who cling to the big 
government approach and who reflex
ively rely upon policies of reverse dis
crimination, however euphemistically 
described, to address the problems of 
minorities today. One can debate the 
positions he has taken and disagree 
with them on the merits. Some of his 
critics, however, do not want to debate 
these issues, they wish to smear and 
slander those who disagree with them. 
Carl Rowan, whom I admire for his 
usually inc1s1 ve commentary even 
when I disagree with it, called him a 
"David Duke" on two different epi
sodes of a talk show. This was an 
uncharacteristic low blow. Others have 
made similar unfair attacks and are 
trying to tear the man down in order to 
discredit his different ideas. They do so 
because they are afraid to confront and 
debate those ideas fairly. 

As I said, Mr. President, Judge 
Thomas has long since answered these 
critics. At the end of his speech in 1983, 
Judge Thomas said to what I under
stand was a predominantly black audi
ence: 

You have been privileged to receive an edu
cation. You have the ability to understand 
that because our problems now transcend 
race, solutions must also extend beyond 
race. You must not be afraid of being dis
liked and must resist functioning in lockstep 
with others simply because doing so is more 
convenient. We cannot accept the implica
tions of the new orthodoxy which exists in 
America today-an orthodoxy which says 
that we must be intellectual clones. We 
fought too long and too hard to make people 
stop saying blacks looked alike-but I say it 
is a far greater evil that many say blacks 

think alike-it is a far greater evil that we 
tend to exalt rhetoric over facts and critical 
analysis. 

Mr. President, those are the words of 
an independent thinker, the kind of 
person one would want to have on the 
High Court. It is no surprise that, in 
this speech, Judge Thomas quoted 
these lines from a poem: 
Two roads diverged in the woods and I
I took the one less traveled by, 
And that has made all the difference. 

I ask unanimous consent that a copy 
of Judge Thomas' speech be printed in 
the RECORD. 

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

DISCRIMINATION AND ITS EFFECTS 

(By Clarence Thomas) i 
This article will discuss discrimination 

and its effects. My grandparents, who raised 
me, are perfect examples of what discrimina
tion can do. In my early childhood, my 
grandfather would rise between two and four 
a.m., deliver ice, then spend the rest of the 
day delivering fuel oil. During the summers, 
we worked on a farm-literally from sun up 
to sun down, six days a week-taking only 
the Lord's day off. This all goes to say that 
my grandfather and my grandmother worked 
harder than anyone I know. 

Early in life, as I watched them toil away, 
I realized that their efforts would be seri
ously impeded by something beyond their 
control-racial discrimination. They had 
overcome the lack of formal education, the 
Great Depression and an assortment of other 
adversities. But, no matter what efforts they 
made race was a roadblock to taking full ad
vantage of the benefits of this country. As a 
result of living through this experience and 
other experiences, I have strong views about 
civil rights. 

As you all know, we face serious challenges 
in the area of civil rights enforcement-an 
urgent need to reaffirm a national obliga
tion, to recommit federal leadership in guar
anteeing basic legal rights to face up to hard 
questions, perhaps to accept tough answers. 
Of particular interest to me, of course, are 
those challenges I grapple with daily in the 
area of equal employment opportunity law. 
Unquestionably, employment discrimination 
continues to limit opportunity in our soci
ety, with a pervasive, devastating impact on 
minority and female expectations. The fact 
of this continuing impact is made clear to 
me on a regular basis in the course of my 
work at the equal employment opportunity 
commission. 

I have seen a continuing flow of discrimi
nation charges filed with the EEOC over the 
little more than a year that I have been on 
board. An alarming number of these charges 
have merit. By the end of last fiscal year, 
the commission authorized some one hun
dred and twelve new cases for litigation. The 
money awards we won for plaintiffs exceeded 
$33 million. We have made a determination 
on these charges. The courts have affirmed. 
Employment discrimination continues. And 
we are continuing a vigorous fight to eradi
cate it. But that is precisely the way it 
should be. Unquestionably the federal gov
ernment has the primary responsibility to 
protect the civil and constitutional rights of 

1 Tbe above article is an edited version of a speech 
given before the "New Coalition," Chicago, Illinois, 
August 17, 1983. Mr. Thomas is the director of the 
Equal Employment Opportunity Commission. 
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all citizens. This responsibility must not be 
abdicated and cannot be delegated. Civil 
rights are fundamental to our way of life and 
their protection is absolutely essential. It al
ways has been. Historically, the federal gov
ernment has recognized its legitimate moral 
interest, its binding obligation to protect the 
civil rights of our citizens. We learned some 
time ago that such matters of grave, na
tional importance cannot be entrusted to 
local governments and to private citizens. At 
a painfully slow pace, this ideal has increas
ingly gained the force of law over the years
progress due to specific efforts by all three 
branches of the federal government. 

As a result, today equal employment op
portunity is the law-written into Title VII 
of the Civil Rights Act of 1964; strengthened 
by amendments; supported by executive or
ders; given clearer definition by court deci
sions. The federal law is stronger than ever 
before in its ability to offer protection. We 
must make sure the federal government con
tinues to show its willingness to offer protec
tion. I am committed to making sure that 
the law is enforced-effectively, efficiently, 
equitably. It is my personal commitment as 
much as it is my sworn duty. 

But this federal responsibility should go 
even further than merely enforcing the law. 
The government has a profound obligation to 
exert its leadership in moving us forward
fostering a national consensus of renewed 
support for compelling matters of national 
policy. Every agency in this government 

,with a direct interest in EEO enforcement 
must demonstrate to private sector interests 
that we fully intend to enforce the law. 
There can be no equivocation on basic ques
tions of right. No excuses for failure to cor
rect the present effects of past injustice. It 
must be made clear. We are in this fight to 
win. And I might add we take no prisoners. 

Challenges, however, are not as simple as 
the black and white picture many have tried 
to paint. In large measure, they are rooted in 
the on-going changes in our environment. We 
live in a dramatically different political, so
cial, economic world today than the one that 
existed a generation ago, when we took bold 
forward steps, enacting most of the impor
tant civil rights laws we debate today. 

The problem of discrimination also has 
changed. Yesterday, we confronted clear-cut 
acts of blatant discrimination. Today, we are 
confronting less obvious, but no less perva
sive effects caused by discrimination. 

The solutions are not always as clear-cut 
or easy. Sometimes, as a result, we tena
ciously hold onto those partial solutions we 
do find, hoping they might solve all our 
problems. But short-term resolution may not 
be in our long-term interest: to transform a 
national ideal into an enduring reality. 

There has been increasing conflict-a deep 
philosophical tension concerning the best 
way to approach emerging problems: a fun
damental belief in limited government inter
ference with basic individual rights; but an 
equally strong belief in government inter
vention to protect these very same basic 
rights. This tension has led to considerable 
disagreement-disagreement which cuts 
across all social and economic lines; dis
agreement which appears to be eroding a 
once-powerful national consensus on civil 
rights policy in general. 

We simply cannot allow this to continue. 
The federal government has a responsibility 
to take the lead in making sure that it does 
not continue. First, we cannot allow impor
tant matters of national policy to be reduced 
to simple matters of political posturing. The 
issues we face are clearly too complex to be 

tossed around as oversimplified campaign 
slogans which inflame more than inform. Re
sponsible government leaders simply should 
not participate in such an exercise. Our per
sonal views on the laws we enforce are, at 
most, inconsequential, we have sworn to up
hold the laws. 

Furthermore, the executive branch in par
ticular can exert leadership in this area by 
making sure its own house is in order. We 
cannot expect to be effective in enforcing the 
EEO laws in the private sector if we do not 
do all we can to comply with those laws our
selves. Effective performance of this duty 
also requires that we look for new ways to 
strengthen our enforcement of the laws. We 
have been doing that at the commission. 

We are currently looking at new ways to 
devise a streamlined system to process 
charges in a speedy fashion, to eliminate du
plicative reviews, provide effective relief for 
charging parties and guarantee the due proc
ess rights of all concerned. And we will leave 
a better EEOC than we inherited. But we 
must also consider ways in which we can 
strenghten the law itself. 

I have said on numerous occasions that I 
believe the equitable remedies available 
under Title VII are not as compelling as the 
civil damages available under other federal 
statutes. While we can provide backpay and 
reinstatement to employees who have been 
wrongfully denied equal job opportunities, 
we cannot penalize those who discriminate. 
It is high time we consider strengthening the 
sanctions we can impose in order to increase 
our ability to fully protect the right to equal 
opportunity. I think it is a disgrace that the 
penalty for tampering with a mailbox is 
greater than the penalty for discriminating. 
Just telling a discriminator to do right-to 
hire a few minorities-to promote a few 
women-is not enough. Even stronger laws, 
however, will lose their effectiveness if we do 
not exercise wisdom in applying those laws 
to appropriate situations. We must have the 
courage to admit that, while discrimination 
does continue to have a devastating effect on 
certain group expectations, there are other 
socioeconomic factors which also have his
torically contributed to the limited opportu
nities of a great many people. 

"Two roads diverged in the woods and 
I-I took the one less traveled by, 
And that has made all the difference." 

Hence, I decided to discipline my intellect 
and use my passions to push me to grapple 
the seemingly intractable problems facing 
minorities in this country. 

It became clear, at least to me, that I did 
not need to go to college to become angry. I 
did not need to go to college to protest. I 
could have stayed home and done that. Nor 
was it necessary for you all to have under
gone the stress and sacrifices attendant to 
acquiring an education in order to be gov
erned by your passions. You were educated 
to sharpen your intellect--to enhance your 
analytical skills. You now become part of a 
very select group. With this privilege comes 
a corresponding responsibility, or perhaps 
more aptly put, a corresponding duty. As 
leaders, you must form your opinion on cer
tain issues affecting the lives of minorities 
in this country. You must decide whether 
you will adhere to an approach to these is
sues with your hearts or your intellect. The 
importance of this decision cannot be too 
greatly stressed, because as intelligent and 
resourceful people, it will be up to Black pro
fessionals to develop and implement solu
tions to our problems. 

Let me explain more fully what I mean. 
Over the past few years certain issues have 

been established as issues of primary concern 
to minority groups. These issues relate to 
the effort to achieve equality in employ
ment, education and other socioeconomic as
pects of the lives of minorities. In general, 
the debate on "minority issues" centers 
around affirmative action, busing and wel
fare. Occasionally, the discussions include 
job training programs, public housing and 
government set asides. Along with the estab
lished issues of concerns to minority group 
members, there is an established "right" po
sition for minorities to take on these issues. 

· For example, the "right" solution to the 
problem of ending job discrimination is to 
support affirmative action. The "right" way 
to achieve educational equality is through 
busing; and the "right" way to help the poor 
minority is through a fiscally liberal welfare 
system. Those whose positions differ from 
these established positions and even those 
who question these positions are, according 
to this new orthodoxy, just plain wrong. 
They are suspect. They are Judas, goats, 
pariahs, quislings. They may even be labeled 
"anti-civil rights." The basis of their opin
ions and positions are not investigated, be
cause according to the new orthodoxy, the 
right position is axiomatic. The right posi
tion is axiomatic, a priori. The right posi
tions are gospel, not subject to analysis or 
debate. 

I have established certain positions on is
sues involving minorities. However, I do not 
here want to advocate my views or my opin
ions. No! I want here to urge Black profes
sionals that you not permit yourselves to be 
insulted by an orthodoxy that requires you 
to ignore the education for which you have 
worked so hard and diligently. I want here to 
urge that you insist on your intellectual 
freedom-that you not permit the rigidity of 
this orthodoxy to straight-jacket your 
thinking. I ask that you use your skills and 
intellect when you consider the many issues 
affecting minorities in this society, that you 
study and analyze the facts about traditional 
approaches, and that you calmly and ration
ally examine the results of policies which af
fect minorities. None of us want to be per
ceived as cutting back on civil rights. But as 
the few survivors of the educational process, 
we simply must look at the results of poli
cies upon which minorities have relied to im
prove their socioeconomic condition. 

Recent reports have shown what many of 
us have argued for years: that family com
position, education and a host of other social 
factors can have as much impact on employ
ment opportunities as traditional barriers 
caused by discrimination. 

These factors raise questions about the ef
fectiveness of some of the particular meth
ods we are using to overcome tough prob
lems. For example, we have seen a continu
ing national debate over the merits of af
firmative action without a real determina
tion of its successes. In more than a decade 
of affirmative action policy, we have seen 
conflicting reports. But we cannot ignore the 
fact that Black men-who were supposed to 
be helped by affirmative action-are still 
dropping out of the labor market at a fright
ening rate. One recent study showed that 
Black male participation in the civilian 
labor force dropped from 74.1 percent in 1960 
to 55.3 percent in 1982. This is an alarming 
drop of 18.8 percent. And while the income of 
the most fortunate of us has reached parity 
with whites-the income of the least fortu
nate continues its relentless and precipitous 
downward trend. Something is very wrong. 

In light of real world facts of life, there 
should be no reasoned disagreement over the 
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underlying premise of affirmative action: 
that is, that we simply must do more than 
just stop discriminating if we are ever going 
to stop the effects of a history of discrimina
tion. But, we must have the courage to rec
ognize that there is room to question the ef
fectiveness and legality of certain affirma
tive action programs and policies. It would 
be irresponsible for us simply to turn our 
backs on this reality and assume we have de
veloped a social and legal panacea. This is 
particularly true when the 1980 census shows 
a widening income gap between affluent and 
poor Blacks. 

Even while we may question the effective
ness of current methods, we are still bound 
to uphold the law. We at the commission, 
through our compliance and litigation pro
gram, are involved in the area of affirmative 
action. The courts have determined this to 
be an appropriate remedy for us to pursue 
and a significant portion of the cases we han
dle continue to result in settlements or 
court orders which provide affirmative relief. 
And, as long as I am chairman we will ag
gressively pursue all remedies available to 
us-whether I like them or not. But we must 
continue to raise questions about the effec
tiveness of particular tactics of our overall 
strategy. After all, the great civil rights vic
tories we have seen so far were not won as a 
result of a blind allegiance to the status quo. 
We have moved forward because we dared to 
question established policy; because we were 
relentless in searching for answers. 

Our future challenge will be to continue 
using the law to remedy problems arising 
from violation of the law; working all the 
while-probing and testing-to develop the 
much-needed solutions-including the train
ing and education programs we desperately 
need-to attack problems rooted in socio
economic causes. Unquestionably, the fed
eral government must and will continue to 
have a major role to play; continuing to pro
tect rights through strict enforcement of the 
laws; continuing to exert leadership to en
sure that the generation that carries us into 
the next century will not continue fighting 
the same battles over and over again. 

Fifteen years ago-about this time of the 
year, I was boarding a train to go off to col
lege. Those were interesting years, a time for 
activism, a time for protest. I remember the 
protests and rallies to free Huey Newton and 
Angela Davis. I remember the pickets, the 
demonstrations, the anti-war marches. I also 
remember the free breakfast programs, and 
tutoring community children. As I look 
back, I become keenly aware of the groping, 
the struggling for answers to the many prob
lems of minorities in this country. Passion 
and emotions overtook reason and consumed 
us. We were angry, very angry. 

Before graduating from college, and as a 
veteran of countless protest efforts, I real
ized that we were allowing our hearts rather 
than our minds to lead us to the solutions 
which were so badly needed. I recalled the 
words of Robert Frost, which had helped me 
during my high school days as I fought to 
harness the anxieties of Richard Wright's 
Bigger Thomas; reconcile Christianity and 
segregat.ion, and educate myself in a semi
nary which was all-white-except for me. 

I do not mean to suggest that the civil 
rights movement and the accomplishment of 
that movement are meaningless. The laws 
that the leaders of the civil rights movement 
encouraged remain crucial to the achieve
ment of equality for minority people in this 
country. Nor do I want to paint a picture of 
hopelessness or desperation for minority 
groups in America. I have every faith in our 

ability to address the problems of the minor
ity community. However, I believe that in 
order to address these problems, you will 
have to seek new directions. The information 
I have access to supports this belief. This in
formation suggests that our strategy and our 
approaches must be questioned and changed 
if we are to realize the goal of equality for 
all members of the society in which we live. 
In developing this new approach, we must re
sist rhetoric and noble intentions. Instead, 
we must demand positive results. 

Many of us have walked through doors 
opened by the civil rights leaders, now you 
must see that others do the same. As individ
uals who have received the benefit of an edu
cation which was probably denied your fa
thers and mothers, and in some cases sisters 
and brothers, you must devise a plan for a 
civil rights movement for the 1980s. The ef
fort which it takes to do this cannot be legis
lated or mandated.· It must come from within 
you. I believe that we can have impact. That 
we can solve the seemingly intractable prob
lems of minorities in this country. I assure 
you that if we don't try, if we are not posi
tive, if we continue to make excuses and if 
we continue to let naysayers dominate our 
thinking, the problems will not be solved. If 
you and I don't solve these problems, then 
who will? If we don't do it now, then when? 
We simply cannot afford another decade of 
misdirection. 

You have been privileged to receive an edu
cation. You have the ability to understand 
that because our problems now transcend 
race, solutions must also extend beyond 
race. You must not be afraid of being dis
liked and must resist functioning in lockstep 
with others simply because doing so is more 
convenient. We cannot accept the implica
tions of the new orthodoxy which exists in 
America today-an orthodoxy which says 
that we must be intellectual clones. We 
fought too long and too hard to make people 
stop saying Blacks look alike-but I say it is 
a far greater evil that many say Blacks 
think alike-it is a far greater evil that we 
tend to exalt rhetoric over facts and critical 
analysis. 

To change our thinking is not easy. I know 
it is difficult to change when the changes are 
perceived and publicized as setbacks to civil 
rights gains. But we cannot clutch symbols 
when reality demands action. I urge that you 
not instinctively dismiss new concepts, new 
ideas, new proposals and new leaders. I ask 
that you engage in rational discussion about 
the problems of minorities and demand that 
others do so. I ask that you not permit those 
who thrive on sensationalism, to sway you. I 
ask that you be persuaded by the same study 
and research as you would be persuaded by in 
your professional endeavors. I ask that you 
join me in seeking new, meaningful directios 
for the members of minority groups in Amer
ica. The problems that I speak of are critical 
to our survival. This makes · reexamination 
and redirection all the more compelling. I 
ask that you use the many skills you have 
acquired to dissect systematically the prob
lems facing minorities. Only in this way will 
be begin to find solutions. The future de
pends on your skills-your courage-your 
strength! 

DO NOT SACRIFICE CLARENCE 
THOMAS ON THE ALTAR OF RE
VERSE DISCRIMINATION 
Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, we have 

all become aware since Judge Thomas' 
nomination to be Associate Justice of 

the Supreme Court that his written 
views on civil rights and affirmative 
action are the subject of intense scru
tiny. 

While some of his critics describe 
their concern as based on his overall 
views or record, when one boils down 
this opposition, it really amounts to 
this: The judge has expressed opposi
tion to preferences for or against any
one on the basis of race or gender and 
those who support such preferences 
want to punish him for it. 

I trust, Mr. President, that the Sen
ate will not sacrifice Judge Thomas on 
the altar of reverse discrimination, as 
some of his critics would have us do. 

Judge Thomas has fought discrimina
tion all of his life. He knows what it is 
like to be a victim of racial discrimina
tion-both of the subtle and open vari
eties. There is not a single Member of 
this body who can tell Clarence Thom
as what it is like to be subjected to vile 
racism. 

Judge Thomas has an excellent 
record in the executive branch. He took 
the chairmanship of the Equal Employ
ment Opportunity Commission in 1982 
when that agency had been left in 
shambles by the Carter administration 
predecessor. He turned that agency 
around. I know. I chaired the Labor 
Committee, with oversight over the 
EEOC, for the bulk of Judge Thomas' 
chairmanship, and was ranking mem
ber for the remainder of it. 

He did a fine job. The number of law
suits and interventions filed increased 
from 195 in fiscal year 1983 to a record 
599 in fiscal year 1989. A May 17, 1987, 
editorial of the Washington Post enti
tled "The EEOC Is Thriving" praised 
"the quiet but persistent leadership of 
Chairman Clarence Thomas * * *.'' 

Judge Thomas has expressed the view 
that our Constitution and civil rights 
laws apply equally to all Americans-
black and white. Is that wrong? He has 
expressed his disfavor of reverse dis
crimination, regardless of the euphe
mism used to mask racial and gender 
preferences. He has identified with the 
eloquent dissent of Justice Harlan the 
elder in the Plessy versus Ferguson 
case, which enshrined the odious racial 
doctrine of separate but equal-a doc
trine Judge Thomas lived under for 
part of his life. In his dissent, Justice 
Harlan correctly said: 

Our Constitution is colorblind, and neither 
knows nor tolerates classes among citizens. 

Indeed, Justice William 0. Douglas 
expressed similar sentiments in his dis
sent in the DeFunis versus Odegaard 
case. That was a 1974 case in which the 
court declared moot a controversy con
cerning a State law school's racially 
discriminatory admissions policy. This 
is what Justice Douglas had to say: 

The consideration of race as a measure of 
an applicant's qualification normally intro
duces a capricious and irrelevant factor 
working an invidious discrimination. Once 
race is a starting point, educators and courts 
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are immediately embroiled in competing 
claims of different racial and ethnic groups 
that would make difficult, manageable 
standards consistent with the Equal Protec
tion Clause. The clear and central purpose of 
the 14th amendment was to eliminate all of
ficial State sources of invidious racial dis
crimination in the States. 

There is no constitutional right for any 
race to be preferred. * * * A DeFunis who is 
white is entitled to no advantage by reason 
of that fact; nor is he subject to any disabil
ity, no matter what his race or color.* * * 

The Equal Protection Clause commands 
the elimination of racial barriers, not their 
creation in order to satisfy our theory as to 
how society ought to be organized. * * * 

If discrimination based on race is constitu
tionally permissible when those who hold the 
reins can come up with "compelling" reasons 
to justify it, then constitutional guarantees 
acquire an accordion-like quality. * * * [416 
U.S. at 333, 334, 336, 337, 342, 343 (Douglas, J., 
dissenting)]. 

I do not know how Judge Thomas 
will rule on affirmative action issues. 
He does not believe in imparting his 
personal views into his judging. More
over, there are Supreme Court cases 
that have begun to address some of 
these questions and I do not know 
Judge Thomas' views on stare decisis. 

I do know this: If the proponents of 
racial and gender preferences and re
verse discrimination wish to go after 
Judge Thomas on these issues, however 
they dress up these unfair practices 
with seemingly benign labels and eu
phemisms or mask them with con
voluted rules in new legislation, I and 
others will be prepared to debate these 
issues fully, and Judge Thomas' record, 
in front of the American people. 

One last point. Some of the pro
ponents of preferences and reverse dis
crimination who would prefer to see 
Judge Thomas defeated understand 
that they are out of step with the 
mainstream of the American people. 
They will seek to cast their opposition 
in loftier tones, and to look for other 
excuses-any excuses-to oppose Judge 
Thomas, to draw attention away from 
their ulterior reasons for opposing him. 
Indeed, there is some indication, re
ported by the Washington Post and 
elsewhere, that the abortion issue, in 
addition to being used as an inappro
priate litmus test in its own right by 
proabortion groups, will be used by 
proponents of reverse discrimination to 
try to drag Judge Thomas down. 

I do not believe such a tactic will 
work. 

Mr. President, I thank my dear friend 
from North Dakota for allowing me to 
take this extra 10 minutes, and my 
friend from Mississippi for the kind
ness he has shown to me here today. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, has leader 

time been reserved? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator is correct. 
Mr. DOLE. If there is nobody here to 

offer an amendment, and there is no 
problem with the managers, I would 

like to take about 2 minutes of that 
time. 

MFN FOR SOVIETS 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I am 

pleased by today's announcement in 
Moscow that the President intends to 
submit for Senate approval a com
prehensive trade agreement with the 
Soviet Union, including the granting of 
most favored nation status. 

It is another important step forward 
on the road to improved and mutually 
beneficial relations for our two coun
tries. To the extent that it helps foster 
stability, and improves the prospects 
for better living conditions for the So
viet people, while at the same time 
benefiting us-especially by expanding 
our potential export markets-it is 
truly a win-win situation. 

As I think most Senators know, there 
is at least one problem that we will 
have to resolve as we work on the 
agreement, and that is making sure 
that approval of the agreement does 
not compromise our long-held and le
gitimate position on freedom for the 
Baltics. But that is something I am 
confident we can accomplish without 
scuttling the agreement itself. 

So I look forward to the early sub
mission of the agreement to the Sen
ate. I intend to support it and work for 
prompt passage of the resolution of ap
proval. 

Mr. President, I reserve the remain
der of my leader time, and I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

THE 46TH ANNIVERSARY OF A 
DISASTER-AND COURAGE 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, today 
marks the 46th anniversary of what 
many in the U.S. Navy regard as the 
greatest disaster in the history of our 
Navy, the sinking of the U.S.S. Indian
apolis. But the courage of the fine 
Americans who died in that disaster, as 
well as the estimated 900 who escaped 
the sinking, is a saga of dedication and 
sacrifice. 

Mr. President, it was quite by acci
dent that I began giving thought to 
this fateful event a few weeks ago. A 
friend in North Carolina had written to 
me, making inquiry about various as
pects of the disaster. I did not have the 
answers, so I made inquiry, in turn, of 
a dear friend of mine who is a retired 
admiral. Here is his response: 

On 28 July 1945, the U.S.S. Indianapolis de
parted Guam for Leyte at approximately 0930 
in the morning. She had previously off-load
ed the internal components of the Hiroshima 
Bomb in Tinian on 26 July 1945. 

As she steamed through the darkness of 
the night of 29-30 July 1945, the Indianapolis 
was struck by two Japanese submarine-

launched torpedos in her starboard bow at 
five minutes after midnight. In less than 15 
minutes the cruiser had vanished east of 
Leyte in position 12 degree 02 minutes north 
latitude, 134 degrees 48 minutes east lon
gitude. 

This began the terrible events that proved 
to be the worst disaster at sea in the history 
of the U.S. Navy in terms of lives lost. Of the 
1,196 brave men assigned to this ship, it has 
been estimated that 900 escaped the sinking. 
However, their trials had just begun. 

For more than five days these men had to 
survive in shark-infested waters before res
cue was accomplished-and that rescue was 
totally by accident. Of the 900 who escaped 
the sinking, only 316 were in fact rescued. 
Five days of deprivation and horrible shark 
attacks had taken a deadly toll. It is impos
sible to imagine the terror these brave men 
endured. 

When we think back through American 
history, we think of the enormous sacrifice 
by so many Americans-Valley Forge, the 
Argonne Forest, Guadalcanal, Iwo Jima, 
Chosen Reservoir in Korea, the Tet offensive 
in Vietnam, to name only a few. 

But no men who ever fought for our coun
try deserve more esteem than the crew of the 
U.S.S. Indianapolis. A ship is nothing more 
than steel shaped to the needs and desires of 
man. The heart, the soul, the very life of a 
ship, is her crew. The U.S.S. Indianapolis had 
the very best. 

On 30 July 1991, we will mark the 46th an
niversary of the sinking of that steel form 
named U.S.S. Indianapolis. But the heart and 
soul of her crew lives on, and will live for
ever in the minds of the American people. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, on this 
anniversary, Senators and other Amer
icans should take special note of the 
suffering and sacrifice of the crew of 
the U.S.S. Indianapolis 46 years ago. It 
was a disaster at sea, yes. But it was a 
moment when the courage of these su
perb Americans gave meaning to Amer
ica. Braver Americans never lived. 

RESPONSE TO SPECIAL BOARD 
REPORT ON RAILROAD CONTRACT 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I recently 
read the report of the Special Board ap
pointed by the President under the bill 
which ended the nationwide railroad 
strike. The purpose of the Special 
Board was to review the settlement 
recommendations of the original Presi
dential Emergency Board [PEB], 
change or modify the recommendations 
as appropriate, and adopt the final 
package as a binding settlement. 

I supported the creation of the Spe
cial Board so that rail workers would 
have a forum in which to express their 
concerns and have their views fairly 
considered on the original PEB rec
ommendations. 

Unfortunately, when I read the Spe
cial Board's report, it seemed the 
Board's goal was to avoid looking at 
the real issues in the rail dispute and 
the PEB report. Instead, most of the 
Board's report was devoted to tedious 
arguments over procedure instead of 
substance. The Board's written opinion 
had no discussion of the real issues, yet 
in the end conclusively held that the 
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original PEB recommendations were 
"fair and demonstrably equitable." No 
reasons why they were provided. 

I am not a lawyer. But as in Bob 
Dylan's song line, "You don't have to 
be a weatherman to tell which way the 
wind blows," similarly in this case, one 
does not have to be a lawyer to tell 
which way the political wind was blow
ing at the presidentially appointed 
Special Board. It certainly was not 
blowing on behalf of the railroad work
ers. 

Mr. President, in my view, the Spe
cial Board failed in its mission as in
tended by Congress, to provide rail 
workers a fair second chance to have 
their views heard and considered on 
matters crucial to their economic live
lihood. 

LOAN GUARANTEES FOR THE SET
TLEMENT OF SOVIET AND ETHI
OPIAN JEWS 
Mr. COATS. Mr. President, for years 

the United States has pressured the So
viet Union to allow greater and freer 
emigration for Soviet Jews to Israel. 
Now that our demands are being met, 
we must not fail those who seek a new 
life in Israel. 

We must understand that opening the 
country's gates to unlimited numbers 
of Jews from Ethiopia and the Soviet 
Union is first and foremost a humani
tarian act no one else is willing to un
dertake. To make it possible, Israel 
does not seek American grants or 
loans. It only wants the U.S. Govern
ment to facilitate bank loans by guar
anteeing them. Nor is the undertaking 
an economic gamble. Israel has 
unfailingly met its debt repayments on 
time, and it has neither asked, nor 
been granted loan forgiveness. More
over, by absorbing and nurturing the 
brain pool which the immigration con
tains, Israel is adding an incalculable, 
priceless asset to the world democ
racies. 

Some would say that the United 
States must use its vast resources to 
take a strong position against the 
country that is slowly dispossessing a 
Palestinian people. We must be careful 
to not let our foreign policy aid con
flict with our humanitarian aid. Pun
ishing a close friend and ally in order 
to alter an unrelated domestic policy 
of that country is inappropriate and 
detrimental to our bilateral relation
ship. Like all United States assistance 
to Israel, the loans obtained with the 
United States guarantees can only be 
used within pre-1967 borders. The res
cue of Soviet Jewry is a humanitarian 
concern; these guarantees should not 
be linked to political disagreement 
over Israeli settlements in the admin
istered territories. They are two sepa
rate issues. 

Israel needs these loans to absorb 
hundreds of thousands of Jews who 
have excellent reasons to fear for their 
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safety if they stay in their countries of 
origin. The vast majority have nowhere 
else to go but Israel. Only Israel has 
unconditionally chosen to accept each 
one. The Israelis decided long ago that 
each Jew was a brother, and that they 
were their brothers' keepers. This 
noble commitment speaks loudly of 
their desire for peaceful advancement. 

This act is not one of calculated in
vestment, but one of unusual moral 
sentiment. For the first time in Israel's 
history, taxpayers will spend more for 
the cost of absorbing new immigrants 
than for defense. An estimated 20 per
cent of Israel's budget will be spent on 
absorption this year alone. In Septem
ber, the Shamir government is ex
pected to formally request from the 
United States $2 billion a year loan 
guarantees over the next 5 years to off
set the estimated $4~$50 billion cost of 
absorbing 1 million Soviet and Ethio
pian immigrants. 

For over two decades the United 
States has made the freedom of Soviet 
Jewry a central tenet of our foreign 
policy toward the U.S.S.R. We now 
have the opportunity to assist in this 
historic, humanitarian effort-the suc
cessful absorption of this Jewish com
munity into Israel. The Jewish commu
nity stands united already promising 
nearly $4 billion in grants, loans, and 
guarantees over the next 5 years. This 
is an equivalent of over $700 for each 
American Jew. With only a marginal 
bookkeeping effect on the U.S. budget, 
America stands to gain more than it 
loses. We stand to gain much as our 
banks profit from servicing the loans 
and our industries benefit from the 
building and construction materials 
needed to support such a project. Most 
importantly, Israel has a perfect loan 
repayment record and has never de
faulted on a loan 

We can do more to help achieve peace 
if we maintain our strong relationship 
with this trusted ally, and support Is
rael in this great humanitarian effort. 

NATIONAL HOSIERY WEEK 
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the week 

of August 11-17 marks the 20th annual 
observance of "National Hosiery 
Week." Since Congress will be in recess 
during that week, I'll take a moment 
today to pay my respects to an indus
try which is vital to the free enterprise 
system of our Nation and to the econ
omy of North Carolina. 

At a time when imports continue to 
threaten the textile and apparel indus
try, it is important that Americans 
support our textile and apparel indus
try in general, and our hosiery indus
try in particular. 

The hosiery industry constitutes a 
significant portion of the textile and 
apparel complex, employing 71,200 
American workers in more than 28 
States. In 1990, the hosiery industry · 
produced 320,149,000 dozen pairs. 

Mr. President, despite the overall 
size of the industry, hosiery companies 
are vital to countless small commu
nities around the country. The average 
hosiery company is a small- to me
dium-size business in a small American 
town. In fact, hosiery manufacturers 
are often the major employers in their 
comm uni ties. 

The hosiery industry is doing every
thing it can to counter imports by im
proving productivity in the mills, by 
investing in more efficient machinery 
and by sharpening the industry's mar
keting skills. 

Furthermore, the hosiery industry is 
aggressively seeking foreign markets 
for its products. In 1990, U.S. hosiery 
exports increased to 6,899,215 dozen 
pairs. 

Mr. President, National Hosiery 
Week is of special significance to me 
since North Carolina is the leading tex
tile State in the Nation. In fact, more 
than one-half of all American-made ho
siery is produced in North Carolina. 

North Carolina is proud of its distinc
tive leadership in the hosiery industry. 
We are grateful for the fine quality of 
life this industry has provided for so 
many people who are hard-working, 
friendly and proud of their industry. 

Mr. President, on behalf of my fellow 
North Carolinians, I extend my sincere 
congratulations to the hosiery indus
try for the great job it is doing for the 
people of our State and Nation. 

TRIBUTE TO LOUIS B. ROGOW 
Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, it is 

my great honor to bring to the atten
tion of the Senate an individual who 
will truly be remembered as one of our 
Nation's greatest philanthropists and 
humanitarians, if not one of our Na
tion 's greatest citizens, Louis B. 
Rogow. Louis died recently at the age 
of 94. He was a resident of my home 
State of Connecticut for most of his 
life and made priceless contributions 
to our State, our Nation, and the State 
of Israel. 

Louis came to the United States 
from Kiev, Russia, in 1908, when he was 
11 years old. The necessity to support 
his family thrust him into the machin
ist trade at a very young age. Over
coming the lack of a formal education, 
Louis became founder and chairman of 
Birken Manufacturing Co. of Bloom
field , CT. During World War II, Birken 
was vital in supplying arms and equip
ment to the U.S. war effort. His com
pany provided intricate gyro mecha
nisms for the Raytheon Guided Missile 
Program and the Naval Torpedo Sta
tion at Newport, RI. Birken Manufac
turing now supplies aircraft parts to 
major corporations, such as Pratt & 
Whitney, Raytheon, Avco Lycoming, 
and the U.S. Air Force. 

Louis believed strongly in showing 
gratitude to his adopted country and 
dedicated his life to the old, the sick, 
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and the disadvantaged. He served on 
the boards of many institutions, in
cluding Mount Sinai Hospital, St. 
Francis Hospital, Newington Home for 
Crippled Children, and St. Mary's 
Home. He was a lifetime member of the 
board of directors of the Greater Hart
ford Jewish Federation. Louis was the 
first person in Connecticut to make a 
$1 million gift to the federation, which 
helped make it what it is today. The 
success of the recent airlift of over 
14,000 Ethiopian Jewish refugees to Is
rael was a further tribute to the sig
nificant contributions of Louis Rogow. 
He also served as chairman of the Hart
ford Committee of State of Israel 
Bonds and was honored in 1968 for rais
ing $1.l million in bonds. As a youth, 
he was even a champion bicycle racer 
and outstanding ice skater. In 1983, he 
was included into the Greater Hartford 
Jewish Hall of Fame of Jewish Ath
letes. 

Louis always demonstrated his love 
for the State of Israel. It is this love 
and commitment that motivated him 
to continue his good works long after 
retirement. Between 1948 and 1987, he 
and his wife made 31 trips to Israel and 
raised money for the economic develop
ment of the country and for the welfare 
of its people. He received the Albert 
Einstein Award from Israel's Technion 
University, where the aeronautical re
search center bears his name. He also 
held an honorary doctorate from the 
Technion and was an active fundraiser 
for Tel Aviv and Hebrew Universities in 
Israel. Upon hearing of his death, the 
Israeli leadership announced that a 
street would be named in his honor. 

Mr. President, I hope my distin
guished colleagues will join me in ris
ing to pay tribute to this great man. 
He has demonstrated most profoundly 
his dedication to the highest ideals of 
humanitarian leadership, and his com
mitment to these principles has served 
as an inspiration to us all. I know that 
the legacy of Louis Rogow will live on 
in the hearts and spirits of those who 
were the beneficiaries of his contribu
tions. He will truly be missed. 

ISRAELI LOAN GUARANTEES 
Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, in Sep

tember, the U.S. Congress is going to 
have the opportunity to reaffirm the 
American commitment to freedom and 
democracy. At that time, the State of 
Israel is expected to request the United 
States to guarantee $10 billion in loan 
guarantees over the next 5 years. This 
opportunity is both financially and 
morally correct. Israel, like the United 
States, is a country founded and sus
tained by immigrants. Both serve as a 
haven for those fleeing religious, eco
nomic, and political persecution. In the 
past year, Israel has been subject to a 
massive flow of refugees not seen since 
its founding in 1948. These United 
States guarantees will enable Israel to 

secure private loans to invest in human 
capital-perhaps one of the safest in
vestments that our countries can 
make. 

During these times of fiscal auster
ity, the United States will be unable to 
make large monetary grants to assist 
Israel in this historic immigration. 
However, the opportunity exists to pro
vide guarantees, which are not grants, 
and do not involve the transfer of any 
funds from the United States Treasury 
to Israel. In effect, the United States 
would simply be cosigning a mortgage 
loan for Israel, allowing Israel to se
cure loans from private, United States 
financial institutions. With a United 
States guarantee, Israel will be able to 
obtain loans at favorable terms. For 
example, Israel will be able to secure 
30-year loans which would allow the Is
raeli economy time to reap the benefits 
of expansion resulting from the inte
gration of this wave of well-educated 
immigrants. 

Mr. President, loan guarantees are 
truly a no-cost investment for the 
United States. The United States has a 
great deal to gain economically by as
sisting Israel in this fashion. Not only 
do private American banks stand to 
profit from servicing the loans, but Is
rael will purchase most of the building 
and construction materials it needs 
from United States companies. Many 
United States firms have already been 
approached for large-scale Israeli con
struction contracts. 

These guarantees are also a low risk 
investment. Israel has a perfect debt 
repayment record-it has never de
faulted on a loan or been late with a 
single payment in its history. More
over, each past wave of immigration 
has resulted in growth for the Israeli 
economy. Economists predict that the 
influx of 1 million new consumers from 
this immigration will expand Israel's 
economy by an average 9 percent per 
year through 1995. This expansion will 
allow Israel to comfortably service its 
new debt. 

Israel has already committed to do 
all it can to absorb these immigrants. 
Israeli taxpayers, who are already 
overtaxed, will shoulder most of the 
costs of absorption with new tax in
creases. It is also interesting to note 
that a record 20 percent of Israel's 
budget will be spent on absorption this 
year-eclipsing defense for the first 
time as Israel's largest budgetary ex
penditure. 

The current wave of emigration to Is
rael is one of the clearest rewards from 
a successful United States foreign pol
icy toward the Soviet Union over the 
past three decades. Under United 
States leadership, worldwide attention 
has been focused on the plight of 
human prisoners in the Soviet Union
over 1 million of which are Jewish. The 
fall of the iron curtain, and the subse
quent relaxation of emigration laws, is 
a testament to the realization of Amer-

ican foreign policy goals and objec
tives. Now the United States has a 
moral obligation to ensure that the ref
ugees are given the chance to build new 
lives in a free and democratic society. 

In addition to being a sound invest
ment, the issue of these guarantees is a 
humanitarian one. They should not be 
linked to Israeli settlement activity or 
used as a political club. When Presi
dent Bush was asked earlier this month 
whether the absorption guarantees 
should be linked to settlement activ
ity, he responded by saying, "Well, I 
don't think it ought to be quid pro 
quo." This position was reiterated by 
White House Spokesman Marlin 
Fitzwater this past week, when he said, 
"there is no linkage." The future of So
viet Jewish immigrants-those who are 
fleeing tyranny to democracy-should 
not be held hostage to unresolved is
sues in the Middle East peace process 
such as Israeli settlements in the ad
ministered territories. 

REMARKS OF NITA SERSAIN 
Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, it is the 

belief of many Americans that some of 
the most favored methods of dealing 
with America's disadvantaged people 
have been not only ineffective, but 
counterproductive. 

Consider just these two examples: 
In many cases, our welfare systems 

have resulted in generations of families 
who know no other way of life-who 
see a vast, unbridgeable gulf between 
themselves and the job-holding tax
payers of our country; 

Our Indian reservations, rather than 
offering sanctuaries in which native 
Americans can develop their cultures 
and grow within them, have become 
ridden with alcoholism, unemploy
ment, and despair. Federal dollars 
poured into the system seem only to 
hasten the decay. 

In Idaho, as in much of the Western 
United States, people see these systems 
and their abysmal results as evidence 
of the wrongheadedness of our ap
proaches to the problems they are de
signed to solve. These folks will con
tend that the answer is not for govern
ment to help the disadvantaged even 
more, but rather for government sim
ply to get out of the way and encour
age the disadvantaged to see their po
tential and to reach it. 

Nita Sersain, a constituent of mine 
from Boise, ID, is a long-time friend. 
To my knowledge, she holds no lofty 
degree from any expensive university. 
She has no experience in government, 
nor in the field of social welfare. But 
she has, to my knowledge, something 
that many others seem to lack: basic, 
common sense. 

She has prepared some thoughts on 
the topic of the proper treatment of 
America's minorities which, I hope, 
will stimulate further consideration on 
the part of my colleagues. Mr. Presi-
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dent, I ask that her ideas be printed in 
the RECORD, and I commend them to 
the other Members of this body. 

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

REFLECTIONS OF AMERICA 

As the United States of America moves to
ward 1992, we may want to take a moment to 
reflect on our strength and give thanks for 
our unique government and the commitment 
of our legislators to govern in such a way as 
to ensure long term stability and continued 
growth. We have every reason to expect con
tinued mastery of social and economic prob
lems in 1992 and in the years beyond. We can
not, however, expect our Legislators to do it 
all. We as individuals must each strive for 
excellence. 

One distinctive quality of being an Amer
ican citizen is the responsibility of each indi
vidual to shoulder his or her share of the 
load. We have not always been good stewards 
of this great nation. Now is the time that we 
must recognize the fact that America is pop
ulated by innumerable nationalities such as 
Chinese, Japanese, Vietnamese, Mexicans, 
Spaniards, Afro-Americans, American Indi
ans, Germans, Scots, English, Irish, French, 
and others. We also have the imprisoned, dis
abled, dysfunctional, terminally ill, aged and 
the list goes on. All of these individuals com
bined create our population. 

We must face the fact that if indeed there 
is such a thing as a "minority", then the 
"majority" is comprised of "minorities" and 
no one is entitled to more than another. 

In the Gettysburg Address, President Lin
coln clearly noted that "all men are created 
equal." The Holy Bible (Book of Genesis, 
Chapter 5, Verse 1) states: "In the day that 
God created man, in the likeness of God 
made he him." Neither of these great 
quotations imply that there are, or will ever 
be, "minorities". 

Drew Brown is a very successful individual 
who had one black and one white parent. He 
wrote the book titled "Ya Gotta Believe", in 
which he says "I'm not black-I'm not 
white-I'm American!" He is one of many 
people who could have chosen failure by 
claiming to be a "minority" member. How
ever, he chose the American way-to be all 
you can be. Let not any formerly enslaved 
race ride on the backs of their ancestors, but 
may we accept our heritages and recognize 
our individual responsibility to be all that 
we can be. 

We must no longer allow the proliferation 
of so-called "minority groups". Logic tells 
us that if we are to achieve balance in our 
socioeconomic system, we must all work to
gether for the good of our country. Implicit, 
I believe, in "freedom from fear," and "free
dom from want," is freedom from ignorance. 

If America is to maintain its position of 
leadership and example throughout the 
world, we must constantly strive to solve 
any problem which arises at home. One of 
the most serious of these problems at 
present, in my view, is the common usage of 
preferential treatment for so-called "minori
ties". 

Some people refuse to give up the concept 
of "minorities". They have discovered that 
using this term has served them all too well, 
to provide them with preferential treatment 
without acceptance of responsibility. Other 
American citizens have an unfair amount of 
tax imposed upon them in order to support 
this syste •• . 

Do our ele1.,, :-~d officials recognize what has 
happened and is happening to the life blood 

of America? The scale of justice weighs heav
ily on the side of those individuals who 
choose to identify themselves as "minori
ties," and our government has been hood
winked into believing that they are more im
portant than working taxpayers. 

America is known as the "Land of Oppor
tunity". But those who have chosen to ac
cept the challenge to pursue and achieve 
their dreams are then required to surrender 
a large portion of their reward to support the 
"minorities," as well as pay for the Savings 
and Loan bailout, the national debt, foreign 
aid, and support to Third World countries. 

We cannot have it both ways. Some have 
chosen the unabashed style of perpetuating 
the attitude of "gimme more of what you 
worked for because I'm a minority," while 
others reach for the American Dream, rec
ognizing the truth that lies within the Pre
amble to our Constitution: "All men are cre
ated equal". 

This is the 'Reflection of America' today. 
It will only get worse, unless legislators rec
ognize that part of the responsibility lies 
with them. They need to discontinue the ter
minology of "minority" and allow each and 
every citizen to accept personal responsibil
ity for his or her actions, to meet the chal
lenge while grasping the opportunities that 
abound in this great land of ours, and be
come self sustaining in accordance with the 
abilities of each of us. 

Where have we been? Where are we going? 
Where will it end? It would most assuredly 
be beneficial to all Americans to abolish the 
term "minority". We are not a nation of mi
norities. We are "One Nation under God, in
divisible, with liberty and justice for all"---or 
are we? The choice is ours-to work and 
achieve or not to work and fail. Whatever 
our choice, we must accept the consequences 
of our decision. If we continue on the path 
called "preferential treatment for minori
ties", it will surely lead to socialism. 

Let's walk hand in hand into a future of 
equality, bearing the banner of true freedom. 
Abolish the term "minorities" from the po
litical vocabulary and instill the term 
"equality" in its place. 

May the spirit of America long endure. 

ON ISRAELI ABSORPTION 
GUARANTEES 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I join my 
colleague, Senator HATCH, in address
ing the issue of the Israeli request for 
Soviet Jewry absorption guarantees. In 
September, Israel is expected to make 
a formal request for a total of SlO bil
lion in credit guarantees to be provided 
in S2 billion allotments over the next 5 
years. 

Israel is a very small country, and 
the absorption of these immigrants has 
taken its toll on their economy. That 
will continue into this decade as the 
flood expands. 

The credit guarantee request has 
been made in response to the need for 
assistance in handling the increase in 
the influx of Soviet Jews into Israel. 
The country is facing a serious finan
cial crisis. More than 1 million Soviet 
Jews are expected to arrive by the end 
of 1992. It is important to remember 
that these loan guarantees are not 
cash. The guarantees are not even 
loans from the U.S. Government. What 
this agreement would do, in effect, is 

assist Israel in borrowing from private 
banks by providing those institutions a 
United States Government guarantee 
to cover the loan repayment if Israel 
defaults. 

Israel has never defaulted on a loan. 
Prime Minister Yitzhak Shamir has 
said that Israel has a commitment to 
repay its debts to the United States. Is
rael's foreign debt burden has been 
markedly reduced. In 1990, Israeli for
eign debt was 36 percent of its gross do
mestic product. That is down from ap
proximately 80 percent in 1985. Its 
economy is on the upswing and will 
continue in that direction with assist
ance in the assimilation of the millions 
of immigrants. In the long term, these 
immigrants will provide a work force 
that will assist in the country's eco
nomic growth. The average skill level 
of these immigrants is higher than 
that of the Israeli population-more 
than 40 percent have degrees of higher 
education. Therefore, providing the 
credit guarantees will also allow Israel 
to make an investment in her future. 

Our Nation led the fight to free the 
Soviet Jews and open the doors for the 
flow of immigration. Now, Mr. Presi
dent, when we have succeeded in open
ing the doors of freedom for millions of 
Jewish people in the Soviet Union, let 
us work wisely to prevent them from 
being shut. Without United States as
sistance in this time of crisis, it is un
likely that Israel will be able to con
tinue to absorb the millions that seek 
freedom there. 

One of the ways that we can close off 
this historic migration is by linking 
the guarantees to settlements in the 
occupied territories. Clearly, we must 
eventually resolve the issue of settle
ments in the occupied territories. How
ever, I question the appropriateness of 
linking that issue to the future free
dom of the millions of Jews fleeing 
from persecution in the Soviet Union 
and Ethiopia. 

I am concerned, Mr. President, about 
making progress in the peace process. 
President Bush and Secretary Baker 
have worked diligently to bring both 
sides together in the Middle East peace 
process. I strongly support their ef
forts, which are now seeing some re
ward with recent movement towards 
talks by both the Israelis and the Syr
ians. The question of linkage would be 
more appropriate as a question to be 
resolved in the pending peace talks. 
The Sinai Peninsula is a case in point. 
Jewish settlement activity occurred 
there for 10 years. However, when 
Egyptian President Anwar Sadat en
gaged in the peace talks in 1977 and fol
lowing the Camp David accords, Israel 
dismantled all Jewish settlements in 
that former occupied territory. 

Mr. President, let us understand the 
issue of absorption guarantees for what 
it is: the credit guarantee of a reliable 
ally, in providing humanitarian assist-
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ance for Soviet Jews fleeing persecu
tion in the Soviet Union. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
AKAKA). Morning business is closed. 

AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOP
MENT, FOOD AND DRUG ADMIN-
ISTRATION, AND RELATED 
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT, 1992 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ate will now resume consideration of 
the pending business, H.R. 2698, which 
the clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill (H.R. 2698) making appropriations 
for Agriculture, Rural Development, Food 
and Drug Administration, and Related Agen
cies programs for the fiscal year ending Sep
tember 30, 1992 and for other purposes. 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, as I 
recall, last evening when the Senate 
adjourned, an order was entered calling 
for the recognition of the Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. LEAHY] for the purpose 
of offering an amendment on the wet
lands reserve program. We are prepared 
to discuss that amendment and hope 
that we will be able to proceed soon to 
the consideration of that matter. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. LEAHY] is authorized to 
offer an amendment on which there 
will be 40 minutes debate, equally di
vided. 

The Senator from Vermont is recog
nized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 917 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I send an 
amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Vermont [Mr. LEAHY) 

proposes an amendment numbered 917. 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
In the committee amendment on page 48, 

line 14, after the words "which are not per
manent but are," strike all that follows and 
insert the following: "for thirty years or the 
maximum duration allowed under applicable 
State law; (2) cost-share assistance for the 
cost of carrying out the establishment of 
conservation measures and practices as pro
vided for in approved wetland reserve pro-

gram contracts; (3) other appropriate cost
share assistance for wetland protection; and 
(4) technical assistance: Provided, That this 
amount shall be transferred to the Commod
ity Credit Corporation for use in carrying 
out this program: Provided further, That the 
Secretary is authorized to use the services, 
facilities, and authorities of the Commodity 
Credit Corporation for the purpose of carry
ing out the program: Provided further, That 
none of the funds made available by this Act 
shall be used to enter in excess of 98,000 acres 
in fiscal year 1992 into the Wetlands Reserve 
Program provided for herein.". 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I nor
mally would not interfere with part of 
the overall appropriations bill, espe
cially this one, but I am concerned 
there is a section of the agriculture ap
propriations bill that rewrites part of 
the farm bill and represents substan
tial authorization activity on an appro
priations bill. 

I know the position, which I happen 
to respect, that the chairman of the 
Appropriations Committee, Senator 
BYRD, and others have taken, that we 
should not be authorizing on the appro
priations bill. 

The section of the appropriations bill 
in question changes a very important 
wetlands protection program that was 
created in the 1990 farm bill. Under this 
new program, called the wetland re
serve, farmers are paid to restore up to 
1 million acres of wetlands. In fact, it 
is going to pay farmers $700 million in 
tax dollars for the property value of 
these lands which are to be protected 
through the use 30-year or permanent 
easements. 

This $700 million will come from the 
Treasury. The easements are entirely 
voluntary. If the farmer does not want 
either a 30-year or permanent ease
ment, then he does not have to sell. 

The appropriations bill changes what 
was negotiated and debated and argued 
in the farm bill by allowing easements 
of only 15 years in length. This change 
violates both the spirit and the intent 
of the language authorizing the pro
gram. The wetland reserve was a com
promise. It was worked out, as was 
much in the 1990 farm bill, between ag
riculture on one side and the environ
mental interests on the other. 

The wetland reserve was also a com
promise between farmers and tax
payers. It provides payments and bene
fits to farmers for long-term, perma
nent protection of valuable restored 
wetlands. We must recognize that the 
costs of restoration and of the ease
ments are substantial. 

The Department of Agriculture esti
mated for every acre enrolled, the tax
payers-every one of us, not just farm
ers, not just environmentalists, every 
taxpayer-will pay $120 in cost share 
payments and $585 for the fair market 
value of the land. That means for a 1 
million-acre program, $705 million of 
taxpayers' moneys will be invested. 

When we passed the farm bill, Con
gress established that we said these 

easements would either be permanent 
or for 30 years. Congress did this be
cause we did not want to waste the tax
payers' money. If the taxpayers are 
going to spend $700 million, we wanted 
them to get something for it. It is as 
simple as that. Fifteen years of protec
tion is not enough. 

We will not be acting responsibly if 
we say, here is your $700 million, but at 
the end of 15 years you can then tear 
the wetland up. We have given a gift to 
the participants; the taxpayers have 
given a $700 million gift. 

Thirty years was a compromise. 
Thirty years was what the U.S. Senate 
voted for on this floor last year. Thirty 
years is what was in the committee of 
conference and voted on again by the 
U.S. Senate and the House of Rep
resentatives, signed into law by the 
President of the United States. 

What we are saying now is that we 
are going to go back on what we agreed 
to. These restored wetlands are not 
protected by Swampbuster. In fact, the 
farmer could go in and drain the wet
land and produce crops after 15 years. 

So, what we have, if my amendment 
is not adopted, is a situation in this ap
propriations bill where there will be a 
major rewrite of a significant section 
of the farm bill, something that this 
Senate has already voted on and ap
proved. But more than that, look at 
the incredible waste of money, where 
we would spend $700 million of tax dol
lars to rebuild drained wetlands, and 
then purchase voluntary rights, and 
then say after 15 years: OK, we gave 
you the $700 million but go ahead and 
tear up everything that we paid for. 

That is a great deal if you are the 
one on the other end of getting that 
$700 million but if you are the taxpayer 
who has to pay for it, it is not a very 
good deal at all. I do not think we 
should, in these tight economic times, 
be giving out tax dollars and waste 
benefits, whether they are going to 
farmers or environmentalists or any
body. We ought to be very, very careful 
how we spend the taxpayers' money. 

In this case, we are saying we are 
going to spend $700 million of the tax
payers' money and just throw it away. 
I want to restore the wetland reserve 
program back to what it was in the 
farm bill, back to the provision that 
was the result of months of work, dis
cussion, and compromise. A com
promise that requires these easements 
to either be permanent or of at least 30 
years in length. If we are going to 
spend tax dollars, let us make sure tax
payers get their money's worth for it. 

If this was a matter put to referen
durft among taxpayers in this country, 
they would vote overwhelmingly. If 
you asked taxpayers, do you want to 
spend $700 million for something that 
lasts only 15 years or are you going to 
spend the $700 million for something 
that will last at least 30 years and pos
sibly even be permanent, you know ex-
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actly what the answer would be. They 
would vote for the Leahy amendment. 

Mr. President, I reserve the remain
der of my time. 

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. President, as the 
Senator from Vermont is aware, the 
House did not fund the Wetlands Re
serve Program, which was established 
in the 1990 farm bill. I have long sup
ported a wetlands reserve and believe 
that it is important for the Senate to 
provide funding for this program. How
ever, in order to fund this program, a 
couple of changes were made in the 
program. 

The 1990 farm bill provided 30-year 
and permanent easements. For the first 
signup, the Department of Agriculture 
intends to offer only permanent ease
ments. Since this is a new program and 
many farmers are reluctant to tie up 
their land for a generation or in per
petuity, the subcommittee believed it 
was important to provide another op
tion. Thus, the subcommittee modified 
the Wetlands Reserve Program to allow 
for 15-year easements. I would also 
point out that the subcommittee lim
ited the Wetlands Reserve Program to 
100,000 acres for the first year in order 
to realize some additional savings. 

I would ask that my colleague allow 
for some flexibility on this matter and 
see what sort of farmer interest we 
have in the 15- and 30-year easements 
and the permanent easement. I know 
that he is concerned that farmers will 
place wetlands in the reserve for 15 
years and then take that land out at 
the expiration of the contract. The 
-same may be said for the acres cur
rently in the Conservation Reserve 
Program. My response is that I think 
we will have a much higher rate of par
ticipation with the 15-year easements 
because many farmers will not partici
pate in the absence of this shorter 
easement. I think the benefits of in
creased enrollment outweigh the dis
advantages of placing these wetlands in 
the reserve for 15 years. 

Mr. President, I think participation 
will come under the proposal that I 
have offered. 

Mr. COCHRAN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Mississippi is recognized. 
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, this is 

an issue that causes me some concern 
because we, first of all, had a difficult 
time attracting support for any fund
ing for this program. Due to the budget 
constraints and the low allocation that 
we had for this subcommittee, we had 
many accounts that needed additional 
funding, but funds were not available 
because of these constraints and re
strictions on the committee's discre
tion. 

The other body, in its bill, provides 
no money for this Wetlands Reserve 
Program. If, in conference, the House 
position prevails, there will not be any 
wetlands reserve transactions entered 
into between landowners and the De
partment of Agriculture. 

So, I thought there was room for an 
argument that rather than simply pro
viding a small amount of money for 
some permanent easements-which 
may or may not be approved in the 
conference-that it was important to 
urge that some amount of the money 
that is appropriated be used for some 
amount of time less than permanent. A 
30-year easement, therefore, which is 
authorized in the farm bill is an option 
under the committee's approach. 

There are those who worry that tying 
up land for 30 years is going to be a dis
incentive and that farmers will not vol
untarily participate. This is a vol
untary program. It is not a mandatory 
program. It is an incentive program 
whereby farmers are offered rental or 
lump sum payments in exchange for 
granting these easements to property 
that could be considered wetlands or 
maybe previously was unfarmed wet
land a further incentive is to restore 
that land to its original character and 
provide wildlife habitat. For these and 
other reasons, the program was created 
in the farm bill. 

Technically, the provision in the 
committee's bill before the Senate that 
provides for the 15-year easement is 
not authorized in the farm bill. Tech
nically, it is bill language that argu
ably encroaches upon the jurisdiction 
of the Agriculture Committee. 

It was my hope that when this bill 
came up, we could work out an agree
ment and permit the bill language that 
we put in the appropriations bill to 
stand. 

It is not certain that the Department 
will enter into any 16-year easements. 
They would have to be negotiated. 
Farmers would have to be persuaded 
that it would be a good deal for them 
to accept some payment for a 15-year 
easement, at the end of which time 
they could reclaim the land and, under 
current law, use it in a way that is con
sistent with other provisions of the 
law. 

Let me remind Senators that we do 
have other provisions of law that seek 
to protect fragile lands from cultiva
tion. We have what is called the sod
buster law. We have the section 404 per
mit program that prohibits the putting 
into cultivation of fragile wetlands. It 
may very well be that all of these laws 
working together can continue to pro
tect those fragile lands from abuse that 
is irresponsible and about which and on 
which the Congress has spoken out on 
more than one occasion and in more 
than one bill. 

I am trying to search for some way 
to resolve this in hopes that we do not 
have an unnecessary confrontation 
over one small change in the bill. I 
hope as we debate this matter we can 
look for some way to resolve it. Maybe 
we cannot. Maybe we will just have to 
have a vote on it. 

I would point out that this commit
tee worked very hard to provide fund-

ing of $91 million for this program. The 
administration had requested $124 mil
lion for the program, but only for per
manent easements. It would be unfor
tunate if we provided that money in 
the appropriations bill and then none 
of it was used. We have a lot of other 
programs that · could have used that 
money. 

We have already been in touch with 
some administration officials who are 
concerned about the underfunding of 
the Food and Drug Administration ac
count. That is in the bill. We need to 
address that problem before this appro
priations process has been completed. 

There are real needs for some Soil 
Conservation Service funds that we 
were not able to provide in this legisla
tion. There are other accounts that I 
can identify and recall our considering 
when we were making up this bill that 
could use that $91 million. 

It may be somebody could make a 
pretty good argument that we just 
take all of that money out of this ac
count and put it somewhere else-that 
is what the House did-because there 
are a lot of other needs. If we cannot 
resolve the dispute over how we start 
this program and how much money 
should be allocated to it, then that 
could be the end result. We might not 
have any money for the program. 
Somebody is going to see this in the 
bill and say, let us use this somewhere 
else where there is no dispute. 

I am hoping that we can resolve the 
issue. I would like to see some money 
left in this account. Whether $91 mil
lion is the right amount or not, I do 
not know. 

I hope, as we look at the issue, we 
can work out some kind of compromise 
on this issue. That would be my hope. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from North Dakota. 

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. President, I want 
to point out that the committee 
amendment does not require USDA to 
accept any 15-year easements. It mere
ly allows them to be offered so that 
farmers may submit bids based on 15-
year easements. 

The bid process could be set up to 
give preference to 30-year easements. 
Furthermore, the rules for the program 
could stipulate that 15-year easements 
could only be accepted if the cost was 
significantly below that of 30-year 
easements. 

It is also entirely possible that 15-
year bids could have much more eco
logical value than equivalent-sized per
manent or 30-year easements. We may 
be able to enter much more valued wet
lands in the reserve by allowing 15-year 
easements that may not be entered if 
15-year easements were not allowed. 

The purpose of allowing 15-year ease
ments simply increases the competi
tiveness of the program. There will be 
more bids; the Department will have a 
bigger pool from which to accept bids. 
It by no means requires that only 15-
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year easements be granted. In fact, it 
does not mean that any 15-year ease
ments will be granted. 

Mr. LEAHY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Vermont is recognized. 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I yield 

myself 31/2 minutes. 
Mr. President, I am concerned when 

we say that the appropriations bill pro
vision simply gives discretion to move 
to a 15-year easement from a 30-year 
easement. Let us be serious. What 
farmer is going to give a 30-year ease
ment when he or she can get the money 
for a 15-year easement? They are just 
not going to do it, especially when you 
consider that the appropriation bill 
will allow 20 years of payments on a 15-
year easement. 

Let me point out what we are talking 
about. The cost of an acre in the wet
lands reserve is about $700. That is 
twice the average farmland value in 
North Dakota, twice the average farm
land value in South Dakota, twice the 
value of farmland in Montana, more 
than the average value of farmland. in 
Nebraska, a third more than the aver
age price of farmland in Kansas. 

So what we are setting up is a situa
tion where the taxpayers end up paying 
more than what the acreage would be 
worth on the open market. The tax
payer has to pay out all that money, 
and after 15 years it is gone. 

I understand we can never get perf ec
tion on a spending bill, and I am not 
asking for that. But if we are going to 
be talking about $700 million worth of 
the taxpayers' money, let us make sure 
we are getting the most back for it. 
There are a lot of other areas we need 
this money for, including in this bill. 

I strongly urge that we not go for
ward with this. I do not know how I 
would ever justify telling people in 
Vermont that we just spent $700 mil
lion to buy something that we are just 
going to give back at the end of 15 
years, anyway. Most Vermonters would 
not be able to understand that, and I 
suspect most taxpayers all over the 
country would not be able to under
stand that, unless they happen to be 
one of those who is getting far more 
money for their land than it is worth. 

Mr. President, I reserve the remain
der of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I am 
advised that another Senator is on his 
way to the floor to speak on the issue. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum and 
ask unanimous consent that the time 
of the quorum call not be charged to ei
ther side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 2 minutes. 

Mr. President, let me explain one 
more time why I propose this amend
ment. I think all of us agree on the ne
cessity for the Wetlands Reserve Pro
gram. The distinguished senior Senator 
from North Dakota has been a strong 
supporter of that, as has the distin
guished senior Senator from Mis
sissippi. We all voted for that in the 
farm bill. But the fact remains that we 
are making a dramatic change with no 
hearings, no testimony, no indication 
that this is needed. We are telling the 
American taxpayers to put up $700 mil
lion on an untested idea, with no hear
ings, no testimony, no effort to find 
out if it is going to work. 

Would it not make more sense to 
stay with what the farm bill has, the 
30-year easement to the permanent 
easement, try it for a year and see how 
it works. If we have problems with 
that, then have a hearing. I would com
mit the Agriculture Committee to 
move very quickly with legislation. 

But right now we are gambling $700 
million of the taxpayers' dollars for 
what I am afraid is going to turn out to 
be a boondoggle for many farmers in 
this country. There is no question a lot 
of farmers need help, but there is also 
a need to protect the taxpayer's inter
ests. No farmer needs a boondoggle, not 
with the taxpayers' money. So I hope 
the Senate will support my amend
ment. 

Mr. President, I reserve the remain
der of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. President, my 
colleague has made a wild statement 
about a boondoggle. A 15-year ease
ment would cost less than a 30-year 
easement. You get greater participa
tion. More farmers would be glad to be 
in the program. I think the total cost 
would be less under this program. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. LUGAR addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Indiana is recognized. 
Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I thank 

the Chair. 
Will the distinguished leader of the 

Agriculture Committee yield time for 
me to speak on this issue? 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, how 
much time does the Senator from Ver
mont have? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Nine 
minutes and forty seconds. 

Mr. LEAHY. I yield to the Senator 
from Indiana whatever amount of that 
9 minutes he desires. 

Mr. LUGAR. Five. 
Mr. LEAHY. I yield 5 minutes to the 

Senator from Indiana. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Indiana is recognized. 

Mr. LUGAR. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, I join the distin

guished Senator from Vermont, the 
chairman of the Agriculture Commit
tee, in opposing the language in the ag
riculture appropriations bill which 
changes provisions in the 1990 farm bill 
rather substantially. 

The 1990 farm bill authorized a wet
lands reserve program which would pay 
farmers to restore drained wetlands to 
their wetlands status. Farmers must 
agree, as you know, Mr. President, to a 
30-year or permanent easement on 
those restored wetlands under the 1990 
farm bill. This program is entirely vol
untary. No farmer has to participate if 
the farmer does not like the terms. The 
appropriations bill before us changes 
the terms of the Wetlands Reserve Pro
gram. This bill would allow 15-year 
easements as opposed to the 30-year or 
permanent easements in the 1990 farm 
bill. 

The original provision in the 1990 
farm bill allowed 30-year or permanent 
easements on the basis of many discus
sions and compromises that occurred 
during discussion of that legislation. It 
was especially true of the conservation 
title which required literally months of 
give and take on that title alone. The 
provision determining 30-year or per
manent easements was a hard-fought 
compromise, and I believe it was an 
important compromise. It is one that I 
come to the floor today to defend. I be
lieve, Mr. President, in fact it is im
proper for the Appropriations Commit
tee to alter that compromise with leg
islation on an appropriation bill. 

The Senator from Vermont, the dis
tinguished chairman, has spoken clear
ly on the merits of changing that pro
vision. Whether one agrees or disagrees 
on the merits, the work of the author
izing committee and the Congress as a 
whole should not be undone in an ap
propriations bill. 

Mr. President, I simply point out 
that the compromise of 30 years, is en
tirely voluntary with farmers choosing 
to be in the program. It came from rec
ognition of what had occurred in an
other conservation program, the Con
servation Reserve Program. In that 
particular program, at least the data in 
front of me indicates that the average 
payment per year per acre was approxi
mately $50. Farmers typically signed 
up for a 10-year Conservation Reserve 
Program. That meant payments of 
about $500 during the 10-year period of 
time. Other studies have shown that 
the average value of farm land and 
buildings in 1990 was about $693. 

Common sense, Mr. President, tells 
us that this is a very curious situation. 
A farmer retires that land for 10 years, 
and receives back during that period of 
time almost the full value of the land. 
Then he puts it out under a new con
servation plan, and proceeds to farm 
again, having received from the tax
payers of the United States, albeit in a 
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sound program-I have no doubt it was 
a part of supply management-most of 
the value of the land. 

That is really the issue at hand with 
regard to a 15- and 30-year issue. If in 
fact landowners are able to sign up for 
only 15 years, obtain substantially the 
value of their land from the taxpayers, 
and then proceed to back into some 
other situation, that is not good value 
for the taxpayers, or conservation pro
grams generally. This is why a 30-year 
compromise occurred, and in my judg
ment why the 30-year compromise 
should stand. 

I appreciate there is certain popu
larity in changing these terms. As a 
matter of fact , from the standpoint of 
the landowner, with the shorter time 
period and the more certainty of re
ceiving payments that approximate the 
value of the land, there is the certainty 
of a good return from a difficult si tua
tion. 

But I am hopeful that the Senate will 
reject the land reach in the appropria
tions bill, first because it is legislation 
on an appropriations bill. It is undoing 
by the Appropriations Committee of 
the work of the authorizing committee 
and then of the Congress in a carefully 
crafted, multifaceted farm bill of 1990. 

Finally, I am not certain that it is 
equitable to the taxpayers or to per
sons who are interested in conservation 
in this country. This is why I took the 
time to speak to the details with the 
specific comments and examples in at
tempting to make my point. 

I thank the Chair. 
Mr. LEAHY. Parliamentary inquiry, 

Mr. President. How much time re
mains? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has 9 minutes and 10 seconds. 

Mr. LEAHY. How much time to the 
proponents? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Nine 
minutes, 20 seconds. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I am 
going to yield back my time, but first 
I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. BURDICK. We yield back our 

time. 
Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, 

I rise in support of the amendment of
fered by the distinguished chairman of 
the Senate Agriculture Committee and 
supported by the ranking member to 
strike Senate Appropriations language 
directing the U.S. Department of Agri
culture to offer 15-year Wetland Re
serve Program contracts. 

Mr. President, one of the important 
features of the 1990 farm bill was the 
creation of the Wetland Reserve Pro
gram. This program is designed to en
courage farmers to voluntarily enter 
into long-term contracts with the Fed
eral Government to restore cropped 
wetlands into viable wetland habitats. 

I am very pleased that my colleagues 
on the Senate Appropriations Commit
tee have provided an initial $91 million 
in funds to commence operation of this 
program. 

Because of the substantial financial 
costs of this restoration, and the 
amount of time needed to bring forth 
normal wetland biological diversity, it 
makes sense to require a contract of 
sufficient duration to offset these costs 
and produce these conditions. In many 
instances, it will take 10 to 15 years for 
wetland reserve acreage to again ac
quire wetland characteristics. 

Mr. President, I would note that the 
cost of wetland restoration is substan
tially higher than the cost of establish
ing vegetative coverage on Conserva
tion Reserve Program [CRPJ acreage. 
The Soil Conservation Service esti
mates that it will cost at least $124 per 
acre for technical assistance to make 
wetland determinations, and several 
hundred dollars per acre, in cost-share 
funds to implement restoration plans. 
In contrast, the 10- to 15-year CRP con
tracts cost an average of $4.50 per acre 
for technical assistance and approxi
mately $50 per acre for cost-sharing 
conservation practices. 

I also want to express my concern 
that offering a 15-year wetland reserve 
contract at the onset of this program 
will strongly diminish the interest in 
longer contracts. Some of the support
ers of a 15-year contract have sug
gested that there may be substantial 
farmer resistance to the longer-term 
contract which will result in insuffi
cient signup. However, I think this 
speculation is premature, and I believe 
that Congress should defer from offer
ing shorter wetland reserve contracts 
unless it is clearly evident that farm
ers will not offer up the desired acreage 
at the longer terms authorized in the 
1990 farm bill. 

In closing, Mr. President, I do not 
feel that a sufficient case has been 
made at this point to substantially 
change the conditions of the Wetland 
Reserve Program, and I urge my col
leagues to support this amendment. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, before 
proceeding to a vote, may I observe 
that last night when we were working 
out this agreement to take this amend
ment up, it was provided in the order 
that a vote would occur at a time se
lected by the majority leader. 

So for the benefit and information of 
Senators, my observation is that we 
will not vote now on this amendment, 
but at sometime later in the day that 
is identified by the majority leader, 
after consultation with the Republican 
leader. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Mississippi is correct. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from Mississippi for that. I 
was off the floor when that agreement 
was made. The majority leader was 
making an effort to protect all Sen-

ators, including the Senator from Ver
mont. I certainly have no difficulty 
with the agreement. 

I was on a family matter with my 
family and relatives from Italy last 
night when the agreement was worked 
out, and I appreciate the help of the 
majority leader in doing that. But I 
still yield back the remainder of my 
time, and assume under the previous 
order the vote will occur at such times 
as the leaders decide. 

Mr. BURDICK. I want to say to my 
friend from Mississippi, out in the West 
a deal is a deal. If we made a deal like 
that, that is it. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, the 
bill is again open for amendment. I 
know that there are a few amendments 
that have been discussed with the man
agers of the bill that could be offered. 
I hope that Senators who do have 
amendments to the bill will come to 
the floor now and offer them so that we 
can discuss them. Some of those we 
may be able to take to conference, and 
others we may not be able to take by 
agreement or recommendation. But I 
think we can proceed to a conclusion of 
this bill within the hour. I see no rea
son why we cannot. 

I hope Senators will come to the 
floor and present their amendments. 
We can work toward completion of this 
bilf in a timely fashion. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
RoBB). Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I wonder 
if my friend, the distinguished senior 
Senator from North Dakota, would ac
commodate me by engaging in a short 
colloquy for a few minutes. 

Mr. BURDICK. Yes. 
Mr. DIXON. I thank the distin

guished senior Senator from North Da
kota. 

PIRCON-PECK PROCESS 
Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I rise 

today in support of an exciting and in
novative technology, the Pircon-Peck 
process. 

The Pircon-Peck process utilizes sul
fur from boiler coal combustion as 
basic fertilizer ingredients. The fer
tilizer produced has the same quality 
as fertilizer presently used by our 
country's farmers. 

Sulfur is the most costly component 
of fertilizer, representing more than 50 
percent of the nitrogen-phosphate fer
tilizer manufacturer's per-unit produc
tion cost. Whether it is mined or recov
ered, sulfur is scarce and costly, and 
the U.S. imports much of i t. This only 
adds to our Nation's trade deficit. 
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With the Pircon-Peck process, sulfur 

is obtained from Midwestern coal, and 
is utilized in the production of agricul
tural fertilizer . Rather than being a 
pollutant, the sulfur is used as a valu
able mineral. 

Participants of the Pircon-Peck proc
ess include the U.S. Department of Ag
riculture, the University of Illinois, the 
Illinois Department of Energy and Nat
ural Resources, the Illinois Depart
ment of Commerce and Community Af
fairs, Western Illinois University, the 
Institute of Gas Technology and Re
sources and Agricultural Management, 
Inc. 

Congress appropriated $2.1 million in 
fiscal year 1988 to initiate this pro
gram, and the State of Illinois has pro
vided $4.5 million. The technology now 
needs $2. 73 million in fiscal year 1992, 
to fulfill the Federal obligation of the 
cost-sharing agreement with the other 
participants. 

Mr. President, this technology makes 
sense both economically and environ
mentally. The United States and, in
deed, the world, faces the challenge of 
converting today's pollutants into to
morrow's resources. 

While complying with the Clean Air 
Act is important, it is also costly. The 
Pircon-Peck process utilizes the sulfur 
from coal combustion· as a valuable 
component of agricultural fertilizer , 
rather than it becoming another pol
lutant; it decreases our dependence on 
sulfur-imports for fertilizer production; 
it allows for a high-quality, low-cost 
fertilizer for farmers; and it generates 
employment opportunities in rural 
comm uni ties. 

I urge my dear friend and distin
guished colleague to support the 
Pircon-Peck process, and recommend 
that the U.S. Department of Agri
culture provide available funds for this 
technology. 

Mr. BURDICK. I understand the con
cern of the Senator from Illinois about 
this technology and urge the U.S. De
partment of Agriculture to provide for 
this valuable program. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I deeply 
appreciate the warm support of the dis
tinguished senior Senator from North 
Dakota whose influence can make the 
difference in this matter and I thank 
him very much for his kind comment 
at this point in time, and I see my good 
friend, the distinguished senior Sen
ator from Mississippi, on the floor and 
I appreciate his concerns always. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, we 
thank the distinguished Senator from 
Illinois. This is a process that has come 
to the attention of the subcommittee 
on previous occasions and we appre
ciate him bringing it to our attention 
on this occasion. 

Mr. DIXON. I thank my good friend , 
the distinguished senior Senator from 
Mississippi, who is, as in all other 
cases, so kind and supportive, and I ap
preciate it. 

I yield the floor. 
AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOPMENT, AND 

RELATED AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS BILL, 1992 
Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, the Sen

ate Budget Committee has examined 
H.R. 2098, the agriculture , rural devel
opment, and related agencies appro
priations bill and has found that the 
bill is exactly at its 602(b) budget au
thority allocation and is below its 
602(b) outlay allocation by less than $50 
million. 

I compliment the distinguished man
ager of the bill, the distinguished sen
ior Senator from the State of North 
Dakota, and the distinguished ranking 
member of the Agriculture Sub
committee, Senator COCHRAN, on all of 
their hard work. 

Mr. President, I have a table pre
pared by the Budget Committee which 
shows the official scoring of the agri
culture appropriations bill and I ask 
unanimous consent that it be printed 
in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
SENATE BUDGET COMMITTEE SCORING OF H.R. 

2698 

AGRICULTURE SUBCOMMITIEE-SPENDING TOTALS 
[Senate Reported; in bill ions of dollars] 

Bill summary Budget Outlays authority 

H.R. 2698 
New budget authority and outlays .... ... . 52.5 36.1 
Enacted to date .......................... .. ... ... . .4 4.3 
Adjustment to conform mandatory programs to 

resolution assumptions .................................... . - 3.0 
Scorekeeping adjustments .................................... . 0 0 ------

Bill total ....... .. ...... ..... ....................... ...... . 50.0 40.4 

Senate 602(b) allocation .... ... .. ... ... .... ................... . 50.0 40.4 
Total difference .............. .... ..................... . 0 

Discretionary: 
Domestic .... ....................... ........................... . 10.6 9.6 
Senate 602(b) ................................ ............. .. 10.6 9.6 

Difference .. ... ... ....................................... .. 

International ................................................ . 1.5 1.3 
Senate 602(b) ....... ....... ....................... . 1.5 1.3 

Difference ................... .. ........ ... ....... . . 

Defense ......................... . 
Senate 602(b) .......... ..... . 

Difference .................. . 

Total discretionary spending ................... . 12.1 10.9 

Mandatory spending ....... ... . 37.9 29.5 
Mandatory allocation .................................. .. 37.9 29.5 ------

Difference ......................... .. .. ......... ........ .. . 
Discretionary total above (+) or below ( - ): 

President's request ........................... .......... .. .4 
Senate-passed bill ........................ .. NA NA 
House-passed bill ................. .... .................. .. -.3 - .4 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from Mis
sissippi. 

MARKETING PROMOTION PROGRAM 
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, this 

bill includes funding for the Marketing 
Promotion Program. 

Formerly known as the Targeted Ex
port Assistance Program, this program 
was first authorized as part of the 1985 
farm bill and again as part of the 1990 
farm bill. I am glad the bill includes 

funding for this important program. 
While providing priority treatment for 
those commodities which have been the 
victim of unfair trade practices, the 
program is aimed at helping strengthen 
overseas promotion efforts and ena
bling U.S. agriculture to compete more 
effectively in the international mar
ketplace. By any measure, it has been 
tremendously successful. 

It has helped maintain and expand 
overseas markets for a wide range of 
commodities, including many produced 
in my home State of Mississippi, such 
as cotton, rice, soybeans, meat, poul
try, and forest products. 

The program has been used for both 
generic and branded promotions. 
Branded promotions are especially im
portant to efforts to increase sales of 
value-added products of U.S. origin. 
Both require that participants, includ
ing farmers through their cooperatives 
and other marketing associations or 
organizations, contribute their own re
sources on a cost-share basis to the 
success of the program. 

Where other countries have worked 
with their own domestic industries, in
cluding agriculture, to open up over
seas markets, we are only now begin
ning to challenge them. Even so, with 
the Marketing Promotion Program, we 
are spending only about one-half of 1 
percent of the value of our agricultural 
exports to meet this challenge. We 
should look for ways to strengthen 
funding for this important program. 

In doing so, the Marketing Pro
motion Program can continue to allow 
U.S. agriculture to compete more effec
tively in the international market
place, increase export opportunities, 
contribute to our balance of payments, 
promote industry growth and new job 
opportunities as a direct result of in
creased export activity. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to print in the RECORD a recent 
letter I received from a number of agri
cultural interests in support of this im
portant program. 

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

COALITION TO P ROMOTE 
U.S . AGRICULTURAL E XPORTS, 

Washington , DC, July 3, 1991 . 
Hon. THAD COCHRAN. 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR COCHRAN: It is our under
standing that the Senate Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Agriculture, Rural Devel
opment, and Related Agencies may soon 
begin consideration of the FY 1992 Agri
culture Appropriations Bill. In this regard, 
we the undersigned organizations are writing 
to urge your strong support for the Market
ing Promotion Program, together with need
ed funding, in order to allow U.S. agriculture 
to compete more effectively in the inter
national marketplace and to combat unfair 
foreign trade practices. 

We believe that funding for this important 
program should be maintained at $200 mil
lion for FY 1992. This is the same level ap
proved for FY 1991 and consistent with the 
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amount authorized annually for FY 1991-95 
by the 1990 Farm Bill. 

The Marketing Promotion Program (MPP), 
which was formerly known as the Targeted 
Export Assistance (TEA) Program, helps 
strengthen market development and pro
motion efforts on the part of many U.S. agri
cultural commodities and products. The pro
gram is administered on a cost-share basis 
and is one of the best examples of an effec
tive public-private partnership. Priority 
treatment is also given to those commod
ities and products which have been the tar
get of unfair foreign trade practices. 

Such market development efforts not only 
help improve demand for U.S. agricultural 
commodities and related products, but serve 
to strengthen farm income. This, in turn, 
can have a positive effect on reducing budget 
outlays related to income and price support 
activities. 

The need to maintain adequate funding for 
the Marketing Promotion Program is espe
cially critical in view of increasing global 
competition and continued unfair foreign 
trade practices. Certainly, now is not the 
time to reduce funding for this important 
program particularly at a time when nego
tiations are still ongoing under the Uruguay 
Round of the GATT. 

For these reasons, we urge your strong 
support for the Marketing Promotion Pro
gram (MPP), together with the funding nec
essary to achieve its important objectives. 

Sincerely, 
Ag Processing, Inc. 
Alaska Seafood Marketing Institute. 
American Farm Bureau Federation. 
American Raisin Packers, Inc. 
American Sheep Industry Association. 
American Soybean Association. 
Blue Diamond Growers. 
Boghosian Raisin Packing Company. 
California Avocado Commission. 
California Canning Peach Association. 
California Cling Peach Advisory Board. 
California Dried Fruit Export Trading 

Company. 
California Kiwifruit Commission. 
California Pistachio Commission. 
California Prune Board. 
California Walnut Commission. 
Caruthers Raisin Packing. 
Central California Raisin Packing. 
Chocolate Manufacturers Association. 
Chooljian Brothers Packing Company. 
Cherry Marketing Institute. 
Dole Dried Fruit and Nut Company. 
Enoch Packing Company. 
Del Rey Packing Company. 
Florida Citrus Packers. 
Florida Department of Citrus. 
Fresno Co-op Raisin Growers. 
Hansa-Pacific Associates, Inc. 
Hop Growers of America. 
Kentucky Distillers Association. 
Lion Packing Company. 
Madera Raisin Sales Company. 
Mid-America International Agri-Trade 

Council. 
National Association of State Departments 

of Agriculture. 
National Cattlemen's Association. 
National Cotton Council. 
National Council of Farmer Cooperatives. 
National Forest Products Association. 
National Grape Cooperative Association, 

Inc. 
National Hay Association. 
National Pasta Association. 
National Peanut Council of America. 
National Potato Council. 
National Raisin Company. 
National Renderers Association. 

National Sunflower Association. 
NORP AC Foods, Inc. 
Northwest Horticultural Council. 
Ocean Spray Cranberries, Inc. 
Rice Millers Association. 
Sioux Honey Association. 
Southern U.S. Trade Association. 
Sunkist Growers, Inc. 
Sun-Maid Growers of California. 
Sun World International. 
Tagus Ranch Packing Company. 
Tree Top, Inc. 
Tri/Valley Growers. 
U.S. Meat Export Federation. 
U.S. Wheat Associates. 
USA Dry Pea & Lentil Council. 
USA Poul try and Egg Export Council, Inc. 
Victor Packing Company. 
West Coast Growers. 
Western Pistachio Association. 
Western U.S. Agricultural Trade Associa

tion. 
Wine Institute. 
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I sug

gest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent for 5 minutes to 
speak on the question of the length of 
wetlands easements. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to permitting the Senator to 
speak up to 5 minutes? 

If not, the Senator is recognized ac
cordingly. 

Mr. CONRAD. I thank the Chair and 
our colleagues. 

WETLANDS EASEMENTS 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I sup
port what the committee has done on 
wetlands easements. The advantages, I 
believe, of a 15-year length of term for 
wetlands easements is very clear and 
compelling as well. 

No. 1, going to 15 years dramatically 
increases the potential bid pool. Obvi
ously farmers are going to be more 
willing to enter into an easement that 
has a 15-year life than a 30-year life. 
Any time you expand the options you 
also increase the interest in the pro
gram and that is to the benefit of ev
eryone, wildlife interests as well as 
farm producers. 

It clearly represents a much more 
palatable option for farmers. I think if 
anyone puts themselves in the position 
of a farmer, entering into an easement 
that is going to last 30 years is a very 
difficult decision. Thirty years is a 
very long time. Fifteen years is ap
proximately half the productive oper
ating time of an average farmer and 15 
years, too, is a long commitment to 
make but far more reasonable from the 
farmer 's perspective. A 15-year time 
horizon fits in well with many farming 
operations. 

Mr. President, in my judgment a bid 
process could be set up to give pref-

erence to 30 years in permanent ease
ments; in other words, you would alter 
the process so that 15 years are pos
sible, but there would also be the po
tential for a longer easement in that 
they could be given preference in the 
bidding process. 

I think it is also important to point 
out for our colleagues who are making 
a judgment on how they might vote on 
this issue that some 15-year bids could 
have much more environmental value 
than equivalent sized permanent ease
ments. having 15-year easements would 
allow for vastly expanded value based 
discretionary judgments. 

Mr. President, I think those who are 
truly concerned about the long-term 
wildlife values ought to consider 
whether or not permanent easements 
are not causing a problem that leads to 
a counterreaction that is counter
productive. I tell you I can see it in my 
State in the prairie pothole region of 
the country. We still have tremendous 
wetlands available in North Dakota. 
We are the first State in the Nation to 
have a no-net-loss provision and policy 
in law. 

Mr. President, one thing we have 
found is you need to work with the 
farmers in order to secure wildlife val
ues. 

You will not succeed if you alienate 
the very people that you need in order 
to accomplish the goal. 

Mr. President, I simply conclude by 
urging my colleagues to support what 
the committee has done with respect to 
the 15-year wetland easement. 

I salute the chairman, my senior col
league from North Dakota, who has 
worked exceptionally hard in bringing 
this legislative measure to the floor. It 
is a good measure. This was difficult to 
put together. In my judgment, they 
have done a superb job. 

In addition, I commend the vice 
chairman, the Senator from Mis
sissippi, who also serves on the Agri
culture Committee with me, for the 
wisdom that he has brought to this 
process. 

It is very tough when you have $400 
million less than they had over on the 
House side. That is what they were 
faced with here. They have done, again, 
I think, an exceptionally good job in 
meeting the needs of agriculture. I es
pecially commend them for this provi
sion on a 15-year easement. It makes 
good sense for all of the interests of 
botli those who are concerned about 
wetland values and those who are con
cerned with protecting the interests of 
our agriculture producers. 

I thank the Chair and yield the floor. 
Mr. HATCH addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Utah [Mr. HATCH]. 

AMENDMENT NO. 920 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I send an 
amendment to the desk and ask for it's 
immediate consideration. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, the pending amendment is 
laid aside. 

The clerk will report the amendment. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Utah [Mr. HATCH] pro

poses an amendment numbered 920. 
Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 79, line 14, strike after the number 

$704,734,000, "of which $167,630,000 shall be 
available only to the extent an official budg
et request, for a specific dollar amount, is 
transmitted to the Congress". 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, today I 
offer an amendment to increase the 
FDA budget by approximately $167 mil
lion. This amendment merely removes 
a restriction in the agriculture appro
priations bill which reserves this 
money until the administration offi
cially requests this additional funding. 
My amendment removes that restric
tion and does not require an offset. 

I understand why the Agriculture Ap
propriations Committee wants the ad
ministration to officially request these 
additional funds. It is a political issue. 
However, I am concerned that in mak
ing this political point, we are missing 
the real point: that is, FDA needs addi
tional funds to get the job done. That 
should be our sole public policy option. 

The total appropriation in this bill 
for FDA is already about $31 . million 
less than the President's budget re
quest. It is true that the administra
tion proposal calls for funds from user 
fees, and then failed to follow through 
on user fee legislation. But we cannot 
be trapped into a line of reasoning that 
could lead us to believe that FDA can 
operate at less than $600 million-cer
tainly an option that no Senator would 
choose. 

The FDA handles 25 percent of all the 
consumer products of America, and we 
treat it like a stepsister. The adminis
tration is also treating it like a step
sister. That has to stop. And I am 
going to do everything in my power to 
see that it stops. We have to start 
backing this little agency. It has lead
ership. They are trying to do things 
right. Both Democrats and Republicans 
have been pleased with some of the ef
forts they have been making. The last 
thing we should do is cripple this agen
cy by not giving it the resources it 
needs. 

FDA is a people agency and the ma
jority of its funding is for personnel 
costs. We need people to approve drugs 
quickly to save lives. 

People are 'dying every day from ill
nesses that might be alleviated if we 
had people to get the drugs to them. 
That would at least help alleviate the 
pain if not alleviate the illness. 

We need people to ensure our food 
supply is safe. We need people to evalu-

ate the safety and efficacy of various 
therapies, including medical devices, 
one of the fastest and most important 
growing industries in this country. We 
need people to monitor our blood sup
ply to verify that it is free from disease 
in this day and age where everybody is 
concerned about HIV-positive tests. 

We have to have the people to do all 
of these. We cannot treat this agency 
unfairly by not giving them the people 
they need to do the important jobs we 
have asked them to do. 

I have had several discussions with 
the Food and Drug Administration's 
budget officers. If we do not restore 
part of the $167 million, the following 
actions would have to be taken. I want 
everybody in the Senate to understand 
this. 

There would be an immediate hiring 
freeze, at a time when we need more 
people than ever. This would include 
reviewers needed by the Office of Ge
neric Drugs, personnel to implement 
the provisions of the new medical de
vice amendments, personnel needed to 
implement the food labeling law, sci
entists to fill vacancies in the Center 
for Biologics, which insures the safety 
of the blood supply, et cetera, et 
cetera, et cetera. 

We could go on and on. The fact is, 
we need people there. This is a people 
agency, and we need these funds so 
that we will have them there. 

There would be an elimination of all 
overtime work at FDA, except that de
termined to be a justifiable emergency. 
This means that reviewers who are now 
working overtime to decrease the time 
required for new drug applications 
would not be able to do this. Such a 
situation would have meant that last 
month's accelerated review of the new 
AIDS drug, DD!, may not have been 
possible, probably would not have been 
possible. 

'!'here would be a reduction by 10 per
cent in all contract and operating sup
port functions at FDA. We are talking 
here about reducing enormously the 
basic service components of FDA when 
all of us in Congress are concerned 
with improving the agency's efficiency. 
I think it is especially important that 
we support the activities of FDA's new 
Commissioner, Dr. David Kessler, who 
is doing a terrific job in trying to im
prove the effectiveness of the FDA. 

A possible furlough of FDA employ
ees would have to be considered. It 
would be unconscionable on the part of 
Congress to permit this regulatory 
agency to start laying off their sci
entists and reviewers, when we all 
know how hard it is for the Govern
ment to recruit and retain bright, tal
ented people in the sciences. 

In fact, we have not hired a new 
science supervisor at FDA since 1978 
because we cannot compete, under cur
rent law, with the private industry. So 
to lose these people at a time when we 
cannot even hire the caliber and num-

ber of scientists that we need there 
now would just be catastrophic. 

If we let FDA employees think that 
their pay or their jobs are threatened, 
we will see the impact of this across 
the board in all of the regulatory ac
tivities of the FDA. 

Congress often appropriates funds 
differently than the administration re
quests. We frequently decide that the 
administration's budget priorities do 
not accord with our own. This would 
not be the first time we have done this. 

Let us not play chicken with the ad
ministration funds to operate FDA. Let 
us send a strong message, as the report 
language clearly does, that we will not 
accept the administration's user fee fa
cade. But let us not take a chance on 
sacrificing the agency in the bargain. 

Finally, I commit to my colleagues 
who are managing this bill, both of 
whom I respect greatly, I will do every
thing in my power to work with OMB 
and others in the administration to try 
to resolve these very, very important 
problems. I will be glad to march in 
step with them and to lock arms and 
do what we can to resolve these prob
lems that must be resolved if we are 
going to keep this country healthy and 
strong. 

This will keep this country moving 
in the direction it should with regard 
to health and safety, including new and 
improved pharmaceuticals and cures 
for some of the worst diseases on this 
Earth as well as new medical devices 
and all the food concerns the FDA has 
to take care of us well. 

I hope the managers of the bill will 
accept this amendment because it is a 
worthy amendment. it is one that will 
leave it open to the conference com
mittees between the House and the 
Senate to resolve these issues. In the 
interim I intend to work with them to 
try to see what we can do to turn OMB 
and the administration around. I hope 
we can all do the things that have to be 
done to help this agency at a time it 
needs help the most. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. BURDICK. Mr. President, the 

reason the committee recommended 
that a portion of the funding for FDA 
be available only upon submission of 
an official budget request by the Presi
dent is that this amount is the amount 
over what the President has requested 
for 1992 in appropriated funds. 

The committee feels that the Presi
dent did not submit an honest budget 
request for FDA when it requested $198 
million in user fees. I would like to 
quote the Edwards Committee report 
on this issue: 
* * * the President's FY 1992 budget request 
for the FDA is more than $117 million less 
than it was in FY 1991. The decrease in ap
propriated funds for the Agency is assumed 
to be offset by the receipt of more than $197 
million in user fees. We believe this ap
proach, at this time, is ill-advised and the 
specific dollar amount of proposed user fees 
has no basis in fact. 
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Mr. President, I do not express an 

opinion on the advisability of user fees. 
Rather, this issue is not one for the 
Committee on Appropriations to de
cide. It is for the authorizing commit
tee to decide. We have gone out of our 
way, in my opinion, to provide more 
funds for FDA than the President re
quested. We simply want the President 
to request those funds that are in addi
tion to the amount he did request in 
his budget before these funds become 
available for use. 

I want to emphasize that Congress 
will not have to take any further ac
tion for these funds to become avail
able. The President simply sends us a 
budget request for them and then he 
may use them. 

Mr. President, this issue will be in 
conference so we will face it there. I 
believe the committee position is the 
right one, and I will go along with the 
amendment at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate? The Chair recognizes 
the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. 
COCHRAN]. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I want 
to thank the distinguished Senator 
from Utah for raising this issue at this 
time. The funding request for the Food 
and Drug Administration presented the 
committee with some serious prob
lems, for a couple of reasons. 

One reason is that the administra
tion asked for an appropriation of only 
$537,104,000 for FDA salaries and ex
penses. Last year, this agency was ap
propriated and used $656,519,000. So, the 
budget request for appropriated dollars 
was about $120 million less for this 
coming fiscal year than the current 
year appropriated level-$120 million 
less. This is clearly an insufficient 
amount to operate the Food and Drug 
Administration. 

In the budget documents, the admin
istration observed that there had been 
a standing request of the Congress to 
authorize user fees to be collected from 
those industries that have pending li
cense applications and others who deal 
with the Food and Drug Administra
tion. The user fee request this year 
amounted to $197 ,500,000. So the admin
istration assumed that the amount 
really needed by the agency to operate 
the next fiscal year would be about $735 
million. 

So the administration acknowledges 
that for the FDA to operate next year, 
they need $735 million. They suggested 
we appropriate only $537 million and 
get the rest from user fees. 

The pro bl em is that the committee 
on which the distinguished Senator 
from Utah serves, the Labor and 
Human Resources Committee, has ju
risdiction over the legislative author
ization process. There is no legislative 
authority for the Food and Drug Ad
ministration specifically to collect 
user fees. This is an issue that has been 
very controversial. It has been before 

the Labor and Human Resources Com
mittee in one form or another for dis
cussion purposes for a number of years. 

But there is no legal authority for 
FDA to begin a program for collecting 
user fees. The administration, when it 
asked for this money to be raised in 
that fashion, requested that Congress 
enact user fee legislation. 

This committee-the Appropriations 
Committee-does not have the author
ity to authorize a user fee program. So, 
we are confronted with the dilemma of 
having an administration budget re
quest that is almost $200 million less 
than what they say is really needed by 
the agency, with no way to raise the 
$200 million except to appropriate it. 

Our subcommittee was allocated 
about $500 million less to appropriate 
than the House committee. We had to 
sort through all the requests before 
this subcommittee-from income sup
port programs for agriculture to nutri
tion programs that are very popular in 
this body, the WIC Program, the Food 
Stamp Program, the School Lunch 
Program-all of the wide variety of 
programs. 

Some 63 percent of this bill is for nu
trition programs; 63 percent of the 
total agriculture appropriations bill 
goes to feed people who cannot ade
quately provide for their own needs. 
There are other programs the Senate is 
familiar with-soil conservation pro
grams, agriculture research programs, 
and on and on. 

The Food and Drug Administration 
gets squeezed in this process because 
those programs have big constitu
encies. They are very popular among 
Senators and Congressmen. When it 
gets down to who are we going to take 
the money from to provide this extra 
$200 million that the committee does 
not have, we run out of options. That is 
what happened to this committee. 

What we have done in this bill is to 
suggest to the administration that it 
declare an emergency, in effect, and re
quest that $45 million of the amount 
we provide be considered to represent 
that emergency and that they submit a 
request for the balance. We come up 
with a total appropriated figure of $704 
million. That is $20 million less than 
the House figure; that is $30 million 
less than what the administration sug
gests this agency needs next year. 

How are we going to get around all 
this? One step that has already been 
taken that will help us in conference 
is, as I understand it, the Appropria
tions Committee chairmen of the Sen
ate and the House have agreed that the 
allocation available to the agriculture 
appropriations conference will be clos
er to the House figure than this com
mittee had allocated to it when we 
began this markup and bill-writing 
process. 

This means, as a practical matter, 
that when we get to conference with 
the House, we will be able to increase 

the amount for the Food and Drug ad
ministration so that it is nearly what 
the House has, if not the same figure 
that the House has. 

The only other provision that I would 
say is relevant and meets the criticism 
that is correctly aimed at this process 
by the distinguished Senator from 
Utah, is language that the House in
cludes demanding that the administra
tion submit a budget request for the 
difference between what it requested 
and the amount the House appro
priated, which is about $188 million. 
They are demanding that the adminis
tration submit a formal budget request 
for that difference forcing the adminis
tration to abandon its call for user fees 
from the Appropriations Committee. 

This is not a new issue, and it is not 
a new process. In the last few years, 
the House has had a similar language 
in its bill. At conference, at the Sen
ate's request, that language has been 
taken out. It is my hope that in con
ference we can again persuade the 
House to abandon that demand. 

That is how I visualize this thing 
working out. If we adopt the amend
ment offered by the Senator from 
Utah, which is certainly well inten
tioned and, as I said earlier, is some
thing that should be raised. However, if 
we adopt that amendment, it reduces 
the effective appropriation for the 
Food and Drug Administration in the 
Senate bill. The appropriated amount 
we have right now is $704 million. He 
strikes certain provisos, one which de
clares an emergency and $45 million 
would not become available until sub
mission to Congress of a formal budget 
request by the President. He suggests 
that the language that is included in 
the appropriations bill be stricken, as I 
understand it. But the practical effect 
is to reduce the appropriation for FDA. 

My hope would be that the Senator 
could withdraw the amendment or I 
will be glad to try to respond to any 
further questions-I know the distin
guished Senator from North Dakota 
will, too-to further explain how we 
got where we did in the appropriations 
bill. We are not trying to be cute or 
tricky. It was the only way we could 
figure out to appropriate an amount 
that comes close to what the agency 
needs and not violate the allocation 
that is made to this subcommittee and 
not purport to legislate a user fee pro
gram. So we were in a dilemma. 

I hope the Senate understands that 
and will be patient with us as we go 
through the process and permit us to 
try to resolve all this in conference. 
Our efforts will be to get an amount of 
money for this agency that will permit 
them to operate effectively and effi
ciently during fiscal year 1992. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
additional debate? The Senator from 
Utah [Mr. HATCH]. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, the other 
part of the bill we are striking are the 
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words ''$704,734,000, of which $188,858,000 
$167,630,000 shall be available only to 
the extent an official budget request, 
for a specific dollar amount, is trans
mitted to the Congress.'' 

Those are the only words we are 
striking, and we think it does clarify 
and resolve this matter so that the 
conference committees can approach it 
and do what needs to be done in this 
particular instance. 

Mr. President, I urge the adoption of 
the amendment at this time. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, after 
having an opportunity to confer with 
the distinguished chariman of the sub
committee, and further with the distin
guished Senator from Utah, a question 
that I had raised about the amendment 
of the Senator from Utah has been 
clarified. It was my understanding that 
he struck a proviso in the bill that re
quired the administration to designate 
an emergency pursuant to the Bal
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act. 

I am advised now that the amend
ment does not strike that language, 
but it does strike the language that 
would require the administration to 
submit an official budget request for a 
specific dollar amount. That is the lan
guage that the House has typically 
been including in its bill and which it 
included in this bill that it sent over 
this year. The amount they insisted be 
requested was $189 million. We changed 
that amount to $168 million. 

But in a spirit to carry forward with 
what we hoped to accomplish in con
ference-that is, to get that entire sec
tion stricken-I see no reason why we 
should not accept the suggestion of the 
Senator from Utah. 

So I am prepared to recommend-and 
I think the Senator from North Dakota 
is as well-that we accept this amend
ment, and take it to conference. It will 
probably give us more leverage with 
the House as we go to conference. 

I thank the distinguished Senator 
from Utah, and I recommend that we 
accept his amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
additional debate? 

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. President, we also 
accept it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate on the amendment? 

If not, the question is on agreeing to 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Utah. 

The amendment (No. 920) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. COCHRAN. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. HATCH. I thank my colleagues 
for their consideration. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, let me 
thank the distinguished Senator from 
Utah. He has provided very strong lead
ership in this area of the law for a good 
many years. He is one of the foremost 
workers regarding the Food and Drug 
Administration. We appreciate his 
helping to make sure that we get the 
kind of appropriation that this agency 
needs to operate next year. I wish to 
express the very sincere gratitude that 
I feel for his being here, and presenting 
the issue in the way in which he has 
done it. 

Mr. HATCH. I thank my colleague. 
AMENDMENT NO. 921 

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from North Dakota [Mr. BUR

DICK), for himself, Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. KASTEN, 
Mr. BOND, MR. BUMPERS, and Mr. DUREN
BERGER, proposes an amendment numbered 
921. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the pending amendment will 
be laid aside. 

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 52, line 14, strike: " Sl,840,000,000" 

and all that follows through " loans" on page 
52, line 16, and insert in lieu thereof: 
"Sl,922,140,000, of which Sl,000,000,000 shall be 
for unsubsidized guaranteed loans and 
$182,140,000 shall be for subsidized guaranteed 
loans" . 

On page 53, line 4, strike: " guaranteed 
loans" and insert in lieu thereof: 
"unsubsidized guaranteed loans and 
$15,350,000 shall be for subsidized guaranteed 
loans" 

On page 52, line 22, before the "." insert: " : 
Provided, That loan funds made available 
herein shall be completely allocated to the 
States and made available for obligation in 
the first two quarters, of fiscal year 1992". 

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. President, this 
amendment reduces the direct operat
ing loans by $100 million and increases 
subsidized guaranteed loans by 
$182,140,000. It also provides that loan 
funds under the Agricultural Credit In
surance Fund shall be allocated to the 
States and made available for obliga
tion in the first two quarters of the fis
cal year. I believe the amendment has 
been cleared and I ask for its adoption. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, one 
other thing that this amendment does 
is to direct that loan funds made avail-

able for direct operating and ownership 
loans be fully allocated in the first 6 
months of the year. We hope this will 
allow States to know up front how 
much they will have to lend and can 
process farmers' applications in a time
ly manner. 

At first, this guaranteed loan pro
gram was very unpopular. Nobody 
wanted it. Farmers who were eligible 
for those loans wanted the direct loans 
from the Farmers Home Administra
tion. However, in recent years private 
lending institutions have become more 
willing to participate in the Farmers 
Home Administration guaranteed loan 
program. There is a trend away from 
the direct lending. 

The involvement of traditional lend
ing institutions, banks and others, has 
actually improved the integrity of the 
credit program. But because of the way 
the loan programs are scored under 
credit reform, the committee has given 
increased emphasis to direct loans over 
guaranteed loans. Subsidized loans are 
more costly than direct loans, so it is 
a disincentive to have guaranteed 
loans. 

This amendment attempts to address 
that. In our committee markup session 
the distinguished Senator from Wiscon
sin, [Mr. KASTEN], raised this issue, and 
we had an opportunity to discuss it and 
to look for alternatives. The amend
ment that we are presenting to the 
Senate at this time represents the cul
mination of that discussion and that 
effort to achieve some real reform in 
the credit program. I think it will do 
that. 

I commend the distinguished Senator 
from Wisconsin for his leadership in 
pushing the committee to find a way to 
support the administration in its effort 
to have more of these loans in the 
guaranteed loan program but at the 
same time protect the interests of 
those who depend on direct lending. 

Mr. President, I recommend the ap
proval of the amendment. 

FARMERS HOME ADMINISTRATION INTEREST 
ASSISTANCE 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I rise 
in support of the amendment to pro
vide funding for the Guaranteed Loan 
Interest Assistance Program adminis
tered through the Farmers Home Ad
ministration. Although this amend
ment will result in a reduction in the 
direct operating loan account, I feel it 
is important we provide farmers an 
array of farm credit options. 

First of all, I want to say the direct 
loan program is very popular in my 
State and has, in many cases, meant 
the difference between the survival or 
failure of family farms. Before I could 
support a reduction in that program, I 
had to have assurances from the Farm
ers Home Administration that the 
availability of farm credit would not be 
adversely affected by this transfer. 

Over the past several years, I have 
heard story after story from farmers 
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who had made applications for FmHA 
loans, either direct or guaranteed, but 
encountered so many delays that the 
loans were not able to be closed until 
the crop year was at an end. I know 
that every story has two sides, but the 
frequency with which I have heard 
similar complaints has given me seri
ous concern that farmers were suffer
ing from delays that were unnecessary. 

Last Friday, I sent a letter to FmHA 
Administrator, La Verne Ausman, and 
explained my concerns about the way 
FmHA loan programs have been imple
mented. I shared with him my support 
for the Interest Assistance Program 
but told him that I expected improve
ment in the administration of farm 
loan programs before I could support a 
reduction in direct loans. 

Yesterday, I received a reply from 
the Administrator in which he agreed 
to work with me to improve the effec
tiveness of these programs and to 
eliminate any problems which may 
have resulted in needless and harmful 
delay. I also received an assurance 
from Mr. Ausman that funding the In
terest Assistance Program will help 
free up FmHA personnel resources to 
concentrate more time on direct loan 
making and servicing. I ask unanimous 
consent that copies of my letter to Mr. 
Ausman and his response be made part 
of the RECORD. 

I do intend to work with FmHA to 
make sure that the loan programs for 
which we provide funding will serve the 
purposes we intend. The need for ade
quate and timely farm credit services 
are too important for our rural con
stituents for us to ignore. Just last 
week, two farmers from my state fi
nally got approval of their operating 
loans from FmHA for this crop year 
and they began working with their 
county offices in February. Delays of 
this nature are uncalled for and I know 
there are cases where both farmers and 
loan officers can improve their exper
tise in the growing complexities of 
farm finance. 

In another part of this appropriations 
bill, I have worked to include funding 
for the Center for Farm and Rural 
Business Finance through a CSRS spe
cial grant for the University of Arkan
sas and the University of Illinois. This 
program will help provide farmers and 
rural businesses the expertise needed 
to cope with the growing complexities 
of farm and rural finance and, to
gether, with the assurances from Mr. 
Ausman, should go far in bringing to
gether lenders and borrowers across 
rural American to make loan making 
more timely and effective. 

We must not lose sight that one of 
the long-term goals of FmHA programs 
is to help farmers move from federally 
subsidized credit programs into the 
arena of commercial credit. The FmHA 
programs have historically given farm
ers a chance to begin operations and to 
get them through difficult times. Once 

given these opportunities, farmers ac
quire the expertise and knowledge to 
grow and to become better and more ef
ficient farmers. The interest assistance 
program will go far in helping farmers 
make the transition from subsidized 
credit into the marketplace of com
mercial credit. This program, in my 
opinion, will go far toward to goal of 
farmer graduation. 

This amendment will also increase 
the amount of farm credit available 
through FmHA programs. By moving 
money into the interest assistance pro
gram, we will be increasing the level of 
FmHA lending by approximately $82 
million. In addition, we will be requir
ing the agency to allocate funds to the 
state and county levels on a more expe
ditious manner. Through this action, 
we will be increasing the amount of 
credit available, we will be getting it 
to the farmers more quickly, and 
through the assurances of the Adminis
trator, the loan making and servicing 
procedures shot!ld become more sen
sitive to farmer needs. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS, 

Washington, DC, July 25, 1991. 
Mr. LA VERNE AUSMAN, 
Administrator, Farmers Home Administration, 

Department of Agriculture, Washington, 
DC. 

DEAR LA VERNE: I appreciate the time you 
took recently to visit with my staff regard
ing issues under review by the Senate appro
priations process that are of importance to 
your agency. In particular, I noted your sup
port for the interest assistance program as
sociated with guaranteed farmer program 
loans. I agree that the interest assistance 
program will serve a proper function in help
ing farmers make the transition from direct 
FmHA assistance into the area of commer
cial credit. 

Earlier this week, the Senate Agriculture, 
Rural Development, and Related Agencies 
Appropriations Subcommittee marked-up 
the FY 1992 bill at both the subcommittee 
and full committee levels. No funding has 
been provided in either the House or Senate 
bills to continue this program for the coming 
year. Senate floor action is not yet sched
uled, but could occur at anytime. 

I don' t need to tell you the budgetary con
straints under which we must operate. The 
budget agreement approved last year has 
placed even further restraints on our array 
of choice as we select the programs to re
ceive funding from continuingly shrinking 
allocations. Although I share your concerns 
that the interest assistance program move 
forward, I fear that our only opportunity 
may be tied to a reduction in funding for di
rect loan programs. 

The FmHA direct loan programs have been 
very popular in my state and have, in many 
cases, made the difference between failure or 
survival of family farms. In spite of the pop
ularity of this program, I must say there are 
still problems of delay and administrative 
red tape which have been relayed to me on 
numerous occasions. Farming is an occupa
tion in which time has little mercy and what 
may seem like an insignificant delay to a 
loan officer may result in total failure of a 
farming operation. 

By coincidence, I have received reports 
just this afternoon that two farmers who had 
contacted me from my state were finally 
able to get approval of direct loans that had 
been submitted to the National Office for ob
ligation. These farmers first began working 
with their FmHA county offices in February! 
I recognize there are usually two sides to 
every story, but the frequency with which I 
have heard problems similar to that de
scribed above makes me believe that there 
must be a better way to assure farmers that 
are not being forgotten and that the program 
authorized and funded by the Congress will 
serve them as intended. 

As I stated above, I share your interest in 
the interest assistance program and I hope 
we will be able to provide funding sufficient 
to move this program forward in FY 1992. 
Still, I am a little hesitant to reduce funding 
levels from the direct loan program until I 
can receive some assurance that reductions 
in that program level will not be 
compounded by problems of administrative 
delay and borrower frustrations. 

I hope that we can continue working to
gether to achieve a positive result to the 
current funding shortfall. My staff or I would 
be glad to discuss specific problems with you 
that have been relayed to me by Arkansas 
farmers and commercial lenders. I know that 
we share a common goal of making adequate 
farm credit programs available to American 
farmers and I look forward to hearing from 
you on how we may proceed. 

Sincerely, 
DALE BUMPERS. 

FARMERS HOME ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington, DC, July 29, 1991. 

Hon. DALE BUMPERS, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington , DC. 

DEAR SENATOR BUMPERS: Thank you for 
your letter of July 25 and your continuing 
support for the interest assistance compo
nent of the Farmers Home Administration's 
(FmHA) guaranteed farm operating loan 
(OL) program. 

Some reduction in direct OL funding can 
be accomplished without an adverse impact 
on the direct program to accommodate area
sonable level of interest assisted guarantees. 
Actual obligation rates this year and last 
have been below the proposed FY 1992 fund
ing level. This year we will only use approxi
mately S500 million in Direct Operating fund. 

Regarding your concern with respect to 
timeliness in processing direct OL applica
tions, please be assured that we are making, 
and will continue to make, every effort to 
see that such applications are acted upon 
without undue delay. In fact , we are con
vinced that expanded use of the guarantee 
program will substantially improve the per
formance of our County Offices in this re
spect. 

One of the principal benefits of the guaran
tee program, which may not be widely recog
nized, is its reliance on the processing re
sources of commercial lenders and the Farm 
Credit System. Every loan made by such a 
lender with an FmHA guarantee means a re
duction in the loan making and servicing 
workload of the County Office, thereby free
ing staff resources to devote greater time 
and effort to direct loan borrowers. 

That reality aside, assurance of timeliness 
in loan making is essentially a management 
responsibility, involving a commitment from 
the National Office and the State Office as 
well as County Office personnel. And I can 
assure you that, as Administrator, I am com
mitted to expeditious processing of direct 



20492 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE July 30, 1991 
loan applications whatever the program 
level provided by the Congress. 

In response to your letter, I have informed 
the Arkansas State Director of Farmers 
Home of your continuing concerns with 
timely performance by FmHA personnel, and 
the fact that I share those concerns. I also 
have instructed the Legislative Affairs Staff 
in the National Office to contact your staff 
for specific information on the two cases 
mentioned in your letter so that they can be 
reviewed here at the Washington level. 

Again, thank you for your letter and your 
recognition of the merits of the guaranteed 
operating loan program with its interest as
sisted component. That program, plus FmHA 
staff and borrower training mandated by the 
Food, Agriculture, Conservation, and Trade 
Act of 1990 and our commitment to make 
them work should go far toward resolving 
concerns you have expressed on behalf of 
your commitments. 

Sincerely, 
LAVERNE AUSMAN, 

Administrator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate on the amendment? If 
not , the question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from North 
Dakota. 

The amendment (No. 921) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. BURDICK. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I know 
that other Senators have expressed an 
interest in offering amendments to the 
bill. We hope that we can wrap up the 
considerations of this bill in a timely 
fashion. 

We have pending before the Senate a 
vote that will occur on the Leahy 
amendment, and the yeas and nays 
have been ordered. The time for actu
ally having that vote has not been an
nounced by the majority leader. We are 
expecting him to announce it soon so 
Senators can be on notice that there 
will be at least that vote. There may be 
other amendments that will require a 
vote, although we are not aware of any 
at this time. 

For those who have amendments, we 
hope they will come to the floor and 
offer them. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. SEYMOUR. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. SEYMOUR. Mr. President, I ask 
to proceed as in morning business for 2 
minutes. 

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

THE MARKET PROMOTION PROGRAM 

Mr. SEYMOUR. Mr. President, I want 
to acknowledge the efforts of the chair-

man of the Subcommittee on Agri
culture and related agencies, Senator 
BURDICK, as well as my good friend, the 
senior Senator from Mississippi, Sen
ator COCHRAN, for their work on the 
committee and, specifically, the Mar
ket Promotion Program. 

Mr. President, the Market Promotion 
Program, formerly the Targeted Ex
port Assistance Program, has been in
strumental in increasing U.S. commod
ity exports to new markets. Estab
lished in the 1985 farm bill, the MPP is 
an effective and efficient program for 
the promotion of a variety of American 
commodities in over 100 foreign mar
kets. Support for the MPP is especially 
important now, as U.S. agricultural 
producers strive to overcome trade bar
riers and restrictions to international 
markets. 

The Marketing Promotion Program 
is a particularly effective program for 
promoting the export of many of Cali
fornia 's specialty crops. Producers of 
these commodities depend upon the 
MPP for the promotion of their prod
ucts in international markets, and es
pecially in countries where these ex
ports have been adversely affected by 
unfair trade practices. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. WIRTH. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
KERRY). Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

AMENDMENTS NOS. 922 AND 923 

Mr. WIRTH. Mr. President, I have 
two amendments which I believe have 
been cleared on both sides, and I would 
like to offer those amendments at this 
point. I ask unanimous consent that 
they be considered en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendments will be con
sidered en bloc. The clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Colorado [Mr. WIRTH] 
proposes amendments numbered 922 and 923. 

Mr. WIRTH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendments be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection it is so ordered. 

The amendments are as follows: 
AMENDMENT NO. 922 

On page 15, line 10, strike "$61,978,000" and 
insert in lieu thereof " $63,978,000" ; 

On page 15, line 12, strike the semicolon 
" ;" insert a comma "," and the following 
new text: " of which $2,000,000 shall be avail
able for global change research for the mon
itoring of ultraviolet radiation"; and 

On line 12, strike "$102,000,000" and insert 
in lieu thereof: "$100,000,000". 

AMENDMENT NO. 923 
Page 11, line 14, after " $629,143,000" insert: 

" of which $750,000 is available for the Center 

for Russian wheat aphid research at Colo
rado State University". 

Mr. WIRTH. Mr. President, both of 
these amendments relate to phenom
ena in the high plains area. One of 
them relates to a research project re
quested by the Department of Agri
culture to look at the impact of ultra
violet rays on crops as we move into a 
day and age of global climate change 
and the change in the ozone layer. This 
research had been requested by the De
partment of Agriculture. 

The second amendment relates to 
Russian wheat aphid research and the 
establishment of a program in the high 
plains, the Center for Russian Wheat 
Aphid Research. 

I thank very much the distinguished 
chairman of the Agriculture Appropria
tions Subcommittee and the ranking 
Republican for their assistance in the 
drafting and working through of these 
two amendments. 

Mr. President, I hope my colleagues 
will join in accepting these two amend
ments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate? 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, we 
have reviewed the amendments and dis
cussed them with the majority side. We 
are prepared to recommend the amend
ments be agreed to by the Senate. 

Mr. BURDICK. We agree. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

further debate? 
If not, the question is on agreeing to 

the amendments en bloc. 
The amendments (No. 922 and 923) 

were agreed to. 
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I move 

to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendments were agreed to. 

Mr. WIRTH. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 924 

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. President, on be
half of Senator HARKIN, I send an 
amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from North Pakota [Mr. BUR
DICK], for Mr. HARKIN, proposes an amend
ment numbered 924. 

On page 44, line 23, strike "$3,500,000" and 
insert in lieu thereof "$10,000,000" . 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I rise to 
offer an amendment to the agriculture 
appropriations measure which will in
crease the amount appropriated for the 
water quality incentives program from 
$3.5 million currently provided in the 
bill to $10 million. I am grateful to 
have the agreement of Chairman BUR
DICK and Senator COCHRAN. 

The Water Quality Incentives Pro
gram was adopted as part of the 1990 
farm bill to create a system of incen
tives to encourage farmers to adopt 
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practices -that will reduce the potential 
for contamination of ground and sur
face water from agricultural produc
tion. The emphasis of the program is 
on improved efficiency in the manage
ment and use of farm chemicals, crop 
nutrients, animal wastes, and other 
crop production inputs. The program 
thus also helps to improve the farmer's 
bottom line as it protects water qual
ity. 

Relying on modest incentive pay
ments to help farmers implement envi
ronmentally sound management prac
tices, the program has been hailed as a 
bridge between the agriculture sector 
and the environmental community. 
Farmers want to protect water quality. 
This program will help them adopt the 
technology and practices to accomplish 
that. 

I crafted the Water Quality Incen
tives Program after a highly successful 
pilot project in Butler County, IA. 

The Water Quality Incentives Pro
gram is also a very cost-effective way 
to utilize Federal funds to promote 
water quality. USDA is currently tak
ing land out of production for water 
quality protection through the Con
servation Reserve Program. However, 
it costs about $55 an acre each year to 
take land out of production, but it 
would cost only around $7 a year for 3 
to 5 years to enroll an acre in the 
Water Quality Incentives Program. In 
any event, it is not realistic to expect 
that we can take out of production all 
land on which agricultural production 
creates the potential for water quality 
problems. 

By increasing the funding for the 
Water Quality Incentives Program to 
$10 million we will provide enough to 
give a good start to the program. With 
this amount of money, for example, 
USDA could make a lot of headway on 
tackling the problem of nitrate con
tamination of water supplies, a very se
rious concern in my State. 

To reach the $10 million figure, my 
amendment taps an additional $6.5 mil
lion of funds designated for the agricul
tural Conservation Program. In the 
committee report, ACP funding was in
creased $3.5 million in order to provide 
money for the Water Quality Incen
tives Program. Water quality has long 
been a goal of the ACP. However, by 
shifting money into the carefully con
structed framework of the Water Qual
ity Incentives Program, my amend
ment will bring a sharper focus to 
USDA's water quality efforts by em
phasizing changes in farming practices 
that directly reduce the potential for 
water quality problems. The result will 
be more effective protection of water 
quality and more effective use of Fed
eral money. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate? 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, we 
have had an opportunity to review this 
amendment. We do think it is an 

amendment that improves the bill. We 
recommend it be agreed to. 

Mr. BURDICK. I ask that the amend
ment be agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment. 

The amendment (No. 924) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. BURDICK. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, for the 
information of all Senators, we are 
presently communicating with Sen
ators who have expressed an interest in 
offering an amendment to this bill and 
to advise them that we are hoping to 
wrap up the consideration of this bill 
within the next 20 minutes. The major
ity leader hopes that we can extend the 
time for consideration of the bill here 
on the floor until about a quarter of 
one. 

The meetings of the parties in the 
caucuses that are scheduled for 12:30 
could occur later so that we could com
plete action on the bill and maybe have 
a vote on the Leahy amendment and 
final passage of this bill, if that is the 
will of the Senate, after those meetings 
have concluded after 2 o'clock this 
afternoon. That is what we are working 
on right now. We hope that, if Senators 
do have an interest in presenting an 
amendment, they will come to the 
floor and do that. 

We have an indication that there are 
two or three Senators on the Repub
lican side of the aisle who were consid
ering offering amendments. We hope 
that they will let us know whether 
they intend to offer those amendments 
or whether we can go to third reading 
of the bill. We would appreciate advice 
from Senators on that subject. 

REVISED ORDER FOR RECESS 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, in that 
connection, I have been asked by the 
leadership to ask unanimous consent 
that the previously ordered recess be 
delayed so that it begins at 12:45 p.m. 

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

Mr. COCHRAN. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, seeing that no Senator 

seeks recognition, I suggest the ab
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

AMENDMENT NO. 925 
(Purpose: To provide that none of the funds 

made available by this Act may be used to 
issue certain final regulations) 
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I send 

an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk as fol
lows: 

The Senator from Mississippi [Mr. COCH
RAN), for Mr. HELMS, proposes an amendment 
number 925. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of the bill, add the following 

new section: 
SEC. . None of the funds appropriated or 

otherwise made available by this Act shall 
be used to issue a final regulation to carry 
out section 214 of Public Law 98-180. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, this 
amendment would delay for a year the 
final regulation for the tobacco export 
reporting language requiring tobacco 
exporters to keep burdensome records 
regarding domestic content. The basic 
problem lies in the fact that manufac
turers do not use USDA grading stand
ards once the leaf enters their manu
facturing facility. Therefore, accurate 
and cost efficient recordkeeping be
comes extremely difficult. 

This study was included in the 1990 
farm bill in conference and never was 
debated here or considered in the Sen
ate or the Senate Agriculture Commit
tee and there were never any hearings 
on either side. This study has run into 
some problems at the Department of 
Agriculture because of the potential 
cost for tobacco growers and lost ex
ports that could result. 

I might also add, Mr. President, that 
in checking with the Department, 
there had been some hope that they 
could resolve issues between industry 
and the Department relating to how 
these regulations would be drawn and 
how they would be enforced. So this 
amendment would postpone for 1 year 
the final regulation implementation by 
the Department. 

This was raised in the Appropriations 
Committee. There was some discussion 
about whether or not it could be agreed 
to there. It was withdrawn. I offered 
the amendment at that time and with
drew the amendment. But I bring it to 
the attention of the Senate and hope 
that it can be included in our bill and 
we will be permitted to take this issue 
to conference with the House. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further de bate? If there be no further 
debate, the question is on agreeing to 
the amendment. 

The Senator from North Dakota? 
Mr. BURDICK. Mr. President, I sug

gest the absence of a quorum. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

NEW YORK BOTANICAL GARDEN 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 
would like to take this relatively quiet 
moment in the deHberation on the Ag
riculture appropriation bill to ask my 
dear friends, the managers of the legis
lation, about a construction project of 
very, very great importance to this 
Senator, and I would hope to the whole 
body. That is the construction of a new 
building at the New York Botanical 
Garden to store its 5-million-item col
lection of plants and seeds. 

This is not an ordinary collection. 
This is the largest such collection in 
the United States. It is the genetic 
memory of three centuries. 

In 1895 the Botanical Garden was es
tablished in the North Bronx on some 
400 acres of forest. It was given the 
seed collection of Colombia College , 
dating back to the 18th century when it 
was King's College, and also of Prince
ton. 

A large, and for the time the largest
ever, building was built to house this 
collection. And over a century, it has 
filled up. There is as good a collection 
at Kew Gardens in London. And there 
are some on the continent that have 
equivalent resources. But none better. 

The garden is enormously active in 
research and loans. Mississippi Univer
sity researchers will be sending for 
plants that were spotted in the 1820's, 
in the 1720's. North Dakota University 
Ag Extension will be asking for forms 
of native vegetation from when the 
buffalo were there. The garden has the 
only records of ecological systems that 
do not exist anymore. 

The garden has to have a new build
ing. We had hoped that out of the $60 
million in the construction account 
this year, there might be $5 million for 
the Federal contribution to a new 
building, to be matched by New York 
City and increased by the State, the 
garden, and other donors. This was not 
possible. But I understand that there is 
a possibility the appropriation level for 
agriculture will be raised in conference 
above the Senate figure. This is the de
sire of the House. 

I wondered if I could ask my revered 
chairman whether it would be possible 
to hope that, when this happens, the 
provision for the New York Botanical 
Garden, which is $1.4 million, might be 
raised. 

Mr. BURDICK. As the Senator well 
knows, the budget this year is very 
tight and we have to be careful how we 
spend this money. But the program 
that he has announced is a very good 
program and we will do our best at con
ference to see that it gets more money. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I do very much 
want to thank the chairman for that. 

May I make the point that this, the 
New York Botanical Garden, comes to 
the Senate once a century. We do not 
do this frequently. We should do it 
now, for this is a national resource. 
The Department of Agriculture specifi
cally recommends that this building be 
built. This is a repository for genetic 
material. If there is no room to keep it, 
if lack of climate control ruins it, it is 
gone. And so, I say to my revered 
friend from North Dakota, if this were 
in Mississippi, if it were in Alaska, if it 
were in Hawaii, it would be just as im
portant to me and I would hope the 
Senate would feel the same say. This is 
a national resource. 

I see the Senator from Mississippi 
has risen. I hope I could engage him. 

Mr. COCHRAN. If the distinguished 
Senator will yield, I will be happy to 
respond to let him know the committee 
did have a request submitted to it. The 
distinguished Senator from New York, 
the Senator's colleague, Senator 
D'AMATO, asked the committee to sup
ply funds that we understood would be 
matched by local funds up to the level 
of about $10 million, as I understood it, 
for this phase of the project. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. They will be. 
Mr. COCHRAN. The committee was 

asked last year to provide some funds 
for a feasibility study and that was 
done. The Department of Agriculture 
supported the feasibility study. 

This year, the next phase of the 
project is for planning and the House 
has, in its bill, $1.3 million. We added 
an additional $100,000 to that so this 
bill, as before the Senate now, has an 
appropriation of $1.4 million. The addi
tional funds were added at the request 
of Senator D'AMATO in the full Com
mittee on Appropriations .. I am hoping 
we can make a contribution, whatever 
a fair contribution is, from the Federal 
Government to match local funds to 
see that this project is completed. 

I hope we can continue to work with 
the distinguished Senator and I thank 
him for bringing this up at this time. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. COCHRAN. I am happy to yfeld. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. I thank the Senator 

for those statements. This is the first 
time the garden ever asked our help. It 
is to build a facility that can hold its 
collection, which grows constantly as 
other institutions that can no longer 
maintain their collections donate them 
to the garden. The existing building 
has no climate controls, a serious 
threat to these 5 million specimens. 

At a time when we are beginning to 
think about biodiversity as an aspect 
of agriculture and the environment, 
here is an opportunity to see what peo
ple brought back from the rain forests , 
from the prairies, from the virgin for
es ts, from the Lewis and Clarke Expe
dition. It has no counterpart on Earth 

in specimens from our hemisphere. The 
building is ready to be built. Put it up. 
Be proud of it. And the Senators will 
have the deep and abiding thanks of 
the New York delegation and the Na
tion. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. COCHRAN. I thank the Senator 
from New York for his information and 
suggestions. We will try to work with 
him in the future, and with the other 
Senator from New York, to see that 
this project moves along. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. My very good friend 
indeed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from North Carolina. 

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. President, may I 
ask if I can get unanimous consent to 
set aside the pending amendment, in 
order to propose an amendment by Mr. 
HELMS and myself? 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I do 
not have any personal objection to 
that. I am assuming the Senator has 
consulted with Senator HELMS and he 
has no objection to his amendment 
being set aside. 

Mr. SANFORD. This is a matter of 
great importance to both of us. I want 
to be sure I get it in in proper time and 
then it can be set aside for consider
ation. 

Mr. COCHRAN. I want to assure on 
my part the Senator is protected. Will 
the Senator withhold 1 second? 

Mr. SANFORD. Once we offer it, we 
can set it aside. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I am 
reluctant to agree to setting aside the 
Helms amendment without permission 
of Senator HELMS. We were thinking 
we were moving to some resolution of 
that amendment. Could we have a copy 
of the Senator's amendment, if there is 
a copy available? 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

The Chair reminds the Senator under 
the previous order, the Senate was to 
stand in recess 4 minutes ago. 

REVISED ORDER FOR RECESS 
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the time for 
recess be delayed until the hour of 1 
o'clock. 

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

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, with 
respect to the amendment that this 
Senator sent to the desk earlier regard
ing the tobacco regulation, I am now 
advised we may be able to proceed to 
take that amendment and take that 
issue to conference. We checked with 
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someone who thought they had a prob
lem with that. Now we understand that 
problem has been resolved. I inquire of 
my friend from North Dakota if we 
could proceed to accept that amend
ment. 

Mr. BURDICK. We have no objection 
at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate? If not, the question is 
on agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 925) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. HELMS. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I 
think now the Senator from North 
Carolina [Mr. SANFORD] has an amend
ment that he wants to offer. That will 
be timely at this point. 

AMENDMENT NO. 927 
(Purpose: To provide funding for the Bow

man Gray Nutrition Center at Wake Forest 
University) 
Mr. SANFORD. Mr. President, I send 

an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the pending Leahy amend
ment will be set-aside. The clerk will 
report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 

SANFORD], for himself and Mr. HELMS, pro
poses an amendment numbered 927. 

On page 30, line 11, strike "$720,436,000" and 
insert in lieu thereof "$707,936,000"; and 

On page 17, line 21, strike "$60,769,000" and 
insert in lieu thereof "$73,269,000". 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from North Carolina. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the only 
amendments remaining in order to the 
bill, other than the committee amend
ments and the Leahy perfecting 
amendment, be the following: the pend
ing Sanford amendment regarding co
operative State research centers, and a 
possible amendment by Senator SIMP
SON regarding REA loans, with the 
pending Sanford and possible Simpson 
amendments being subject to relevant 
second-degree amendments. 

I further ask unanimous consent that 
no motion to recommit be in order. 

I further ask unanimous consent that 
the time between 2:15 p.m. and 2:20 p.m. 
be equally divided and controlled be
tween Senator LEAHY and the bill's 
managers and that at 2:20 p.m., the 
Senator vote on the Leahy amendment 
No. 917; that upon the disposition . of 
the Leahy amendment, the Senate, 
without any intervening action or de
bate, adopt the remaining committee 
amendment. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, reserv
ing the right to object, I do not intend 
to object but simply want to inquire of 
the leader-that nothing in this agree
ment would prohibit or impede having 
a colloquy introduced in the RECORD 
between Senator DOLE and the man
agers or Senator WARNER and the man
agers. 

Mr. MITCHELL. That is correct. This 
merely limits the amendments, and 
colloquies could still be permitted. 

Mr. COCHRAN. We have no objection. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection? 
Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 

thank my colleagues. Senators should 
then be aware that a rollcall vote will 
occur on the Leahy amendment at 2:20 
p.m. and it is my hope that shortly 
thereafter we will be able to dispose of 
the two remaining amendments, and 
then have final passage on this bill. 

Then I intend to seek consent to pro
ceed to the Commerce-Justice-State 
Department appropriations bill which I 
hope can be sometime during the after
noon today. 

Mr. President, I thank my col
leagues. 

Although, at my request, the distin
guished Senator from Mississippi ex
tended the time until 1 p.m., unless the 
managers believe otherwise, I think it 
would be appropriate to recess now un
less any Senator is seeking recogni
tion. 

Mr. HELMS. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. MITCHELL. Yes. 
Mr. HELMS. What is the status of 

the Sanford amendment? 
Mr. MITCHELL. That will be the 

pending business. That would be fol
lowing the disposition of the Leahy 
amendment and the committee amend
ments. Those will occur at 2:20. There 
will be a vote on the Leahy amend
ment. Then, under this agreement, the 
remaining committee amendments will 
be adopted. Then the Sanford amend
ment will be the pending business. 

RECESS 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 

therefore ask unanimous consent that 
the Senate stand in recess until 2:15 
p.m. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 12:56 p.m., recessed until 2:15 p.m.; 
whereupon, the Senate reassembled 
when called to order by the Presiding 
Officer [Mr. ADAMS]. 

AMENDMENT NO. 917 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pursuant 

to the previous order of the Senate, 
there will be 5 minutes of debate, 
equally divided, between the managers 
of the bill, Senator COCHRAN of Mis
sissippi, and Senator BURDICK of North 
Dakota on one side, and Senator LEAHY 
of Vermont on the other side. The 
pending question is the Leahy amend
ment, No. 917. 

Who seeks recognition? I say to the 
parties that the time is running. 

Mr. LEAHY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Vermont. 
Mr. LEAHY. I yield myself 1 minute. 
Mr. President, the amendment before 

the Senate is a simple one. It just says 
that if the taxpayers are going to spend 
$700 million of all our money, they 
ought to get what they are supposed to 
get. 

We wrote out very clearly in the 
farm bill, voted on by a majority of 
this Senate, voted on in the committee 
at conference, signed into law by the 
President, we would have 30-year ease
ments. Now, with no hearings, no au
thorization, the Appropriations Com
mittee has tried to change that. 

What they are saying is that we are 
going to spend $700 million without the 
kind of responsibility we have. That is 
why the administration supports the 
Leahy amendment. 

I ask unanimous consent that a let
ter from the Department of Agri
culture, Office of the Under Secretary, 
supporting the Leahy amendment be 
printed in the RECORD. 

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

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY, 

Washington, DC, July 30, 1991. 
DEAR SENATOR LEAHY: The administration 

would support your amendment to the Sen
ate Agriculture Appropriations bill, H.R. 
2698, striking language authorizing 15 year 
easements under the Wetlands Reserve Pro
gram. Under the 1990 farm bill, a conserva
tion easement may extend for 30 years or be 
permanent or run for the maximum duration 
allowable under state law. The administra
tion supports the farm bill provision as pro
viding the maximum environmental benefit 
from enrollment in the Wetlands Reserve 
Program. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN CAMPBELL, 

Deputy Under Secretary, International 
Affairs and Commodity Programs. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
seeks recognition under the rule? 

Mr. BURDICK addressed the chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from North Dakota. 
Mr. BURDICK. Mr. President, I hope 

that my colleagues can support the 
committee amendment and oppose the 
amendment of the Senator from Ver
mont. This would allow for some flexi
bility in administering the program to 
see what sort of farmer interest we 
have in the 15-year and 30-year ease-
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ments and the permanent easement. I 
think we will have a much higher rate 
of participation with the 15-year ease
ments, because many farmers will not 
participate in the absence of this short
er easement. 

Mr. President, I want to reiterate the 
point that the committee amendment 
does not require USDA to accept any 
15-year easements. It merely allows 
them t o be offered so that farmers may 
submit bids based on 15-year ease
ments. 

It is also entirely possible that 15-
year bids could have much more eco
logical value than equivalent-sized per
manent or 30-year easements. We may 
be able to enter much more valued wet
lands in the reserve by allowing 15-year 
easements that may not be entered if 
15-year easements were not allowed. 

The purpose of allowing 15-year ease
ments simply increases the competi
tiveness of the program. There will be 
more bids, the Department will have a 
bigger pool from which to accept bids. 
It by no means requires tha t only 15-
year easements be granted, and in fact, 
USDA may not choose not to accept 
any 15-year easements. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

seeks recognition? Does the Senator 
from Mississippi wish to be heard on 
this? 

Mr. COCHRAN. No. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

a tor from Vermont has 57 seconds. 
Mr. LEAHY. I yield back my time, 

Mr. President. 
Mr. BURDICK. Mr. President, we 

yield our time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas 

and nays having been ordered on the 
r · :1~.1 :'3m~nt, the quest ·. . ~ · n agree
ing to t he Leahy amendmen t; No. 917. 

'l~e clerk will call the roll. 
'rhe legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN
NEDY] is necessarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator 
from Arkansas [Mr. PRYOR] is absent 
because of illness. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de
siring to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 76, 
nays 22, as follows: 

Adams 
Akaka 
Bentsen 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boren 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Brown 
Bryan 
Cha.fee 
Coats 
Cohen 
Craig 
Cranston 

[Rollcall Vote No. 159 Leg.] 
YEAS-76 

D'Amato 
Danforth 
Dodd 
Domenici 
Durenberger 
Fowler 
Garn 
Glenn 
Gore 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grassley 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Hatfield 

Helms 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Kassebaum 
Kasten 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Lau ten berg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 

Metzenbaum Riegle Smith 
Mikulski Robb Specter 
Mitchell Rockefeller Stevens 
Moynihan Roth Symms 
Murkowski Rudman Thurmond 
Nickles Sar banes Wallop 
Nunn Sasser Wirth 
Packwood Seymour Wofford 
Pell Simon 
Reid Simpson 

NAYS-22 
Baucus DeConcini Lott 
Bumpers Dixon Pressler 
Burdick Dole Sanford 
Burns Exon Shelby 
Byrd Ford Warner 
Cochran Heflin Wellstone 
Conrad Johnston 
Daschle Kerrey 

NOT VOTING-2 
Kennedy Pryor 

So the amendment (No. 917) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mr. COCHRAN. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now is on agreeing to the 
committee amendment, as amended. 

The committee amendment, as 
amended, was agreed to. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
committee amendment, as amended, 
was adopted. 

Mr. BURDICK. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 927 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question now recurs on the amend
ment, No. 927, offered by the Senator 
from North Carolina [Mr. SANFORD], to 
the original bill. 

The Senator from Mississippi. 
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, the 

amendment of the Senator from North 
Carolina deals with a project in the 
State of North Carolina, at Wake For
est University. There is funding in the 
House bill in the amount of $3.65 mil
lion to carry forward the work on the 
Bowman Gray Center. The Senate bill 
had no appropriation in it. 

I do not know what the will of the 
Senate is going to be, but the amend
ment brings this to our attention. It 
asks for about $13 million for the 
project. To be honest about it, the off
set is a little hard to accept, and I 
probably cannot recommend to the 
Senate that it agree to the amendment 
in its present form. 

It takes money from the ASCS sala
ries and expenses account and those 
moneys are needed. As a matter of fact, 
we need more money in that account to 
handle the workload and the demands 
on that agency at this time. I would 
hate to see that account used as a way 
to provide funds for this project in 
North Carolina. 

I hope that the proponents of the 
amendment will let us have some flexi-

bili ty and, in conference with the 
House, try to work out a funding level 
that would represent the amount of 
money that could reasonably be ex
pected to be used efficiently in the 
next fiscal year for this project. 

I understand there was funding for 
the project last year, and it is surely 
one of those projects that will be sup
ported in the years ahead. I am not 
prepared to recommend we agree to the 
amendment in its present form. I want
ed to let the proponents of the amend
ment know what I thought about it and 
urge that we look for a way to have 
more flexibility than the amendment 
permits us at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from North Carolina. 

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. President, I 
think the distinguished Senator from 
Mississippi stated the case very well. 
This is a project of considerable value 
to the Bowman Gray Hospital, to Wake 
Forest University, and to the people of 
that region; but of even greater impor
tance, it is a significant kind of re
search that now is needed in a greater 
degree across the Nation. 

In order to keep a fair amount of 
funding in there, we wanted about $15 
million. The House put into the budget 
$31h million. We wanted to have an op
portunity to have some figure in there 
with which we could bargain in con
ference. It does not have to be $12.5 
million, though that seems to be a rea
sonable figure. 

If I may call to the attention of the 
Senator from Mississippi , the reason 
we chose the Agricultural Stabilization 
and Conservation Service is because of 
a GAO report that has just come out 
that says that the administrative cost 
approach exceeds the value of the bene
fits provided. 

This kind of recommendation would 
have saved $90 million in administra
tive costs in fiscal year 1989, on the 
proposition that this was a good place 
to get the money. Obviously, where we 
get it is not as important as what we 
spend it for. 

We are flexible on that, as is, I am 
sure, my colleagues from North Caro
lina, and I are flexible on the amount, 
if the leadership would accept a small
er amount. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I am 
proud to be a cosponsor of this amend
ment, and I am sure my colleagues will 
recognize the important research that 
will be established at the Bowman 
Gray School of Medicine of Wake For
est University. The Center for Re
search on Human Nutrition and Chron
ic Disease Prevention will help us learn 
more about the link between nutrition 
and health. 

For the past 2 years, I have worked 
to give the Bowman Gray Nutrition 
Center a toehold in the appropriations 
process and to gain support for the 
project at the U.S. Department of Agri
culture. While the Senate has failed to 
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see the value of this project, the House 
has fortunately seen fit to fund this 
important project. And some of the 
perceived problems have been resolved 
with the Department of Agriculture. 

The diseases associated with nutri
tion and diet are one of the leading 
causes of illness and death in this 
country and around the world. In fact, 
three of the four leading killers-heart 
disease, stroke, and cancer-are caused 
at least in part by what we eat. I think 
it is obvious that there is a need to ag
gressively explore the prevention of 
chronic disease. 

There are currently five human nu
trition centers sponsored by the USDA. 
However, none of these centers focus 
on the role of nutrition in the cause 
and, more importantly, the prevention 
of chronic disease. 

Finally, I think it is important to 
point out that such research could very 
well lead to the development of new 
food products that could benefit every
one. The research will help transfer 
knowledge about nutrition and diet to 
food production. New products result
ing for this research could enhance our 
farm economy lead to quality exports 
that will improve our balance of trade. 

Mr. President, I will say again to my 
colleagues that the research done at 
the Bowman Gray Nutrition Center 
will be unique to USDA nutrition cen
ters, and I urge them to support this 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from North Carolina has the floor. 

Mr. SANFORD. No, I yield. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

manager of the bill. 
Mr. BURDICK. Mr. President, I can

not support taking salaries and ex
pense money from the Agricultural 
Stabilization and Conservation Service 
for this construction project. The bill 
does not contain sufficient funds to 
meet the President's request for ASCS. 
It is already short by $50 million. To 
reduce this appropriation even further 
is just not supportable. 

To provide $12,500,000 would provide 
more than twice as much as was al
lowed for any other facility in this ac
count. There just was not sufficient 
funds to provide the amount requested 
by the Senators. If the Senators could 
allow the bill to go forward at this 
time without this amendment, I will do 
my best in the conference committee 
to provide additional funds for the 
Bowman Gray Center at Wake Forest 
as the Senators request. But I would 
hope that they would not press this 
amendment at this time because I can
not support the amendment as it is. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
seeks recognition? 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. President, I 
would like to inquire of the leadership, 
on my behalf and on behalf of my col
league from North Carolina, who I am 
sure in a moment will have something 
to say about it, whether or not, given 
the importance of this project to us 
and I think to the Nation, would they 
be agreeable if we withdrew this 
amendment, which pinpoints the 
source of the money, to doing their 
best in conference to move toward the 
House figure in order to keep this 
project from dying on the vine? 

I make that inquiry. 
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, if the 

distiilguished Senator will yield, I am 
prepared to recommend to the chair
man and to work with him in con
ference in trying to resolve this issue 
so that there will be some funding pro
vided in the final conference report for 
this project at Wake Forest. I cannot 
make a commitment as to the exact 
dollar amount. Obviously, the House 
has included the figure of $3.65 million. 
My experience has been and if we do 
have the additional allocation-which I 
understand will be available to us in 
conference-we will certainly be more 
likely to meet that figure or come 
close to it than we are at this time. 

I know the distinguished Senator 
from North Carolina [Mr. HELMS], had 
requested funds for this project in pre
vious years. We have been working 
with the Department of Agriculture to 
try to identify how much could reason
ably be expected to be used each fiscal 
year. Frankly, I would say the figure 
that the House has is certainly closer 
to the figure that we got from the De
partment of Agriculture than the 
amount that was contained in the 
amendment that was proposed and that 
is pending before the Senate right now. 

So, for my part, both Senators from 
North Carolina have my assurance that 
we will try to work out a reasonable 
compromise in conference and one with 
which they both will be happy. 

Mr. HELMS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from North Carolina [Mr. HELMS]. 
Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair. Mr. 

President, as Senator COCHRAN has 
stated, we have been working on this 
for some years now. We got some fund
ing for the project a couple of years 
ago. 

Let me say this about Senator COCH
RAN. He has carried the ball on this 
project for us. I want him to know we 
are grateful. I, for one, favor withdraw
ing the amendment with the assurance 
that he has just given that they will 
work it out in conference somehow, 
and I think they can because there is 
strong support on the House side. We 
will talk with some of the conferees on 

this side. Senator SANFORD offered the 
amendment. I believe Senator BURDICK 
has indicated he will support. 

Mr. BURDICK. Senator BURDICK sup
ports his colleagues. 

Mr. SANFORD. I thank the distin
guished chairman and the distin
guished ranking member. I think the 
House put in a figure, expecting us to 
have a figure, that would permit them 
to increase it. They put it in on the low 
side. So I hope the conferees will bear 
that in mind when they attempt to 
work out some solution to this. 

Again, I thank them very much for 
their consideration. 

Mr. President, I wish to withdraw the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has that right. The amendment is 
withdrawn. 

The amendment (No. 927) was with
drawn. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Mississippi. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, let me 
thank my friends from North Carolina, 
both distinguished Senators, for their 
cooperation with the committee and 
for the understanding of our situation 
with this bill at this time. 

Mr. President, the only other amend
ment that is in order under the order is 
an amendment by the distinguished 
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. SIMPSON]. 
I know of no other amendments that 
can be offered under the order that was 
previously entered. 

KANSAS STATE UNIVERSITY, MANHATTAN, KS 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, it has 
come to my attention that during 
markup of the Agriculture appropria
tions bill, $285,000 of the funding pro
vided for Kansas State University at 
Manhattan, KS, was allocated to the 
stored grain management project. Al
though we are appreciative of the com
mittee's support for this project, we 
urge the conference committee to con
sider the following allocation: $125,000 
for alfalfa research, $100,000 for canola 
research, and an additional $10,000 for 
wheat genetics research. I request this 
action on behalf of myself and Senator 
KASSEBAUM. I understand both the 
chairman and the ranking member of 
the Agriculture Appropriations Sub
committee have agreed to this request. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I 
wish to join Senator DOLE in support of 
this change. Research for stored grain 
management has been an ongoing 
project at Kansas State University for 
several years. I agree with the dean of 
agriculture at KSU that emphasis 
should be shifted to new areas. Alfalfa 
research in the Midwest is limited to 
Kansas in spite of the prominence this 
crop has throughout several Mid
western States. Although research cur
rently being conducted has contributed 
significantly in recent years to the de
velopment of new varieties, there is 
still room for improvement. 

In addition to alfalfa, producers in 
the Midwest realize the need for alter-
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native crops. Canola appears to have a 
great deal of potential. Additional re
sources are needed to answer the many 
questions farmers still have this crop. 
Finally, Mr. President, KSU has been a 
leader in the area of wheat genetics re
search. Our proposal would provide ad
ditional moneys for this project. I join 
my colleague from Kansas in request
ing this money be transferred from 
stored grain management to the areas 
we have outlined. 

Mr. DOLE. In addition, I wish to re
quest that the conference committee 
consider setting aside up to $50,000 for 
a feasibility study of an agriculture re
search and emissions facility to de
velop and test fuel formulations using 
ethanol blends at Pittsburg State Uni
versity at Pittsburg, KS, in coopera
tion with Kansas State University. 
This program is one that could have 
important implications for America's 
farmers, the environment and for na
tional energy security. 

As my colleagues know, last year's 
Clean Air Act required major changes 
in gasoline composition and in emis
sions. As a result, agriculturally based 
oxygenated fuels will play a significant 
role in cleaning up our environment. A 
tremendous side benefit of these fuels 
will be the enormous impact they will 
have on farm income, and the positive 
role they will play in ensuring Ameri
ca's domestic energy security. 

Putting these much-needed fuels into 
use r equires laboratory testing and re
search. This project would establish a 
state-of-the-art facility to conduct the 
emissions testing needed to produce 
these blends. Mr. President, there is a 
real need for this facility to be estab
lished. While there is currently a sig
nificant amount of emission testing, it 
i<> pr im arily focuseC: o , methanol 
blends. I understand t here are only 
three EPA-approved emission labs that 
are able to conduct tests at the re
quired Federal specifications. Like
wise, there is only one lab that is 
equipped to conduct tests at lower tem
peratures. 

Mr. President, I am hopeful that the 
conference will find a place for this fa
cility. The benefits that we as a nation 
will achieve from this modest invest
ment will repay us many times over. 
Agriculturally derived motor fuels are 
worth the effort. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I cer
tainly have no problem with the re
quest of the Senators from Kansas. I 
understand they have contacted Kan
sas State University and Pittsburg 
State University and everyone seems 
to be in agreement. 

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. President, I also 
have no problem with this request. 

FLORIDA CITRUS CANKER ERADICATION 
PROGRAM 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I won
der if I may engage the chairman of the 
Agriculture Appropriations Sub
committee in a brief colloquy. Mr. 

Chairman, I wish to discuss the issue of 
Federal obligation to the citrus grow
ers and nurserymen of Florida who par
ticipated in the joint Federal-State 
Canker Eradication Program from 1984 
to 1986. 

Mr. BURDICK. I am aware of the pro
gram. The State of Florida was placed 
under a strict quarantine and the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture declared a 
state of emergency. Federal funds were 
made available for the destruction of 
citrus trees potentially infected with 
citrus canker. Some payments were 
also made to citrus tree owners for re
placement cost of the destroyed trees. 
All costs of the program were shared 
equally by the State and the Federal 
Government. 

Mr. GRAHAM. That is true, Mr. 
President. However, the Florida Su
preme Court has ruled that the actions 
taken under the eradication program 
were a taking and that market-value 
compensation must be paid to the 
growers. The State has since had to 
make available some $75 million to the 
growers seeking additional compensa
tion. 

Mr. BURDICK. Has the Federal Gov
ernment determined whether it must 
help meet the payments under this 
compensation plan? 

Mr. GRAHAM. To date, the Florida 
congressional delegation, the Gov
ernor, the State attorney general, and 
other State officials have written the 
USDA and met with the Secretary on 
this question. We have yet to have a 
final answer from the Department. I 
bring this to the Senate's attention be
cause we had hoped to know whether 
legislative action would be required by 
the time the Senate began considering 
appropriations bills. Should this prob
lem remain unresolved into the next 
year, I hope the chairman will discuss 
with me the legislative options avail
able to help the State meet its obliga
tions under the original joint eradi
cation program. 

Mr. BURDICK. I would be pleased to 
discuss with the Senator possible fund
ing solutions. However, I think that 
primary responsibility lies with the 
Department of Agriculture to respond 
to Congress' and the State's inquiries. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I agree 
with the Senator and hope that our dis
cussion will provide the USDA with 
new impetus to respond to this serious 
question of fair compensation. 

THE WIC PROGRAM 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I would 
like to engage the chairman of the 
Committee on Agriculture in a col
loquy regarding the consistency in 
what the Department of Agriculture 
recommends with respect to its nutri
tion policy and dietary recommenda
tions and how the Department actually 
administers the WIC Program. I am 
pursuing this subject at this time be
cause it is addressed in the Senate Ap-

propriations Committee report to ac
company H.R. 2698. 

The WIC Program has been one of the 
most successful and cost-effective pro
grams administered by the Federal 
Government. It provides for the dis
tribution of specific groups of foods to 
program participants. Regulations pre
scribing requirements for providing the 
supplemental foods to participants en
sure that local agencies make available 
at least one food from each group in 
several specific food packages. Food 
packages for children include milk, 
eggs, cereals, fruit juice, and vegeta
bles. 

One of the most essential elements in 
a balanced nutritious diet is fruit, and 
this statement is well documented by 
the Federal Government. For instance, 
the Dietary Guidelines Advisory Com
mittee, established jointly by the U.S. 
Departments of Agriculture [USDA] 
and Health and Human Services [HHS] 
recommends that "adults eat daily at 
least * * * two servings of fruits" and 
that children should be encouraged to 
develop a similar practice. Similarly, 
the Surgeon General's "Report on Nu
trition and Health" recommends that 
among other foods, such as vegetables, 
whole grain products and cereals, peo
ple should "emphasize intake of 
fruits." 

Still another Federal Government 
document entitled "Dietary Guidelines 
for Americans" recommends choosing a 
diet with plenty of vegetables, fruits, 
and grain products and suggests that 
adults and children should eat "two 
servings of fruit daily." Local WIC of
fices distribute literature encouraging 
WIC participants to eat fruits, such as 
raisins, as snacks, and USDA Program 
Aid No. 1385, which specifically advises 
that we should "at breakfast use fruit 
in cereal." 

USDA regulations limit the amount 
of sugar included in cereals, including 
sugar naturally found in fruit, which 
effectively discourages or prohibits the 
distribution in th.e WIC Program of nu
tritious cereals containing fruit. These 
regulations provide that each local 
agency that provides supplemental 
foods to program participants make 
available to each participant cereal 
which meets specific nutritional stand
ards. 

However, because of the way in which 
these regulations are worded, cereal 
which-except for its fruit content-
meets all other nutritional standards is 
excluded from the list of eligible cere
als. For instance, bran flakes would 
qualify for the program, but when rai
sins are added to this product and it 
becomes raisin bran, the cereal be
comes ineligible. 

Mr. President, USDA's current policy 
with respect to the WIC food package is 
not consistent with the recommenda
tions of USDA, other Govenrment 
agencies, and nutrition experts. In 
other words, I am concerned that the 
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USDA is not practicing what it 
preaches. 

I am aware that the WIC food pack
age is presently under review and that 
during the course of the review the 
issue I have raised may be considered, 
but that fact does not alleviate my 
concerns. USDA is considering the WIC 
package contents now and is supposed 
to report back to Congress by June 
1992. I am concerned that the fruit in 
cereal issue may not be resolved in a 
timely manner unless Congress directs 
the USDA to do so. 

I would like to ask my colleague 
from Vermont, in his capacity as chair
man of the committee of jurisdiction 
over the WIC Program, to consider 
ways in which we could achieve a more 
prompt resolution of this problem. I do 
believe that it is our responsibility as 
legislators to ensure that the dietary 
recommendations of the USDA are ap
plied where appropriate to feeding pro
grams administered by the Department 
and that we should urge the Depart
ment to set an example for all Ameri
cans by practicing what it preaches. 

Mr. President, it should be clear now 
to the Senate that the USDA needs to 
carefully examine its policy regarding 
the use of fruit in cereals. The policy 
denies WIC participants the oppor
tunity to have a helping of fruit with 
the cereals purchased through the WIC 
Food Program. 

If the Senator from Vermont agrees, 
I would ask him whether this is not an 
issue that his committee could exam
ine and help resolve in a timely fash
ion? 

Mr. LEAHY. The Senator from 
Michigan makes several good points 
with respect to the treatment of fruit 
in cereal under the WIC regulations. 
The WIC food package is and must con
tinue to be based on sound input from 
pediatricians, nutritionists, and other 
scientists and is specifically designed 
for pregnant women, infants, and 
young children. 

I will contact the Department and 
ask for a speedy consideration of the 
issues you have raised and a report 
back by the end of this year to my 
committee providing the Department's 
detailed response and an indication of 
what steps the Department will take to 
address your concerns regarding 
USDA's policy. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I would 
like to thank the Senator for his help 
on this. Also, I would like to ask unan
imous consent that an editorial on this 
subject from today's Washington Post 
be printed in the RECORD. 

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

RAISIN WAR 

The Federal government thinks that chil
dren should eat less sugar and more fruit, 
which is fine-except when it's contradic
tory. The fruit that the government likes 
can be a major source of the sugar that it 

doesn 't. The contradiction arises with par
ticular force inside a box of Kellogg's Raisin 
Bran. Can you believe that it may now arise 
within the U.S. Senate as well? 

It seems that, were it not for the sugar 
from the raisins, this product of the Kellogg 
Co. would be eligible to be bought by needy 
families under the sugar standard of the gov
ernment's WIC program, a stern 6 grams per 
serving and no more. Counting the raisins 
and the rest of the sugar in the box, however, 
it's not eligible. That's true even though the 
same Agriculture Department that main
tains the WIC regulations can be found in 
other contexts urging Americans not merely 
to eat more fruit, but to put in on their ce
real. 

Kellogg cares, and not just for love of con
sistency in the Code of Federal Regulations. 
The WIC feeding program for needy pregnant 
women, infants and children is itself a pretty 
big bowl of breakfast. It helps to feed nearly 
5 million people including a third of the na
tion 's newborns at a cost of about $2.4 billion 
a year. Of that, an estimated $150 million 
goes for cereal, and about two-thirds of the 
cereal money, Kellogg says, is spent on 
Cheerios, which meet the WIC sugar and 
other nutrition standards and are made by 
Kellogg competitor General Mills. WIC real
ly stands for women, infants and Cheerios, 
the Kellogg people like to joke, not sweetly. 

Kellogg, based in Michigan, is urging that 
state's Sen. Carl Levin offer an amendment 
to the agriculture appropriation bill some
how relaxing the sugar rule so that the rai
sins won't count. Other senators including 
minority leader Bob Dole have warned they 
will resist a step they call a threat to the 
program's "integrity." They cite a letter 
from the American Academy of Pediatrics 
and other protective groups urging that the 
question of what can and cannot be bought 
with the money not be politicized and noting 
that the department is already in the midst 
of a regular reexamination of the rules. 

If the government is going to cross the 
threshold of setting nutritional standards at 
all-as perhaps it had to, at least in the par
ticular kind of program WIC is-we suppose 
it was bound to come to this. You make the 
rules, and the next thing you know poor kids 
can't have Raisin Bran, which other kids are 
eating without ill effect, because to allow 
Raisin Bran is to open the floodgates to gov
ernment subsidized Snickers bars for poor 
and nutritionally deprived families. It is 
government at its most famously ele
phantine. Of this much only we are certain: 
The Senate floor is the wrong place to write 
the rules. But the Agriculture Department, 
if it is to have a free hand, should at a mini
mum keep the free hand light. Surely it's 
possible to have rules that square with the 
WIC program's raisin d'etre and still let in a 
scoop of raisins. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, this morn
ing's Washington Post included an edi
torial regarding the WIC Program that 
I commend to my Senate colleagues. 
That editorial points to the folly of 
regulations that preclude certain 
healthy food items, namely Raisin 
Bran, from the WIC Program. 

At best, it seems contradictory for 
the USDA to be promoting healthy 
foods with one hand and limiting their 
availability to WIC participants with 
the other. It may well be that this im
portant nutrition program deserves 
some critical scrutiny to ensure that 
there is a level playing field with re-

gard to which products are available to 
WIC participants. 

Quite frankly, I would hope and ex
pect that these kinds of dietary squab
bles could be worked out expeditiously 
by scientists, not Senators. I strongly 
encourage the USDA to work toward 
that goal. 

I ask that the editorial be printed in 
the RECORD. 

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

RAISIN WAR 

The federal government thinks that chil
dren should eat less sugar and more fruit, 
which is fine-except when it's contradic
tory. The fruit that the government likes 
can be a major source of the sugar that it 
doesn't. The contradiction arises with par
ticular force inside a box of Kellogg's Raisin 
Bran. Can you believe that it may now arise 
within the U.S. Senate as well? 

It seems that, were it not for the sugar 
from the raisins, this product of the Kellogg 
Co. would be eligible to be bought by needy 
families under the sugar standard of the gov
ernment's WIC program, a stern 6 grams per 
serving and no more. Counting the raisins 
and the rest of the sugar in the box, however, 
it's not eligible. That's true even though the 
same Agriculture Department that main
tains the WIC regulations can be found in 
other contexts urging Americans not merely 
to eat more fruit, but to put it on their ce
real. 

Kellogg cares, and not just for love of con
sistency in the Code of Federal Regulations. 
The WIC feeding program for needy pregnant 
women, infants, and children is itself a pret
ty big bowl of breakfast. It helps to feed 
nearly 5 million people including a third of 
the nation's newborns at a cost of about $2.4 
billion a year. Of that, an estimated $150 mil
lion goes for cereal, and about two-thirds of 
the cereal money, Kellogg says, is spent on 
Cheerios, which meet t he WIC sugar and 
other nutrition standards and are made by 
Kellogg competitor General Mills. WIC real
ly stands for women, infants and Cheerios, 
the Kellogg people like to joke, not sweetly. 

Kellogg, based in Michigan, is urging that 
state's Sen. Carl Levin offer an amendment 
to the agriculture appropriations bill some
how relaxing the sugar rule so that the rai
sins won't count. Other senators including 
minority leader Bob Dole have warned they 
will resist a step they call a threat to the 
program's " integrity." They cite a letter 
from the American Academy of Pediatrics 
and other protective groups urging that the 
question of what can and cannot be bought 
with the money not be politicized and noting 
that the department is already in the midst 
of a regular reexamination of the rules. 

If the government is going to cross the 
threshold of setting nutritional standards at 
all-as perhaps it had to, at least in the par
ticular kind of program WIC is-we suppose 
it was bound to come to this. You make the 
rules, and the next thing you know poor kids 
can't have Raisin Bran, which other kids are 
eating without ill effect, because to allow 
Raisin Bran is to open the floodgates to gov
ernment subsidized Snickers bars for poor 
and nutritionally deprived families. It is 
government at its most famously ele
phantine. Of this much only we are certain: 
The Senate floor is the wrong place to write 
the rules. But the Agriculture Department, 
if it is to have a free hand, should at a mini
mum keep the free hand light. Surely it's 
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possible to have rules that square with the 
WIC program's raisin d'etre and still let in a 
scoop of raisins. 

WIC APPROPRIATIONS 

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I rise 
to commend my friends and colleagues, 
the distinguished chairman from North 
Dakota, Senator BURDICK, and the 
ranking member from Mississippi, Sen
ator COCHRAN, for including $2.573 bil
lion, the level requested by President 
Bush, for WIC in the fiscal year 1992 ag
riculture appropriations bill. 

Mr. President, there has been a re
markable bipartisan effort this year to 
increase WIC to provide WIC's critical 
nutrition and health benefits to more 
eligible low-income pregnant women, 
infants, and children: 

First, President Bush requested an 
increase of approximately $223 million 
over the current level of $2.35 billion, 
enough to remove over 200,000 low-in
come pregnant and breast-feeding 
women and their children from the 
waiting lists nationwide. 

In addition, a panel of highly distin
guished corporate executives testified 
before the House Budget Committee 
earlier this year in support of a sub
stantial increase in WIC funding for fis
cal year 1992. The CEO's stated that: 

The health, well-being, and education of 
children in the United States are pivotal to 
keeping the United States competitive in an 
increasingly international economy. * * * 
We're convinced that WIC can make an im
portant contribution to ensuring that the 
Nation's education objectives are met, and 
that in turn, we have the productive work 
force we need. 

The CEO's recommended that WIC be 
funded at $2.7 billion in fiscal year 1992 
as a first step in a 5-year investment 
plan to reach all eligible low-income 
women, infants, and children. 

In June, more Senators than ever be
fore, 88 in total, signed the annual 
DeConcini-Chafee WIC appropriations 
letter urging a record increase of $250 
million over the prior year's current 
services level. The fiscal year 1992 
DeConcini-Chafee WIC letter requested 
$2.7 billion, the amount estimated ear
lier this year by the Congressional 
Budget Office to remain on track to at
tain WIC full funding by 1995. 

And more recently, the bipartisan 
National Commission on Children's re
port says that: 

WIC should be expanded to serve all finan
cially needy pregnant and nursing women, 
infants and children at nutritional risk. To 
do so will require increased annual funding 
of approximately $1 billion. 

Mr. President, the WIC Program con
tinues to build an impressive track 
record. A USDA study issued last Octo
ber demonstrates that WIC reduces 
Medicaid costs: Each dollar invested in 
WIC's prenatal component saved be
tween $1. 77 and $3.13 in Medicaid costs. 
In addition, a recent National Bureau 
of Economic Research study suggests 
that WIC also produces long-term sav
ings in special education costs. The Bu-

reau's research also found WIC to be 
one of the two most cost-effective 
methods of reducing infant mortality. 

Clearly the Agriculture Subcommit
tee's tight allocation made it very dif
ficult to provide any increase beyond 
the President's request for WIC. Fortu
nately, however, a recent event indi
cates the conference committee on this 
bill may be able to provide a little 
more than the President, and quite 
possibly enough for the full $2.6 billion 
included in the House. Last week's an
nouncement by the chairmen of the 
Senate and House Committees on Ap
propriations, Senator BYRD and Rep
resentative WHITTEN, that they have 
tentatively reached an agreement on 
the reallocation of $232 million in 
budget authority and $312 million in 
budget outlays for the Agriculture bill 
in conference is very good news. 

Mr. President, while the realloca
tions are not final, I would urge the 
chairman and the subcommittee to ac
cept the House level of $2.6 billion for 
WIC in conference-a mere $27 million 
over the Senate level, yet it would help 
to serve more eligible needy women 
and children. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I would 
like to join my friend from Arizona in 
expressing appreciation to the chair
man and ranking member of the sub
committee for allocating $2.573 billion 
to the WIC program for fiscal year 1992. 

WIC has long enjoyed considerable 
support in Congress, and for good rea
son: It pays off handsomely in terms of 
children's well-being, and that in turn 
results not only in savings in education 
arid health costs, but in a healthy and 
productive generation of children who 
will make up tomorrow's work force. 

As my colleague has pointed out, this 
year there has been a particularly 
strong convergence of support for WIC: 
The corporate sector, children's and 
health organizations, and independent 
study commissions have pressed for in
creased WIC funding. Both the Presi
dent and the Congress urged substan
tially increased funding for WIC-in 
fact, 86 of our colleagues joined Sen
ator DECONCINI and myself in request
ing a full $2.7 billion for WIC. This re
markable support comes from the fact 
that we all recognize that being pro
WIC is being both pro-children and pro
business; and that is pro-America. 

As we all know, the budget agree
ment of last year placed severe re
straints on everyone. It appears, how
ever, that some Appropriations sub
committee allocations may be revised 
later during the House and Senate con
ference. If this should occur, and the 
allocation for the Agriculture sub
committee be increased, I would join 
my friend from Arizona in requesting 
that the Senate conferees accept the 
higher appropriations for WIC in the 
House measure. While it may appear 
small, that additional $27 million could 
provide foods for tens of thousands of 

additional low-income mothers and 
children. 

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. President, I would 
also like to confirm my strong support 
for the WIC Program for my friends 
and colleagues, Senator DECONCINI and 
Senator CHAFEE. In fact, I have every 
intention of doing whatever I can in 
conference to come up with the $27 mil
lion needed to match the House level of 
$2.6 billion for WIC. Yet, I would re
mind my colleagues that there are 
other high priority i terns in this bill 
which must be given consideration 
should this reallocation occur. 

In particular, I believe that the Food 
and Drug Administration also needs a 
significant increase in funding above 
the level the subcommittee was able to 
provide. It is my belief that the Presi
dent's request for the FDA was inad
equate to meet the current demands 
upon it for testing of promising new 
and innovative drugs to deal with the 
AIDS crisis and so many other cata
strophic illnesses plaguing millions of 
Americans. However, in the event the 
reallocation which Senator DECONCINI 
outlined earlier does occur, I believe 
that the conferees should also do all 
that we can to provide for a significant 
increase in funding for the FDA as well 
as the $27 million increase necessary to 
bring the funding level for WIC up to 
the House level of $2.6 billion. 

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, again 
let me express my appreciation to the 
chairman and to Senator COCHRAN for 
the increase they have provided for 
WIC in this bill. Let me clarify that my 
colleague from Rhode Island and I are 
in no way criticizing the subcommi t
tee, but simply urging them to accept 
the House level for WIC in conference if 
the final allocation is greater than the 
Senate subcommittee's allocation. 
FEDERAL NORTH CENTRAL SOIL AND WATER RE-

SEARCH STATION AND THE WOLF CONTROL 
PROGRAM 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
rise to engage in a brief colloquy with 
my colleague, Chairman BURDICK of the 
Agriculture, Rural Development and 
Related Agencies Subcommittee of the 
Appropriations Committee. 

I would like to hear the chairman's 
views on two funding requests which 
the subcommittee was unable to grant 
in this Agriculture appropriations bill. 
The first of these is the Federal North 
Central Soil and Water Research Sta
tion at Morris, MN. The second is the 
wolf control program operated in Min
nesota by USDA's Animal and Plant 
Health Inspection Service. 

I understand the difficulty in trying 
to fund the many agricultural pro
grams and projects which have merit, 
particularly operated under the budg
etary constraints which the chairman's 
committee faced this year. I appreciate 
the chairman's efforts in balancing the 
priorities judiciously through this 
process. 

I would appreciate the chairman's as
surance that the important project and 
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program I mentioned above, both of 
which were funded in the House Agri
culture appropriations bill, were not 
rejected by the committee as lacking 
in merit. I hope, in fact, that the Sen
ator would support funding for these 
requests in the coming conference com
mittee. 

As the Senator knows from our com
munication prior to this bill's markup, 
the Morris Research Station is a suc
cessful facility which needs additional 
lab and office space, as well as a larger 
library, to accommodate the growth of 
important work in the area of water 
quality and low-input/sustainable agri
culture. The wolf control program, de
spite its impressive success so far, has 
been chronically underfunded. The wel
come robust recovery of the eastern 
timber wolf in Minnesota has led to a 
greater need for control efforts, which 
minimize damage to livestock. 

The House, with its larger allocation 
for agriculture, was able to fund the 
Morris Research Station at $1.35 mil
lion for 1992, and the wolf control pro
gram at $250,000. When the programs 
are considered by the committee in 
conference, would the chairman be 
willing to support their funding? 

Mr. BURDICK. I thank my colleague 
from Minnesota for the opportunity to 
note the difficulty our committee had 
in selecting projects and programs for 
funding this year. There were, indeed, 
hard choices between many deserving 
funding requests. 

I note his concern regarding the Mor
ris Research Station and Minnesota's 
wolf control program. I can assure the 
Senator that I will seriously consider 
his request to reexamine those 
projects. Our committee did not reject 
them as unworthy, and, should there be 
sufficient funds available, I may be 
able to support their inclusion. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I appreciate the 
Senator's attention to this matter. 

AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOPMENT AND 
RELATED AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS BILL 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, it ap
pears that the Senate today will pass 
the Agriculture, Rural Development 
and Related Agencies Appropriations 
Act for fiscal year 1992. I would like to 
take this opportunity to congratulate 
the chairman and ranking member of 
the Agriculture Appropriations Sub
committee for producing yet another 
fine bill, and thank them for their at
tention to projects that are important 
to Washington State. 

I am particularly pleased that the 
fiscal year 1992 bill includes $5 million 
for completion of the new ARS fruit 
and vegetable laboratory in Yakima. 
The new lab will replace an old facility 
that has been overtaken by residential 
and commercial growth, · and will be 
constructed on land purchased by the 
State tree fruit industry. This lab will 
facilitate research 'important to the en
tire Nation's fruit and vegetable indus
try. 

The bill also contains $2 million for 
the ARS Northwest Small Fruit Re
search Center. Research at the center 
will focus on plant genetics and breed
ing, crop production and pest manage
ment, processing and packaging tech
nology, and marketing. The center will 
be a significant regional resource for 
the berry and grape industries of Wash
ington, Oregon, and Idaho. 
· The amount of $1.2 million is des
ignated for construction of the Animal 
Disease Biotechnology Center. The 
center will link the veterinary teach
ing hospital under construction at 
Washington State University with the 
Veterinary Sciences Building which 
houses the Department of Microbiology 
and Pathology, the Washington Animal 
Diseases Diagnostic Laboratory, and 
the USDA-ARS Animal Research Unit. 
This facility is needed to sustain and 
expand research, extension and train
ing programs designed to resolve dan
gerous and costly disease problems in 
farm animals. 

I am pleased that the Senate has cho
sen to continue funding for agriculture 
and forestry trade research at the Uni
versity of Washington and Washington 
State University. The CINTRAFOR and 
IMPACT Programs at these institu
tions have done important work on for
eign market development and trade 
constraints, and have contributed sig
nificantly to the expansion of U.S. ag
ricultural exports. 

Fresh and dry peas and lentils are 
one of the Nation's strongest export 
products, and are an important source 
of protein for much of the world. These 
crops will benefit from the $400,000 in
cluded in the fiscal year 1992 bill for 
the Cool Season Food Legume Pro
gram. This appropriation will fund ge
netic, management, nutrition and tech
nology transfer research that will ben
efit pea and lentil farmers in Washing
ton. 

For all crops, research on pesticides 
and other agricultural chemicals is 
necessary to ensure a safe and abun
dant food supply. The fiscal year 1992 
bill includes funding for these efforts 
in a variety of areas, including $3 mil
lion for Interregional Research Project 
No. 4, a program that will support re
search to reregister pest control agents 
for minor crop uses. Washington State 
produces more than $1 billion in minor 
crops each y*ear, and many of the 
chemicals IR.4 has identified for rereg
istration are priorities for Washington 
State. 

The bill also includes $850,000 to com
plete equipment purchases and the hir
ing of staff for the Tri-Cities Food and 
Environmental Quality Lab. Research 
in the lab will explore the fate of pes
ticides on crops and in the environ
ment, and will contribute to the IR-4 
minor crop chemical reregistration 
program. 

Other important projects funded in 
the bill include regional barley gene 

mapping, Russian wheat aphid, TCK 
smut, acquaculture and potato re
search. 

Outside of the research arena, the 
Appropriations Committee agreed to 
adopt my amendment to expand the 
definition of eligible housing under the 
Farmers Home Administration's sec
tion 502 Guaranteed Home Loan Pro
gram. Currently, many residents of 
genuinely rural communities are pre
cluded from participating in the guar
antee program. At the same time, 
these people are eligible for the Farm
ers Home Direct Loan Program, a situ
ation which defies common sense. I 
hope this provision will be agreed to in 
conference. 

Finally, I would like to compliment 
the chairman and ranking member of 
the subcommittee for their continued 
support of the Market Promotion Pro
gram [MPPJ and other export pro
motion programs. I am concerned, how
ever, about a provision in the bill 
which defers until September 30, 1992, 
$70 million of the $200 million made 
available for MPP. I hope the effects of 
this provision on the program's oper
ation will be closely studied in con
ference. 

Mr. President, I would like to thank 
again the chairman and ranking mem
ber of the Agriculture Subcommittee 
for considering the requests I made on 
behalf of farmers in my State. This is 
a good bill, and will benefit each and 
every one of us who enjoy the world's 
cheapest, safest, and most abundant 
food supply. 

WIC FUNDING LEVELS 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, 
earlier this year, I joined with several 
of my colleagues in requesting a sig
nificant increase in funding for the 
Women, Infants, and Children Food 
Program [WICJ. I am pleased to see 
that the Appropriations Committee has 
reponded to this request. 

The measure before us today con
tains a funding level for WIC of $2.57 
billion, an increase of 9.5 percent-$223 
million-over the fiscal year 1991 level. 
WIC is one of the most successful do
mestic programs in existene, and has a 
proven track record of aiding 
underpriviledged children in their de
velopmental years. 

In Alaska alone, over 9,000 people a 
year receive WIC benefits. This pro
gram is also very cost effective. A U.S. 
Department of Agriculture study is
sued last fall found that each dollar in
vested in the WIC prenatal component 
saved between $1.77 and $3.13 in Medic
aid costs. 

I urge my colleagues who will par
ticipate in the conference on the Agri
culture bill to give the WIC Program 
the priority it deserves. 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, several 
of my colleagues, including Senators 
LEVIN, LEAHY, and EXON have com
mented on the need to maintain a 
strong WIC Program that provides a 
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wide variety of healthy and nutritious 
foods to its participants. As evidenced 
by today's Washington Post editorial 
on the subject, the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture should take expeditious 
and fairhanded action to recast out
moded regulations that preclude cer
tain food items such as raisin bran 
from being offered in the program. 

I understand that the Department of 
Agriculture is acutely aware of the 
need to reexamine regulations in this 
area, and I would hope that the USDA 
would move to resolve conflict with re
gard to this matter before the end of 
this year. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

The Senator from Wyoming is recog
nized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 928 
(Purpose: To restore the Omnibus Budget 

Reconciliation Act of 1990 funding rec
ommendations and authorize the Rural 
Electrification Administration (REA) to 
develop and implement eligibility criteria 
for loan applications) 
Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I send 

an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GRA
HAM). The clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Wyoming [Mr. SIMPSON] 
proposes an amendment numbered 928. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 61, line 10, strike "$622,050,000" and 

insert "$504,235,000". 
On page 61, line 12, strike "$239,250,000" and 

insert "$193, 765,000". 
On page 62, lines 1 through 4, strike ": Pro

vided further," and all that follows through 
"loan advances". 

On page 62, line 10, strike "$157 ,609,000" and 
insert "$127,866,000". 

On page 62, line 11, after "$14,152,000,". in
sert the following: "and cost of the other 
loan guarantees, $105,000". 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, this is 
a contentious matter that I present 
here, but I am introducing this amend
ment, and at the same time my staff 
and the staff of Senator LEAHY are in
volved in discussions regarding this 
matter. 

This is an issue of funding of the 
Rural Electrification Administration, 
the REA, as outlined under the Omni
bus Reconciliation Act of 1990. It has to 
do with the retaining of the REA's 
ability to develop and implement eligi-

bility requirements for rural electric 
borrowers and reinstate funding for 
REA's newly mandated 90-percent 
guarantee loan program. 

I have no desire to injure the REA. 
But since the establishment of REA in 
1935, practically every single village, 
small town, and farm in rural America 
has received reliable and affordable 
electric service. That was the original 
purpose of the REA. That REA-fi
nanced system currently operates in 46 
States and Puerto Rico and finances 
loans to both electric and telephone 
companies serving rural America. It is 
extraordinary what is happening with 
loans to the telephone companies. 

These rural electric co-ops can re
ceive direct loans with interest rates of 
5 percent or private loans guaranteed 
by the Government for 100 percent of 
their value. Those guarantees are quite 
attractive safety mechanisms because 
the borrower will receive 100 percent of 
the money he has been loaned should 
the private lender fail. 

I do not think there is a person in 
this body who, if we were told there are 
areas in America that do not have elec
tric utility power, and still do not have 
phone service, after we have spent so 
much in Congress on REA funding, 
would not say: Put it in and send us 
the bill. But what is happening with 
REA is absurd. 

Let me tell you, that is an extraor
dinary agency. Those special interests 
that boost it along are extraordinary 
in every sense and tougher than a 
boiled owl. 

Rural telephone companies may bor
row from the rural telephone bank, and 
when that fund is used up, then the 
rural telephone companies become eli
gible to receive cheaper direct loans. 
Rural telephone companies are also en
titled to receive loan guarantees, al
though most choose not to take them. 

Both rural electric and telephone 
companies use some of the most re
markable schemes in order to secure 
the largest loan possible at the cheap
est possible rate, regardless of how fi
nancially wealthy they are. I cannot 
lay all the blame at the foot of the 
REA. We did it. We gave the authority 
for the REA to approve the loan to any 
electric or telephone borrower that is 
eligible to receive one. The rules gov
erning the system need to be restruc
tured if integrity is to be restored to 
the REA. 

I think there is a good way to begin 
that debate, and we can talk about re
structuring. I hope to work with Sen
ator LEAHY to see about ways we might 
do that. He made no commitment to 
me, other than to say that we both 
agree, that the money should go to the 
ones that most need it. You do not 
want to give the money to some of the 
biggest, heavy-hitter corporations in 
America who do not need it, but have 
learned to dwell around the well here 
in order to get it. 

For example, in fiscal year 1990, Con
gress set aside $622 million in appro
priations for rural electric loans. One 
hundred sixty-three loans were ap
proved out of the 218 that were re
quested. The largest loan approved was 
for $42 million. That is 8 percent of the 
whole pie. The average loan request of 
a borrower was $2.19 million. But there 
still was not enough money to serve ev
eryone, because there was no way to 
determine who needed the money the 
most-no way at all. 

I think those statistics suggest one 
very ugly scenario. Some of the big, 
rich companies ask for big loans, and 
they get them-at the expense of the 
small cooperative. That is not what we 
originally had in mind. The real prob
lem here is not that we do not have 
enough money, it is that we are lend
ing the money we do have to the wrong 
people. As long as they are eligible, 
electric co-op's loan applications are 
approved. 

The real problem is that eligibility 
requirements do not now take into ac
count the factors that determine real 
financial need. Government loans are 
being given to companies that have the 
balance sheets to be approved in al
most every single bank in America. 
But these are the folks that ask for the 
big bucks. There is now a 3-year back
log of loans the agency is unable to ap
prove because of these factors. Some 
critics believe it is the agency's fault, 
and I have said that. But it is truly our 
fault because we make the determina
tion about what is appropriated to the 
REA, and what is the loan eligibility 
criteria. 

There is no ceiling on how much a co
operative can request. Congress en
acted a provision which states that the 
REA may not turn any eligible bor
rower away. Hear that! We did that, 
with the help of the unique power of 
the special REA lobbying groups, and 
they are plenty strong in America, in 
almost every district in America. 

The law mandated by the Congress 
and not the administration has con
tributed to the backlog of loans. Then 
what happens is the telephone coopera
tives manipulate the system by holding 
off their loan requests until the last 
possible minute. They use this strategy 
to receive the cheapest possible loans, 
because by law, the rural telephone 
borrowers must first use up the money 
in the rural telephone bank before they 
can dip into the direct loan pot. 

So most all of the telephone borrow
ers wait until the last moment, hoping 
to be late. Then the small amount of 
money in the rural telephone bank, 
which is loaned at the Treasury rate 
now set a about 8.5 percent, is used up. 
Then they can get the 5-percent loan 
instead. I think that is pretty clever. 
Some people call that the "American 
way.'' 

Let me give you a few examples of a 
system gone awry: Guadalupe Tele-
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phone Cooperative of New Braunfels, 
TX, had an $18 million cache of Govern
ment funds apparently burning a hole 
in their pocket, and approached the 
REA last fall inquiring whether or not 
it was ethical and appropriate for this 
telephone cooperative to take over a 
failed savings and loan institution with 
a price tag of $210 million. According to 
the Wall Street Journal, Guadalupe's 
personable president told them, "I 
think it is a good time to get in
volved." 

Another example is shown by looking 
at how appropriations were spent dur
ing fiscal year 1990. The REA approved 
71 telephone loan requests out of the 78 
received. Seven loan requests totaling 
$18 million were not approved because 
the REA ran out of appropriated funds. 

Congress allocated $415 million to be 
loaned to rural telephone borrowers 
around the country last year, and that 
is a lot of money. But it was not 
enough to satisfy all the borrowers be
cause the loan requests were exorbi
tantly high. 

The average loan request approved by 
the REA was for about $5.8 million, and 
that is not small potatoes. And the 
largest approved was $53.6 million. 
That loan represents 12 percent of the 
entire pie. 

Seven requests for rural telephone 
loans were denied because the funding 
was not available. Those seven loan re
quests totaled $18 million. On average, 
those loans represent a request for $2.5 
million by each borrower. 

So rather than financing the truly 
needy, which I think is what every one 
of us in Congress wants to do, over 70 
percent of the telephone borrowers are 
commercial companies. And with reve
nues of $3.1 billion in 1989, these com
mercial participants in the REA pro
gram have a combined net income of 
almost $560 million, and over $214 mil
lion of that net income was paid as 
stockholder dividends. 

That is not what Congress had in 
mind. 

Congress and the REA should only be 
serving the truly needy under this pro
gram. As I have said before, the pur
pose of the REA was to electrify Amer
ica, and that has been completed. And 
now we are just electrifying the tax
payers; and they have been doing that 
for some time. And we find ourselves 
being arm-twisted by some of the most 
crafty and innovative financiers and 
accountants and lawyers and trade as
sociations to preserve the massive infu
sions of Federal money into this very 
flourishing system. 

I met with the technicians at the 
REA years ago. I must say, it was in
comprehensible to me as to what it is 
that they figured out. There is not a 
single question they can answer, in a 
way which leaves you scratching your 
head and staring off into space. They 
are very good at it. They have become 
very adept over the years, and they are 
tough, and they are strong. 

The truth is that many of the fine 
people that represent them in their 
local communities are fiscally conserv
ative, salt-of-the-Earth-type people 
who really do care about the Govern
ment's fiscal sanity, and they do care 
about the deficit, but they have a pow
erhouse of a lobbying organization that 
just takes them right on down the 
rocky road, triggering all sorts of cre
ative financing to continue to tap the 
Federal Treasury. 

I think Congress has-and I can take 
the blame, too-irresponsibly tried to 
micromanage the REA in the last 10 
years, and has created a phalanx of 
complex financing schemes, only mak
ing it ever more difficult to get the 
REA moneys to those borrowers who 
need it most. And this year's appro
priations bill is no exception to that 
chaos. It was very adeptly done. 

I will not get into detail here on the 
issues of the Omnibus Reconciliation 
Act of 1990, [OBRA] and the formulas 
and the funds. The administration is 
working on that. But there has been 
extreme pressure from the National 
Rural Electric Cooperative Associa
tion. 

The committee argues that the funds 
must be restored in order to ensure low 
electric and telephone rates to needy 
borrowers in rural, poverty-stricken 
areas. I have heard that one before, but 
is it a reasonable one to listen to? You 
show me one person in that condition, 
and I say: "String the line, and just 
send us the bill." It would save us 99 
percent of the moneys we spend. String 
it up and just send us the bill. It would 
cost less. 

We will be better by far to take that 
hit than the one we take with this daz
zling array of accounting procedures, 
because to any objective observer, or 
even one who is not, it is clear that the 
big loans to the financially well-off 
borrowers swallow up most all of the 
appropriations. As long as there is no 
mechanism to determine who most de
serves the loans, there is nothing to 
prevent the borrowers from raising 
their loan requests, and they do. 

The committee then agreed on doing 
away with the administration-rec
ommended 90-percent loan guarantee 
program, and struck language for an 
appropriation of $105,000 to administer 
that program. They must not have 
known that that $105,000 translates 
into over $250 million in low-risk loan 
guarantees, while at the same time 
weaning the rich co-ops from the Gov
ernment trough. Some of them who can 
best be described as being rich. Encour
aging banking activities with private 
institutions is what we should be 
doing. 

So the amendment would give the 
REA the ability to develop and imple
ment an eligibility test for electric 
borrowers. The REA already has a pro
posal which appeared in the Federal 
Register in February 1990. The pro-

posed test illustrates a much-needed 
method where truly needy borrowers 
would get from 70 to 100 percent of loan 
requests, while at the same time show
ing that the rich borrowers have the 
ability to assume higher than 5-percent 
interest rates, surely. 

So the amendment is for that pur
pose. It has to do with restructuring a 
Government program which needs it 
sorely. It is also fair to say that the 
REA itself, the Rural Electrification 
Administration, is not the completely 
evil presence here, although they can 
perform real "doozies" of accounting 
activities. 

Congress must own up to its respon
sibility of keeping a close eye on the 
integrity of the Government programs. 
But they presented the package 
through their powerful interests, and 
we brought it here. Now I think it is 
time to restructure it and do some
thing sensible with regard to getting 
the money where it should be, to those 
who are needy and require it, and not 
to some of the largest corporations in 
America. 

I have several items to present to the 
RECORD and ask unanimous consent 
that those items be printed. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[From the Wall Street Journal, June 21, 1991) 
REA LISTS RICH PHONE CONCERNS ASSISTED 

BYU.S. 
(By Bruce Ingersoll) 

WASHINGTON.-Administration officials 
identified for Congress more than 100 govern
ment-subsidized rural telephone systems 
that have built up large sums of cash or in
vested heavily in other ventures. 

The list of well-heeled recipients of low-in
terest loans from the Rural Electrification 
Administration's telephone loan program 
was topped by Prairie Telephone Co., which 
has S6.8 million in cash in 1989-more than 
six times the total value of all its telephone 
equipment, buildings and lines in central Il
linois. Prairie, a Rochester Telephone Corp. 
unit, has only one employee, a telephone 
lineman, and 858 customers, according to the 
REA. 

The agency has been asked by Rep. Glenn 
English (D., Okla.) to identify REA borrow
ers that have accumulated "excessive" 
amounts of cash following a May 23 article in 
The Wall Street Journal that showed how 
Congress in 1985 forbid the REA from dif
ferentiating between rich and poor borrow
ers. As a result, borrowing by large tele
phone holding companies surged to $183 mil
lion last year from just S21 million in 1987. 

At a hearing yesterday, Rep. English, 
chairman of the House Agriculture sub
committee on conservation, credit and rural 
development, declared a readiness to take 
"corrective action" if excessive funds aren't 
being used to reduce phone rates, repay 
loans, spur rural development or improve or 
expand phone service. 

REA Administrator Gary Byrne, while de
clining to define the term "excessive," said 
the rural telephone industry as a whole has 
fared well in recent years while borrowing 
from the government, usually at a 5% annual 
interest rate. At the end of 1989, the REA 
roster of about 1,000 borrowers had a total of 
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$1.6 billion in cash on hand after paying $1.2 
billion in dividends. That compares with 
cash reserves of only $800 million in 1984, he 
said. 

The increase in capital would have been 
enough for the industry to finance all its 
construction costs out of its own pocket 
since 1984. Mr. Byrne told lawmakers. 

A REA computer printout listed 109 phone 
companies and customer-owned cooperatives 
whose cash reserves and investments in 
other companies exceeded 50% of their total 
plant value, including switching equipment. 
poles and lines. in 1989. One Wisconsin bor
rower, ranked 109th, had a physical plant 
valued at $1,455,050, cash reserves of $729,886 
and no investments in other companies. 

Prairie Telephone led the 1989 list after 
selling its stake in a cellular telephone part
nership for $6,791,000. In 1990, the company 
reported cash reserves of only $79,886, having 
paid $2,569,000 in taxes on the cellular sale 
and given its parent, Rochester Telephone, 
$4,981,000 to invest under a cash-management 
program, according to Dwight Zimmerman, 
president of Prairie and three other Roch
ester Telephone units based in Champaign, 
Ill. He said Prairie hasn ' t borrowed from the 
REA since 1970 and plans to install digital 
switches with its own funds. 

Ranked No. 2 was Templeton Telephone 
Co., an even smaller system based in 
Templeton. Iowa. It accumulated $906,868 in 
cash-nearly triple the $314,014 value of its 
physical plant in 1989. None of the 109 
wealthiest could match Norman County 
Telephone Co., Ada, Minn., for investment in 
other companies. In 1986, Norman-now 
known as Loretel Systems Inc.-bought a 
neighboring phone company and three years 
later valued its investment at $8,920,000-
$234,000 more than the value of its own phys
ical plant. In addition, Norman had $600,000 
in cash. 

At the hearing, Mr. Byrne said that the ad
ministration plans to ask Congress to re
move the 1985 restriction against using so
called general-funds criteria in parceling out 
limited loan funds. 

[From the Wall Street Journal, May 23, 1991) 
OPEN LINE: FEDERAL SUBSIDIES FLOW TO 

RURAL PHONE FIRMS THAT HAVE LOTS OF 
CASH 

(By Bruce Ingersoll) 
Back in 1949, when two-thirds of the na

tion's farmers didn't even have a handcrank 
telephone on a party line, Congress gave the 
Rural Electrification Administration a new 
mission; Using subsidized loans, spread 
phone service into the thinly populated 
hinderlands where it didn't pay for big com
panies to go. 

Dell Telephone Cooperative Inc., an REA 
borrower in remote West Texas, is still 
"struggling," its manager says, to keep 772 
customers in 10,500 square miles of "cactus, 
rattlesnakes and scorpions" in touch with 
the Information Age. To hear June Barker, 
its assistant manager, tell it, though, she 
has a bigger challenge: how to invest the lit
tle co-op's mounting pile of cash-SS.8 mil
lion, at last report. 

"I was trying to keep it local, but there 
weren't enough banks. Now I have two stock
brokers. good ones," she says. Result: While 
still paying off $13.9 million in REA loans at 
taxpayer-subsidized interest rates of 2% and 
5%, Dell Telephone is ringing up big bucks 
on high-interest brokered deposits and mu
tual funds. 

MANY FLUSH FIRMS 

Scores of nonprofit co-ops and family
owned telephone companies in rural areas 

are similarly flush with cash. In addition to 
the subsidy program, they are benefiting 
from a modern system of pooling telephone
network access charges and long-distance 
toll revenues. Many are diversifying into lu
crative sidelines. including cable-television 
and cellular-telephone franchises. One go-go 
cooperative even considered a plunge into 
Texas banking. 

Lured by the riches, big telephone holding 
companies are swallowing up many of their 
plump little country cousins. In the past 
three years. they have taken over more than 
50 phone companies-and happily take on 
their low-interest REA debts while going 
back· for more. Last year. $183 million in 
REA telephone loans almost half the total. 
were captured by just five companies, includ
ing four listed on the New York Stock Ex
change. 

Telecommunications giant GTE Corp., for 
example, borrowed $42 million at 5% interest 
for its Micronesian subsidiary in the South 
Pacific-even though GTE wound up with 
$431 million in cash on hand after paying out 
$1.1 billion in 1990 dividends. The other big 
borrowers: Alltel Corp., Century Telephone 
Enterprises Inc., Telephone & Data Systems 
Inc. and Pacifi-Corp. Meantime, the two-em
ployee Flat Rock Mutual Telephone Co. in 
Flat Rock, Ill., had to wait another year for 
its $428,400 loan, as did other small systems, 
because the REA ran out of 1990 funds. 

MEANS TEST RESCINDED 

For many years, the REA had what 
amounted to a means test. denying or limit
ing loans to companies and co-ops that had 
excessive "general funds." But in 1987, indus
try lobbyists prevailed on Congress to re
scind the policy, forbidding the REA to dif
ferentiate between the rich and the poor. Re
sult: Holding-company borrowing surged to 
last year's $183 million from just $21 million 
in 1987. 

"It's first come, first served," says Robert 
Peters. the REA's top telephone lender. "If 
you're a company with unlimited resources, 
you normally can get your requests in a lot 
quicker than a Ma-and-Pa type operation." 
And REA Administrator Gary Byrne says the 
agency hasn't any choice: "By law, we can't 
treat a GTE subsidiary or an Alltel subsidi
ary any differently than a small rural coop
erative out in northeastern Montana." 

Bush administration officials decry the 
subsidization of big holding companies and 
other affluent borrowers as "distorting" the 
original phone mission of the REA, which 
was created in 1935 to bring electric power to 
the American outback. Some critics also say 
the electric subsidies are no longer needed, 
particularly in once-rural suburbanized 
areas. At the very least, administration offi
cials argue. that REA money should be 
meted out on the basis of need, with most of 
it going to small fry in rural backwaters 
that can't obtain credit elsewhere. But ef
forts to reinstate the old phone policy have 
failed to win support in Congress. 

A major reason, according to former Agri
culture Department official Robert Richards: 
"No one was willing to go toe to toe with 
[Rep.) Glenn English." the Oklahoma Demo
crat, a power on the House Agriculture and 
Government Operations committees, has re
ceived thousands of dollars in campaign con
tributions from telephone political-action 
committees over the years. Rep. English ar
gues that administration efforts to curtail 
lending to weal thy companies and co-ops is a 
subterfuge for gutting a program that it 
can't kill outright. He calls REA Adminis
trator Byrne "a wolf in sheep's clothing." 

Growing competition for credit, coupled 
with shrinking pots of loan dollars, is split-

ting the REA's 1,000 telephone borrowers 
into the have-a-lots and the have-nots. Most 
small borrowers favor banishing big holding 
companies from the loan program and sub
jecting cash-rich co-ops and independents to 
strict eligibility tests. "It wasn't the intent 
of Congress to help them make bales of 
money, and that's been forgotten by some 
people. including friends of mine," asserts 
Clifton Guffey. manager of Wilkes Telephone 
Membership Corp., a co-op in Millers Creek, 
N.C. 

But the four rural telephone groups, de
spite differences in their members' interests, 
have closed ranks against the administra
tion's assault on "profane profits" at many 
REA borrowers. John O'Neal, a National 
Rural Telecom Association lobbyist, accuses 
administration "bomb-throwers" of trying 
to conjure up "perceptions of abuse in a pro
gram that has an impeccable record," 
unmarred by a single loan default. Holding
company units, he adds, aren't getting "a 
disproportionate share" of the loans and 
shouldn't be discriminated against because 
of their parentage. 

After four decades and S9 billion in direct 
and guaranteed loans, the communications 
landscape has changed drastically. All but a 
few deserts and mountain hollows have been 
hooked up to the realm of touchtone phones, 
fax machines and computer modems. More
over, scores of rural companies and co-ops 
have grown and prospered as suburbs, resorts 
and retirement communities entered their 
·areas. 
Big Borrowers-Principal amount owed on 

Rural Electrification Administration loans by 
telephone holding companies, in millions 1 

Con tel 2 ••••• •• •• •••••••••• •••••••••••••• ••••••• •••••• S211 
Alltel ................................................. 206 
Telephone & data systems ................. 199 
PacifiCorp .. . .. . . ..... ..... .. .... ..... .............. 88 
C-Tec ................................................. 87 
Century telephone enterprise ............ 69 
Rochester telephone . . . .. .. . .. .. .. .. . .. .. . . . . . 45 
Citizens utilities ................................ 42 
GTE ................................................... 40 

1 As of Jan. 31, 1991. 
2 Acquired by GTE in March. 
Source: Rural Electrification Administration. 

[From the Wall Street Journal, May 23, 1991) 
OPEN LINE: SUBSIDIES FLOW TO RURAL PHONE 

FIRMS WITH AMPLE CASH; BIG COMPANIES 
OFTEN BENEFIT 

But even low-density phone systems are 
thriving. Under industry pooling arrange
ments, systems with the fewest customers 
per line mile can tap the pools for the fattest 
revenue shares because they have the high
est per-customer costs. A rich revenue 
stream doesn't deter them from tapping the 
REA till, though. 

In West Texas. Dell Telephone borrowed 
$703,000 at 5% interest two years ago to bring 
radio-telephone service to an isolated reach 
of the Rio Grande Valley. One new customer: 
a 103-year-old woman rancher. At the time, 
Dell had a hoard of SS.6 million in cash
$7,200 per customer. 

UNUSUAL FIGURES 

How does Dell do it, serving a desert do
main bigger than Vermont and charging resi
dential customers only $19.40 a month for 
local service? "We get money out of the 
pools and use that to invest and keep strug
gling along," says Dale Flach, its manager. 
For every $1 in local-service revenue, Dell 
gets $22 in network-access and long-distance 
toll revenue. (Typically in the boondocks, 
it's $4 long-distance for every Sl local. ) 
"They could give local service away free! " an 
REA official exclaims. 
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Nonetheless, Mr. Flach insists Dell isn't 

ready to be weaned from subsidized credit. 
"It's desolate out here. If I'm going to put in 
new service," he says, "I'm going to have to 
borrow more money from REA." 

Other REA borrowers sound a similar 
theme. "We're grass-roots America," says 
Lyndell "Pete" Hurt, general manager of 
Craw-Kan Telephone Cooperative Inc., of Gi
rard, Kan. "We operate in a depressed area 
[along the Missouri border]. We just want to 
get our fair share of the crumbs from South
western Bell and AT&T.'' 

Some crumbs. After dickering with big car
riers over access charges and toll revenues, 
the little co-op wound up 1990 with $14.2 mil
lion in cash and investments, including $7.4 
million in banks and thrift institutions from 
New York to Butte, Mont., to Santa Barbara, 
Calif. "Those s&Ls have been paying good 
returns," exults Mr. Hurt. 

TEXAS-SIZE AMBITIONS 
Few REA borrowers can match Guadalupe 

Valley Telephone Cooperative Inc., which 
still owes the government $5.4 million, for 
entrepreneurial verve and grandiose ambi
tion. It has flourished without raising its 
local rate of $7.25 a month in 18 years, as 
commuters from growing San Antonio 
moved into the goat pastures and live-oak 
groves in the central-Texas Hill Country. 

Toll revenues have so enriched Guadalupe 
that its money managers must be on guard
against making too much money on invest
ments. Otherwise, Guadalupe might, as a co
op, lose its tax-exempt status. At year end, 
its portfolio included $5.5 million in mort
gage-backed securities and $3.4 million in 
bank deposits. To hold down taxable income, 
the managers put $6.7 million in tax-free 
bonds and stashed another $3.1 million in 
noninterest-bearing checking accounts. 

Tax considerations, however, don't stifle 
entrepreneurial impulses at Guadalupe's 
posh headquarters on a hillside outside New 
Braunfels. The latest plan: Take over a failed 
S210 million savings and loan, cherry-pick its 
real-estate assets and leave the duds to the 
government. "Everything in the world re
volves around finances," says Guadalupe's 
personable president, Kenneth Brannies. "I 
think it's a good time to get involved." 

George Pratt, deputy REA administrator, 
offers another view: "They had $19 million 
burning a hole in their pocket." The notion 
of an REA borrower becoming a money lend
er irritates agency officials, though they 
can't forbid it. Federal bank regulators can, 
however, as Mr. Brannies discovered. Un
daunted, he is lobbying for repeal of a law 
barring corporations from owning large 
stakes in banks or thrifts. 

Meanwhile, Guadalupe's board has a fall
back plan: share the wealth with its 15,000 
member-customers as never before. Last 
year, it doled out $3 million in so-called pa
tronage credits; one customer with multiple 
access lines reaped an $8,000 windfall. This 
year will bring a $4.5 million bonanza, which 
average out to $300 per customer, more than 
enough to cover the basic monthly rate. 
Some people who seldom call long-distance 
will dial for free. 

SHARP PROFIT GAINS 
Many telecommunications holding compa

nies are faring as well as Guadalupe, partly 
because their newly acquired subsidiaries re
main eligible for REA credit under a once-a
borrower, always-a-borrower ruling. The last 
half of the 1980s was a period of booming 
profits for holding companies, an REA analy
sis shows. Century Telephone's profits shot 
up 117% between 1985 and 1989, and Telephone 

& Data Systems posted a 93% increase. 
Thanks to REA subsidies, the holding com
panies, administration officials contend, are 
draining dollars out of rural America while 
saving on borrowing costs. In 1989 alone, the 
companies collected S439 million in dividends 
from their rural subsidiaries. GTE's Conte! 
Corp. unit took $70 million out of a large 
California subsidiary. 

For every dollar we send to Main Street, 
these holding companies take $2.40 [in divi
dends] back to Wall Street," REA Adminis
trator Bryne complains. 

Holding-company officials deny converting 
REA dollars into dividends; they say they're 
using them to improve service without big 
rate increases. "It's our obligation to pro
vide telephone service at the lowest possible 
cost," says Anthony Hamilton, a GTE 
spokesman. "Therefore, we utilize REA loans 
wherever the circumstances justify." 

So far this fiscal year, big holding compa
nies already have applied for half the money 
in the S364 million REA loan pot, which is $51 
million smaller than in fiscal year 1990. Most 
of the money is for direct loans at 5%-ap
preciably less than the government's own 
borrowing cost. Companies also can seek 
guaranteed loans at 8.5% interest, but no
body does. "They refuse to take guaranteed 
money," the REA's Mr. Pratt says. "Would 
you at 8.5% when you can get direct loans at 
5%? They can wait until their turn comes in 
the queue" 

But while many smaller REA borrowers 
clamor to restrict the big and the rich, some 
people abhor the notion of a means test-and 
denounce any ban on holding-company bor
rowing. "There's no reason why rural cus
tomers of Century should be discriminated 
against," asserts Stewart Ewing, chief finan
cial officer for Century, based in Monroe, 
La., which led all borrowers last year with 
$82.6 million. "The cost of 10 miles of cable is 
the same for Century as it is for anybody 
else." 

The REA-loan beneficiaries aren't the bor
rowers but the customers adds the United 
States Telephone Association, the big com
panies' lobby. Recently, the USTA, a power
ful ally of the rural phone lobbies, enter
tained lawmakers and top aides at the tony 
Virginia Gold Cup steeplechase, pouring out 
the champagne beneath a sundrapped tent 
after the running of the U.S. Telephone Cup 
race. 

One suggested compromise that some hold
ing companies may be willing to accept: Dis
pense with the once-a-borrower, always-a
borrower rule and go back to the original 
REA guideline: Funds can be borrowed only 
to serve a community with a population of 
less than 1,500. 

"We should be considered ahead of the big 
boys, simply because of our limited [profit] 
margins," says Benjamin Vigil, manager of 
La Jicarita Rural Telephone Cooperative, 
which serves Mora County, NM, one of the 
nation's poorest regions. "REA stands for 
rural," he says. "It isn't being run as it was 
meant to be." 

U.S. UNNECESSARILY LENT $844 MILLION TO 
HEALTHY ELECTRIC CO-OPS 

(By Ed White) 
WASHINGTON.-The government granted 

$844 million in low-interest, taxpayer-fi
nanced loans over three years to 324 rural 
electric co-ops that were healthy enough to 
obtain commercial credit instead, auditors 
say. 

The Agriculture Department's inspector 
general's office recommended that co-ops be 
held to a standard of need for future loans 

from the Rural Electrification Administra
tion, according to a report obtained by The 
Associated Press. 

The auditors found that nearly 70 percent 
of the REA's 470 borrowers from fiscal 1987-
89 could have qualified for commercial loans. 
And they accounted for half of the Sl.75 bil
lion in 35-year, 5-percent loans issued by the 
agency in that period. 

The REA, while differing with the inspec
tor general's proposed criteria for determin
ing a co-op's financial health, agreed that 
the stronger utilities should be denied gov
ernment credit and is drafting such a rule. 
But it defended its past lending practices as 
a matter of congressional mandate. 

The report "generally reflects a lack of un
derstanding of the manner in which the Con
gress has directed the REA to operate," REA 
Administrator Gary C. Byrne told Assistant 
Inspector General James Ebbitt in response 
to the internal March report. 

Congress has protected rural co-ops since 
the New Deal era, and may well step in to 
block the rules change now being drafted. 
The proposal already is under fire from the 
National Rural Electric Cooperative Associa
tion, the industry's powerful lobbying asso
ciation. 

The REA, an arm of the Agriculture De
partment, was created by President Franklin 
D. Roosevelt in 1935 to provide electricity to 
rural areas deemed unprofitable by larger 
power companies. It now directs billions of 
dollars in loans and loan guarantees to co
ops that provide power to 25 million people 
in 46 states. 

Since the 1970s, REA subsidies have been 
attacked by White House budget writers, but 
rural lawmakers usually mount an effective 
defense. 

If the healthier co-ops had sought credit 
outside the government, the REA could have 
used the money to ease the backlog of loan 
applications, which totaled $510 million on 
Sept. 30, 1989, auditors said. 

Auditors criticized the REA for using only 
one standard when determining the financial 
strength of a borrower: a ratio that meas
ured a co-op's investment in a power plant 
against the revenue produced over a period 
of time. 

To make their judgment, auditors instead 
used a formula developed by Standard & 
Poor's, a Wall Street firm that grades utility 
bonds, and rated the borrowers, AA, A, BBB 
or BB. 

A co-op rated AA, Barry Electric in 
Cassville, Mo., which borrowed $1.6 million 
in 1987, was healthy enough to meet its inter
est payments on all debts 40 times over, ac
cording to the auditors' analysis. 

In 1988, Northern Virginia Electric Cooper
ative in Manassas, Va., borrowed $33 million, 
and Georgia Electric Membership Corp. in 
Jefferson, Ga., got $32 million. Each co-op 
was given an A rating by Agriculture De
partment auditors. 

Since 1986, Congress annually has blocked 
the REA from denying or reducing loans if a 
borrower had a lot of cash available. 

Yet, 1,021 telephone ahd electricity co-ops 
have cash and other liquid assets totaling 
near!y $2 billion, Byrns told a House sub
committee last month. 

The industry's lobbying association, the 
NRECA, argues that the REA "cannot arbi
trarily restructure the loan program in a 
manner designed to deny access to coopera
tives that are otherwise legally eligible." 

"Such a test was never intended by Con
gress in the first place," the group said. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I am 
fully aware that when we mention the 
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phrase REA on the floor of the U.S. 
Senate, the staff members' ears shoot 
up, and therefore they will be scurry
ing to furnish information and ammu
nition to their principles, as they refer 
to us from time to time. And there 
would be a long and tedious day or two 
to wade through it all. Therefore, out 
of deference to the chairman, Senator 
BURDICK, who I enjoy thoroughly, and 
serve on his Committee on Environ
ment and Public Works, and to THAD 
COCHRAN, who shares the leadership re
sponsibilities on our side of the aisle, I 
am going to withdraw the amendment 
and work on this issue with Senator 
LEAHY and any other interested people. 
If they really want to do something 
constructive, then let us do something 
that signifies we are going to get the 
money to the little guy, or the little 
rural telephone company, or the person 
at the end of the line, regardless of 
density factors and all the other won
derful formulas. Let's do that, and stop 
this continual creativity of the REA 
and some of its sponsors, who have 
simply dropped their original mission 
and are inventing reasons for their ex
istence. 

I very much appreciate the interest 
shown in this matter by the chairman 
of the Agriculture Committee Senator 
LEAHY. He knows that I am very con
cerned about the lack of any priority 
system for determining how to best 
distribute the funds available to the 
REA so as to honestly address the real 
needs of the most needy and deserving 
rural electric and telephone coopera
tives-while properly protecting the 
taxpayer. I am especially concerned 
that private corporations with substan
tial assets are able to obtain these low
interest Government loans from REA. 

It may indeed be appropriate to pro
vide some form of an eligibility test to 
better allocate funds to those borrow
ers who are truly needy. 

The smaller cooperatives that often 
need the loans in order to maintain 
services to consumers often stand in 
line behind larger private corporate 
borrowers who have lots of cash on 
hand. I think everyone should have a 
fair opportunity to apply for these low
interest loans and I do deeply believe 
that reasonable eligibility criteria are 
more necessary than ever. 

I know that my colleague from Ver
mont, Senator LEAHY, is also con
cerned about the need to make nec
essary reforms regarding the Rural 
Electrification Administration and the 
Rural Telephone Bank. I would like to 
inquire if he would consider working 
closely with me in solving this crisis at 
REA and RTB and assisting in the re
structuring so necessary if we are to 
address America's needs. 

Mr. LEAHY. I am indeed concerned 
about some of the policies of REA, pri
marily regarding telephone loans. I 
agree to work with the Senator on this 
important matter and I am hopeful 

that we can work together in a biparti
san fashion to carefully look at some 
reforms. I agree some reform is nec
essary and I am considering the need 
for hearings on this issue. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
is no objection, the amendment is 
withdrawn. 

The amendment (No. 928) was with-
drawn. 

Mr. GRASSLEY addressed the Chair. 
The Senator from Iowa is recognized. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I am 

surely glad that the amendment has 
been withdrawn. But since I was antici
pating the amendment, I am going to 
take advantage of the opportunity. I 
had a chance to think about this 
amendment and came over here to de
fend the present level of funding and to 
defend the rural electric program. 

I come from a State that has many 
farm families and those people have to 
be served. We have some appreciation 
for REA's. We would not have had serv
ice to rural America if it had not been 
for this program over 50 years ago. 

The Nation's 1,000 rural electric sys
tems provide electric service to more 
than 25 million people. Rural electric 
system lines stretch over 75 percent of 
the land mass of the continental Unit
ed States. That 75 percent encompasses 
some of the most difficult and demand
ing terrain in the country. And that is 
just where rural electric systems set 
their poles and build their substations 
to get power to rural Americans. 

However, that terrain, combined with 
a very low population density, means 
that is costs rural electric systems 
more per consumer to provide electric 
service than it costs utilities which 
serve cities. To give you an idea of just 
how few people are left in rural areas, 
the average consumer density for rural 
electric systems is five consumers per 
mile of line. The average for other util
ities is 30 consumers per mile of line. 

But the rural electric systems are 
out there, doing the job and sometimes 
they are the only ones in rural areas 
capable of promoting and encouraging 
economic development, to provide new 
jobs and additional tax revenues that 
come from economic growth by which 
our Government benefits as well. 

They do all of this in their normal 
course of operation. Furthermore, they 
do all of this at cost. Rural electric 
systems operate on a not-for-profit 
basis. 

The primary source of outside capital 
for these systems is the Rural Elec
trification Administration [REA] loan 
programs. Rural electric systems can 
borrow up to 70 percent of their capital 
needs from REA. 

Until recently, that is. The situation 
at REA right now is that demand for 
loans exceeds the availability of 
money. REA insured loans for co-ops 
were cut by 25 percent during the rec
onciliation process adopted on October 
27, 1990, by this body. There is a back-

log of about $801.1 million in loan ap
plications at REA. That means that 
some co-ops will be in line for loans for 
as long as 2 years. 

That is why I believe that the 25-per
cent cut should be restored now. I fully 
understand that money is tight in the 
Federal budget. However, money is also 
tight in rural America,, parts of which 
have not yet recovered from the last 
recession. REA is a financially sound 
program and economic investment in 
the rural areas upon which we all de
pend for food and livelihood. 

Congress last year enacted the Fed
eral Credit Reform Act of 1990 which 
changes the way Federal loans are re
corded in the Government's books. One 
of the major effects of credit reform 
was to place all credit programs, in
cluding REA, on an even footing, so 
that we may make better informed pol
icy decisions. Credit reform shows us 
the true cost of lending programs. 
There is no more smoke and mirrors. 

The true, lifetime cost of the insured 
lending level of $622 million approved 
by the Appropriations Committee is 
$117 million. The cost of that program 
is less than 20 percent of its lending 
levels and that cost provides a great re
turn: stable, reliable energy for rural 
America. 

So I am glad that this amendment 
has been withdrawn, because, without 
its withdrawal, the amendment would 
have undermined the efforts of the Ag
riculture Appropriations Subcommit
tee to restore vital REA-insured loan 
funding levels. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, with 

the withdrawal of the Simpson amend
ment, there are no other amendments 
in order to the bill. We are advised that 
the distinguished Republican leader, 
Mr. DOLE, wanted to have a couple of 
minutes for some comments with re
spect to an amendment that we agreed 
to earlier in the day. And so while we 
are waiting for his arrival on the floor, 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ab
sence of a quorum having been sug
gested, the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

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

NORTHERN REGIONAL AGRICULTURAL 
UTILIZATION CONSORTIUM 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I want 
to commend the distinguished Senator 
from North Dakota [Mr. BURDICK] and 
the distinguished Senator from Mis
sissippi [Mr. COCHRAN] for their work 
in developing the agricultural appro
priations bill. Their task, in the past 
few years, has become exceedingly dif
ficult given the tight budgetary con
straints we face. There are many 
worthwhile projects that simply could 
not be funded in this year's bill. 
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One such project is the work of the 

Northern Regional Agricultural Utili
zation Consortium that is involved in 
some exciting agricultural research 
initiatives in my part of the country. 
NRAUC was formed in 1990 as a joint 
project of Minnesota, North Dakota, 
and South Dakota to enhance the re
search and development of value-added 
agricultural products. While the north
central region is a major producer of 
grains, oilseeds, and animal products, 
and although agriculture is a major in
dustry in the region, the majority of 
the region's agricultural products are 
exported in the form of raw commod
ities. 

We believe new opportunities exist to 
add value to these commodities, within 
our region, though the development of 
new products and processes with indus
trial applications. The NRAUC was cre
ated to bring resources together to cap
i talize on these opportunities and en
hance the rural economies of the three 
States. 

Specifically, the goals of the NRAUC 
are the following: First, the develop
ment, through research, of value-added 
technologies that provide new uses and 
new products for northern-region com
modities; second, the transfer of that 
technology to regional industries 
though pilot-scale applied research and 
demonstration projects; and third, the 
creation of a venture capital fund for 
investment in new technologies. Cereal 
crop value-added processes, new live
stock and meat processing, and oil crop 
processing projects have been targeted 
by the research subcommittee of the 
NRAUC as the priority areas for value
added research projects. 

To accomplish the goal of the 
NRAUC, university scientists develop 
methods to process our regions' most 
abundant raw materials, its crops and 
livestock, into products sought by con
sumers nationwide. NRAUC tests, com
mercializes, and markets the new tech
nologies within the region. Then, with 
NRAUC assistance, industries adopt 
the technologies in value-added proc
essing plants. The regional industrial 
base enlarges, new jobs are created, 
and Minnesota, North Dakota, and 
South Dakota stabilize and expand 
their economies. 

This approach pools knowledge and 
eliminates unnecessary expenditures 
and duplication. Each State has agen
cies with grant and loan capabilities 
already in place to help young or ex
panding businesses. The NRAUC budget 
is funded from the State governments 
of Minnesota, North Dakota, and South 
Dakota. This past year, the consortium 
received a Cooperative State Research 
service special grant for agricultural 
utilization research and development 
initiatives. 

Regretfully, this year's appropriation 
bill does not include funding for the 
NRAUC. However, the work of the 
NRAUC will continue and, hopefully, 

additional funding will be forthcoming 
in next year's appropriations bill. 
When the appropriations process for 
fiscal year 1993 begins, it is my hope 
that funding for NRAUC will be given 
consideration. 

FAILURE OF APPROPRIATIONS PROCESS 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I feel I 
must express my frustration and dis
appointment at the failure of the ap
propriations process to keep faith with 
the commitment of the 1990 farm bill 
to the environment. It is a personal 
disappointment for me to see long 
hours of effort and involvement go 
unheeded in the rush to maintain the 
status quo. 

It is also wrong not to meet those ob
ligations assumed by this body in the 
1990 farm bill to balance the needs of 
agricultural production with the goals 
of pollution prevention that a cleaner, 
greener environment demands. 

Three basic program examples should 
make my point. The first is the Wet
land Reserve Program [WRP]. This pro
gram is designed to pay farmers to re
store up to 1 million acres of wetlands. 
This is a totally voluntary program 
which could ultimately cost up to $700 
million for 30-year or permanent ease
ments. 

Why didn't we simply make such 
wetlands eligible for the Conservation 
Reserve Program? The answer is sim
ple. We wanted the taxpayer to get the 
bang for his buck. Paying the farmer 10 
years of rent only to see the wetland 
returned to agricultural production 
didn't make sense. It is true that a lit
tle sugar makes the medicine go down. 
But we can't get carried away. The ap
propriations bill funds less than a third 
of my request and allows the establish
ment of 15-year easements for up to 
100,000 acres. This approach isn't much 
better than using the CRP. It turns a 
candy cane for many farmers into Go
diva chocolates for a few. 

All of us are aware of the huge battle 
being waged over the definition of wet
lands under 404 program in the Clean 
Water Act. The WRP was structured to 
take some pressure off that program by 
ensuring that farmers could volun
tarily respond to the pro bl em and be 
paid for doing so. The appropriations 
bill turns a bonus into a boondoggle. It 
is unacceptable. 

Second, one of the best ideas in the 
1990 farm bill was the Water Quality 
Incentives Program [WQIP] which is 
another voluntary program that would 
pay farmers a nominal amount per acre 
to adopt new environmentally sound 
practices. The administration saw the 
wisdom of that concept by recommend
ing $5 million in funding-it is cheaper 
than retiring land in the CRP and it 
helps farmers solve their environ
mental problems in a nonthreatening, 
nonregulatory way. 

Here again the appropriations bill re
jects this wisdom. It provided a measly 
$3.5 million-less than the miserly 

OMB agreed to-for this innovative 
new program. 

Third, the appropriations bill pro
vides minimal funding for the Low
Inpu t Sustainable Agriculture [LISA] 
Program. Mr. President, I have been 
pushing this worthwhile program for 
many, many years. It has taken a 
while to catch on, but finally even the 
administration began to request money 
for the program. This year, however, 
the Senate bill level funds the program 
at $6.7 million-no money to meet in
flation for a program the National 
Academy of Science [NAS] said should 
be funded at $40 million. 

Mr. President, $270 million should be 
appropriated for the WRP, $50 million 
for the WQIP and $20 million for LISA. 
I know we are facing real budget crisis 
in this appropria tions cycle. I know 
that many worthwhile programs are 
unfairly forced to complete. 

But this is wrong. This bill ignores 
too many hours of work with all sides 
of the agricultural equation. My com
mittee and I didn't make agreements 
and forego compromises in order to see 
it all go up in smoke. 

The environmental community is un
derstandably disturbed by this course 
of events. I share their concern and can 
predict where the new battle lines will 
be drawn. If we do not give farmers the 
meaningful tools to . meet this chal
lenge, it will be met in a less welcome 
setting. No one should be surprised 
when the environmentalists demand 
that agriculture must be regulated. 

We cannot talk about a green farm 
bill when we are unwilling to put our 
money where our mouths are. 

No one person is responsible for this 
course of events. Chairman BURDICK 
and ranking member COCHRAN have 
struggled hard to develop a sensible al
location of scarce resources. Next year 
we must all work together, however, to 
each the conclusion that helps our 
farmers to address environmental is
sues in a sensible manner. Any other 
course will serve neither our farmers 
nor the public good. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. President, I rise 
today to support the Appropriations 
Committee's recommendation to re
store the Rural Electrification Admin
istration's [REA] funding level. 

Since 1935, electric cooperatives have 
played an important role in improving 
and strengthening the lives of rural 
Americans. The Rural Electrification 
Administration, and its rural coopera
tives, have greatly contributed to the 
economic development and security of 
the communities in which they serve. 

Over the past decade, unfortunately, 
REA has been subject to a funding 
level assault that has challenged its 
mission and undermined it s ability to 
perform the crucial services that it 
provides. Since 1980, rural electric co
ops have had t heir funding cut mor e 
than 40 percen t . On top of these cuts, 
last year's reconciliation bill imposed 
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an additional 25-percent reduction. The 
result is a funding level that is inad
equate to meet the needs of rural 
Americans. 

The Agriculture Appropriations Sub
committee, and the full Committee on 
Appropriations, in its wisdom, recog
nized the shortsightedness of these 
past policies and have sought to re
verse the trend. The Agriculture appro
priations bill that is before us today, 
seeks to restore REA funding to its fis
cal year 1991 level. 

Mr. President, cooperatives serve 
those consumers who live in the Na
tion's most sparsely populated areas, 
increasing the cost of service per 
consumer. Consumers of electric co
operatives already face higher electric 
rates than consumers in other areas. 
This is particularly troublesome be
cause rural areas house high percent
ages of impoverished Americans. Pro
gram reductions and increased 
consumer electric bills place further 
stress on incomes of rural families, and 
decrease the ability of co-ops to con
tribute to a revitalized rural economy. 
To further cut REA program funding, 
now, will only exacerbate this already 
burdensome situation. 

Finally, it is important to note that 
REA loans are not giveaways, grants, 
or transfer payments. REA loans are 
repaid, with interest, to the Federal 
Government. Indeed, last year, in addi
tion to providing a reliable, efficient 
source of energy to rural areas, repay
ments by electric co-ops exceeded loan 
advances by $2.5 billion. 

Mr. President, adequate funding lev
els for REA ensures that rural Ameri
cans will not be shortchanged. I urge 
my colleagues to support the restora
tion of these funds for this important 
and vital program. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
rise to highlight several important as
pects of the fiscal year 1992 agriculture 
appropriations bill and to commend the 
distinguished subcommittee chairman, 
Senator BURDICK, and the distinguished 
chairman, Senator BYRD, for their ef
forts on this bill. This legislation funds 
various agriculture programs, as well 
as vital food and nutrition programs 
such as food stamps and WIC, the sup
plemental food program for women, in
fants, and children. 

I would like to discuss several items 
of importance to my State that are ad
dressed in the bill and the report. 

RUTGERS PLANT BIOSCIENCE CENTER 

At my request, the committee has in
cluded $3.544 million for the construc
tion of a plant bioscience center at 
Rutgers University to be located on the 
Cook College of Agriculture campus. 
The bioscience center will integrate 
the latest technologies with traditional 
scientific approaches to solve problems 
facing modern production agriculture 
and the environment. 

Construction will begin this fall on 
the center which will house facilities 

for plant biotechnology research and 
genetic engineering of plants and 
microorganisms. The 280,000 square 
foot facility will house the Center for 
Agricultural Molecular Biology which 
will include state-of-the-art labora
tories, a research library, teaching 
classrooms, and attached greenhouses. 
The complex will replace obsolete fa
cilities and equipment and will provide 
first-class facilities for undergraduate 
and graduate training. The center will 
integrate basic and applied research 
with extension activities to ensure 
that agriculture in the region remains 
profitable and environmentally sound. 

The funds included by the committee 
will supplement funds committed by 
Rutgers University and the State of 
New Jersey totaling $27 million. I am 
pleased that this funding will allow 
Rutgers to begin construction in the 
fall on this important new research fa
cility which will enhance its reputa
tion for excellence and innovation in 
agricultural research. 

To meet environmental concerns and 
to grow crops more efficiently, I be
lieve that we need to invest in innova
tive research which combines cutting
edge technology with basic science. 
The bioscience center will develop 
technologies to increase agricultural 
productivity in New Jersey, while 
training the next generation of plant 
biologists and researchers. I wish to 
thank the chairman for including these 
funds for this new facility. 

CRANBERRY AND BLUEBERRY RESEARCH 

This legislation also contains funding 
for Rutgers' cranberry research facility 
at Chatsworth, NJ. These important 
research funds support the develop
ment of insect and disease-resistant va
rieties of berries. 

Another important focus of cran
berry and blueberry research is the de
velopment of alternative pest manage
ment technologies compatible for use 
in the environmentally sensitive wet
lands where blueberries and cranberries 
are grown. 

In New Jersey we are extremely 
proud of our blueberry and cranberry 
crops, and I want to take this oppor
tunity to express my appreciation for 
the inclusion of these funds to support 
this vital research in my state. 

IR-4 

The agriculture appropriations bill 
also includes $3 million in funding for 
the Interregional Research Program 
No. 4 [IR-4] Program. This national re
search program, headquartered at Rut
gers University, is a cooperative effort 
of the State agricultural experiment 
stations and the USDA working in con
cert with the agricultural chemical 
companies and the EPA to pursue reg
istration of minor use pesticides. Minor 
use pesticides are used by many of the 
Nation's farmers of vegetables and 
nursery crops. Many farmers in my 
State rely on minor use pesticides for 
growing the fruit and vegetable crops 

which comprise almost 80 percent of 
New Jersey's farm production. This re
search provides data on the safety and 
effectiveness of minor use pesticides, 
which will ensure the continued avail
ability of these products for farmers of 
so-called minor crops around the coun
try. 

APHIS LAB 

Mr. President, I want to express my 
appreciation to Senator BURDICK for 
the inclusion of language in the bill 
which prevents the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture Animal and Plant Health 
Inspection Service from relocating its 
Methods Development Center from its 
present location in Hoboken, NJ, to an
other site in any other State. The 
Methods Development Center provides 
important fumigation and quarantine 
services and consul ta ti on to the ports 
and related businesses in the North At
lantic region. For this reason, I re
quested that language be included in 
the report which directs the USDA to 
consider alternative sites in New Jer
sey for the Methods Development Cen
ter. 

The proximity of this research lab
oratory to the ports it serves makes it 
a valuable resource to the mid-Atlantic 
region which ultimately benefits the 
consumers served by the ports. The in
spection and fumigation of the large 
volume of fresh fruits and food prod
ucts which enter the ports at New 
York, New Jersey, and Philadelphia 
and handled quickly with the assist
ance and expertise of the Methods De
velopment Center. 

FDA USER FEES 

Finally, I was gratified to see that 
this legislation rejected the adminis
tration's budget proposal to fund $197.5 
million of FDA salaries and expenses 
through user fees. I requested that user 
fees be excluded from this legislation, 
consistent with my long-standing con
cern that any health-related user fee 
will ultimately burden consumers of 
health products and pharmaceuticals. 
My belief is that the Government 
should encourage the drug and medical 
device industry to invest in research 
and development. Under fees would do 
just the opposite. I commend the sub
committee chairman, Senator BURDICK 
for refusing to include user fees as part 
of FDA's budget. 

RECIRCULATING AQUACULTURE SYSTEMS AT 
VIRGINIA POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I rise 
to engage in a colloquy with the distin
guished ranking member of the Agri
culture Appropriations Committee, 
Senator COCHRAN. 

Mr. President, during consideration 
of the 1990 farm bill, now Public Law 
101-624, I offered an amendment to au
thorize $500,000 for Virginia Poly
technic Institute for fiscal years 1991 
through 1995 to gain further knowledge 
of intensive water recirculating aqua
culture systems. After the distin
guished chairman of the Agriculture 
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Committee indicated that he was ap
plying a uniform policy of not consid
ering . amendments of this kind, I with
drew my amendment. 

Mr. President, during floor debate on 
the 1990 farm bill, the Senator from 
Vermont did an admirable job of hold
ing the line and not accepting project 
specific amendments. In fact, I vividly 
recall his comparing himself to Horatio 
at the bridge. I also recall the Senator 
from Vermont's assurances that, by of
fering my amendment, I had expressed 
a good cause. However, he indicated 
that it was up to the Senator from Vir
ginia to elevate a good cause to a noble 
cause, prior to the farm bill con
ference. 

I would like to believe that the 
chariman of the Senate Agriculture 
Committee along with other conferees, 
found fundings for intensive water 
recirculating aquaculture systems at 
Virginia Tech to be a noble cause, since 
authorization for such funding was in
cluded in Public Law 101- 624. 

Mr. President, the knowledge of the 
ranking member of the Agriculture Ap
propriation's Committee on the impor
tance of aquaculture in the United 
States is unsurpassed, I dare say, by 
any other Member of this body. The 
Senator from Mississippi is fully aware 
of the importance of aquaculture in his 
own State. 

I would like to inquire of the Senator 
from Mississippi if it is not in the best 
interest of aquaculture, agricultural 
policy and indeed the United States to 
further our knowledge of aquaculture, 
particularly closed-system aqua
culture, to help meet the demand for 
fishery products in this country and to 
reduce the incredibly large trade defi
cit in this area. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I 
thank the senior Senator from Virginia 
for his remarks. He has documented 
well the history of the debate which 
surrounded his amendment to the 1990 
farm bill. The Senator from Virginia is 
also correct in his comments regarding 
the importance of aquaculture to not 
only my State of Mississippi, but to 
the Nation, and to reducing the trade 
deficit we are experiencing in this area. 

Mr. President, I am a staunch sup
porter of efforts to gain further knowl
edge of aquaculture through important 
research performed at our Nation's ag
ricultural universities. Such research 
and experience is important to not 
only building our Nation's aquaculture 
industry, but to sustaining it. 

While funding for intensive water 
recirculating aquaculture systems at 
Virginia Tech was not included in the 
Senate's bill, I would not suggest that 
such funding is not important to the 
aquaculture industry. I assure the Sen
ator from Virginia that I will do all I 
can in conference to see that funding 
for closed-system aquaculture at Vir
ginia Tech is given ample consider
ation. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I thank 
my distinguished colleague from Mis
sissippi. 

Mr. President, the House Agriculture 
appropriations bill includes funding for 
intensive water recirculating aqua
culture systems at Illinois State Uni
versity, but, does not include such 
funding for Virginia Tech. Both of 
these institutions were authorized to 
receive such funding in Public Law 101-
624. 

I would like to urge the distinguished 
managers of this measure before us to 
try to secure in conference equal fund
ing for Virginia Tech's closed-system 
program. Falling short of that, I urge 
that such funding as is currently pro
vided for in the House bill for Illinois 
State be split equally with Virginia 
Tech. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I 
would like to assure the Senator from 
Virginia that I will do all that I can to 
see that Virginia Tech is treated equal
ly with Illinois State University. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from Mississippi. 

Mr. President, I would like to con
clude my remarks by pointing out to 
my colleagues that the Commonwealth 
of Virginia and Virginia Tech have 
both invested substantially in closed
system aquaculture. Virginia Tech 
houses the largest and most advanced 
research facility of its kind in the 
world. I believe that funding for this 
important program would be an invest
ment that pays big dividends. 

THE MARKETING PROMOTION PROGRAM 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I rise 
today in support of the Marketing Pro
motion Program [MPPJ. The Congress 
created MPP last year as the successor 
of the Targeted Export Assistance Pro
gram [TEA]. 

Although the name has changed, the 
program has the same basic goals-
helping U.S. producers export to for
eign markets and countering unfair 
foreign trade practices. For 6 years, 
MPP/TEA has become one of America's 
most effective tools for boosting U.S. 
agricultural exports. 

In my own State of Montana, MPP/ 
TEA has been used effectively by sev
eral commodity groups, including the 
forest products industry. Using MPP/ 
TEA, the U.S. wood products industry 
has fought against trade barriers in 
nearly a dozen countries. As a result, 
the impact of foreign trade barriers has 
been reduced, and we have protected 
jobs here in the U.S. MPP/TEA has 
helped to more than double forest prod
uct exports since 1985. 

Our experiences in the Uruguay 
round clearly demonstrate that unfair 
foreign practices are a continuing con
cern. MPP represents one of the most 
effective ways to redress these prac
tices. I urge my colleagues to ensure 
this vital market development pro
gram remains viable by supporting it 
at the full authorized level of $200 mil
lion for fiscal year 1992. 

REA LOAN GUARANTEES 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I rise to 
oppose the amendment of the Senator 
from Wyoming, to reduce funding for 
Rural Electr ification loan guarantees 
and to impose a means test on rural 
electrification and telephone coopera
tives. 

This amendment is based on a num
ber of incorrect premises. Chief among 
them are that REA is no longer needed 
and that REA borrowers are financially 
strong. 

Those who claim that REA has 
served its purpose and should now be 
eliminated, or that the Federal Gov
ernment should only back a portion of 
REA loans are wrong, Mr. President. 
Either proposal would have the effect 
of destroying the Rural Electrification 
Administration. 

First of all, there continues to be a 
need for REA programs. Rural electric 
cooperatives continue to provide serv
ice to more than 10 percent of the 
American people. Rural electric lines 
span about 75 percent of the country. 

Second, rural electric cooperatives 
continue to face the same difficulties 
as they have in the past: Line density. 
and revenue per mile. Rural electric 
systems serve only 5.2 customers per 
mile. This compares with 32 customers 
per mile for investor-owned utilities, 
and 41 customers per mile for munici
pal system. 

Third, because of low customer den
sity, and comparatively few business 
consumers, rural cooperatives collect a 
far lower rate of return than other 
types of electric utilities. The revenue 
per mile for the average electric coop
erative is $5,752. Compare that with 
$54,402 for an investor-owned, and 
$59,134 for municipal systems. 

The end result of low line density and 
low revenue per mile is that coopera
tives have great difficulty obtaining 
loans on the commercial market, and 
little chance of doing so without fully 
guaranteed Federal loans. 

So, Mr. President, I believe that the 
pending amendment would do serious 
damage to our Nation's rural electric 
cooperatives. Tha t would be unwise 
and it would be shortsighted. 

Franklin Roosevelt created the Rural 
Electrification Administration in 1935. 
At the time, only 11 percent of our Na
tion's farms had electric service. 
Today, virtually the entire nation has 
electric and telephone service-and has 
it at affordable rates. 

Rural electrification programs have 
already contributed more than their 
fair share to deficit reduction. Since 
1980, REA has experienced a 40-percent 
reduction in loan levels. This has led to 
a backlog of applications of over $800 
million and long delays in loan approv
als. 

REA programs have proven their 
worth in the past and continue to be 
needed in the rural areas of our coun
try. I am pleased that my colleague 
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from Wyoming has chosen to withdraw 
his amendment and I trust that noth
ing will be done in conference to im
pose further hardships on REA borrow-
ers. 

FMHA AMENDMENT GUARANTEED LENDING 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I would 
like to thank the distinguished floor 
managers and other Senators, espe
cially Senator KASTEN, for their efforts 
on the amendment agreed to earlier 
today which partially redirects the 
funding for Farmers Home Administra
tion lending programs. The problem, as 
my colleagues have been made aware, 
was that funding for the FmHA guaran
teed lending programs had been zeroed 
out both in the Senate and the House 
bill, while the direct lending programs 
were funded at a level well in excess of 
current or recent needs. 

The amendment agreed to simply 
transfers $100 million in direct lending 
authority to the Guaranteed Lending 
Program. As I understand it, $100 mil
lion in direct lending correlates with 
$182 million of guaranteed lending au
thority. That additional authority 
stems from the fact that guaranteed 
loans limit the Federal Government's 
risk exposure, while allowing farm bor
rowers to build a sound working rela
tionship with rural banks-not the 
Government. 

Furthermore, Mr. President, the 
funding levels as presented by the com
mittee were not in accordance with the 
levels mandated by last year's Budget 
Reconciliation Act. It is my under
standing that-even after the Kasten 
amendment-the new levels still vio
late those guidelines. However, what 
we have accomplished with this amend
ment is a step in the right direction, 
and I look forward to working with 
both the conferees and the Department 
in order to accommodate any addi
tional funding needs which may arise. 

I appreciate the widespread support 
expressed for this amendment on both 
sides of the aisle, and, again, look for
ward to working with the conferees to 
see this important provision through 
conference. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Mississippi will be advised 
that pursuant to the previous unani
mous-consent agreement, no amend
ments are in order to the legislation 
currently pending. 

Mr. COCHRAN. I thank the Chair for 
making that announcement. That was 
the observation this Senator made a 
few moments ago as welL We are now 
at the point that we are ready to vote 
on final passage of the bill. 

However, I rise to commend the dis
tinguished Republican leader for his re
marks, and to say that we appreciate 
having his support for the amendment 
that was agreed to earlier in the day 
that was offered by the distinguished 
Senator from North Dakota, this Sen
ator, and Senator KASTEN from Wiscon
sin. As the leader said, that was a step 

in the right direction toward reviving 
and making possible the continuation 
of the guaranteed loan program that is 
proving to be very workable in many 
States, including the State of Mis
sissippi-my State. 

Mr. President, I know of no other 
Senator seeking recognition, and I ask 
for the yeas and nays on final passage 
of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on the engrossment of the 
amendments and third reading of the 
bill. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed, and the bill to be read a 
third time. 

The bill was read a third time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 

having been read the third time, the 
question is, Shall the bill pass? The 
yeas and nays have been ordered. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen
ator from Arkansas [Mr. PRYOR], is ab
sent because of illness. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. MI
KULSKI). Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber who desire to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 92, 
nays 7, as follows: 

Adams 
Akaka 
Baucus 
Bentsen 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boren 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Burdick 
Burns 
Byrd 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Conrad 
Craig 
Cranston 
D'Amato 
Danforth 
Daschle 
DeConcini 
Dixon 
Dodd 
Dole 
Domenic! 

[Rollcall Vote No. 160 Leg.] 
YEAS-92 

Exon McCain 
Ford McConnell 
Fowler Metzenbaum 
Glenn Mikulski 
Gore Mitchell 
Gorton Moynihan 
Graham Murkowski 
Gramm Nickles 
Grassley Nunn 
Harkin Packwood 
Hatch Pressler 
Hatfield Reid Heflin Riegle Helms 
Hollings Robb 

Inouye Rockefeller 

Jeffords Sanford 

Johnston Sar banes 

Kassebaum Sasser 
Kasten Seymour 
Kennedy Shelby 
Kerrey Simon 
Kerry Simpson 
Kohl Specter 
Lau ten berg Stevens 
Leahy Symms 
Levin Thurmond 
Lieberman Warner 
Lott Wellstone 
Lugar Wirth 

Duren berger Mack Wofford 

NAYS-7 
Brown Roth Wallop 
Garn Rudman 
Pell Smith 

NOT VOTING--1 
Pryor 

So the bill (H.R. 2698), as amended, 
was passed. 

Mr. BURDICK. Madam President, I 
move that the Senate insist upon its 
amendments to H.R. 2698 and request a 

conference with the House on the dis
agreeing votes of the two Houses there
on, and that the Chair be authorized to 
appoint the conferees on the part of the 
Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Presiding Officer [Ms. MIKULSKI] ap
pointed Mr. BURDICK, Mr. BUMPERS, Mr. 
HARKIN, Mr. ADAMS, Mr. FOWLER, Mr. 
KERREY, Mr. BYRD, Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. 
KASTEN, Mr. SPECTER, Mr. NICKLES, Mr. 
BOND, and Mr. HATFIELD conferees on 
the part of the Senate. 

GOOD, NEEDED, BUT TOO COSTLY 

Mr. PELL. Madam President, I voted 
against H.R. 2698, the Agricultural ap
propria tions bill despite my knowledge 
that there is much that is good and 
much that is needed in this measure. 

Among these good and needed provi
sions, I count $500,000 in Federal con
struction funds for buildings to house 
the Coastal Institute on Narragansett 
Bay at the University of Rhode Island. 

I want to commend the Agricultural 
Appropriations Subcommittee and, 
particularly its chairman, the senior 
Senator from North Dakota [Mr. BUR
DICK], for their hard work and the 
many excellent provisions of this 
measure. 

As I have in the past, however, I 
found that the total Agricultural ap
propriations bill was just too costly. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I want to 
give special thanks and recognition to 
Senator QUENTIN BURDICK, chairman of 
the Agriculture Appropriations Sub
committee, and to Senator THAD COCH
RAN, the ranking minority member, of 
the subcommittee for their splendid ef
forts in managing the Agriculture ap
propriation bill. This subcommittee 
worked under extremely tight budg
etary constraints, perhaps the tightest 
of any of our 13 subcommittees. Yet, 
these two Senators produced a bill 
which was approved by the full Appro
priations Committee with no disagree
ment among committee members as to 
the makeup of the bill or its balance 
and fairness to all of the agencies 
which are funded under the bill. 

Earlier today, the Senate completed 
action on this important measure after 
agreeing to several amendments and 
adopting one amendment by a rollcall 
vote. This expeditious handling of the 
Agriculture bill by the Senate is a tes
tament to the many weeks and months 
of hard work, which I know have been 
devoted to this effort by Senator BUR
DICK and Senator COCHRAN. I am con
fident that in the conference with the 
House these Senators will do their 
level best to protect the interests of 
this Nation, as well as the interests of 
the Senate. 

I want Senators BURDICK and COCH
RAN to know that I deeply appreciate 
their hard work on behalf of the com
mittee and the Senate. 

Senator BURDICK has never failed to 
meet his responsibilities as a member 
of the Appropriations Committee and 
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as chairman of this important sub
committee. He is always at his duty 
station ready to do business whenever 
the committee or the Senate calls upon 
him and for that, the Senate and the 
people of this Nation owe him their 
thanks and gratitude. 

I also commend the staff of the sub
committee on both sides of the aisle: 
Rocky Kuhn, Dan Dager, Irma Pearson, 
Carole Geagley, and Mary Tenenbaum. 

Mr. BURDICK. Madam President, I 
want to thank Senator CoCIIRAN for his 
help in managing this bill and seeing it 
through to final passage. His guidance 
is most helpful. I could not ask for a 
more cooperative and informed rank
ing member. 

I also would like to say a special 
thank you to the committee staff, who 
have worked so long and hard on this 
bill: Rocky Kuhn, Daniel Dager, and 
Carole Geagley, for the majority; and 
Irma Pearson and Mary Tenenbaum for 
the minority, who have all worked so 
hard. And without their expertise, we 
would not have been able to complete 
the task. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Madam President, let 
me thank the distinguished Senator 
from North Dakota for his kind re
marks. It has been a pleasure working 
with him in the development of this 
legislation. I appreciate very much his 
cooperation and his leadership in the 
effort, and congratulate him on the 
passage of this bill. 

I would also like to express thanks 
and appreciation to the members of the 
staff he identified, and also to include 
Jim English, who is the staff director 
of the full Committee on Appropria
tions, and Keith Kennedy, who is the 
staff director for the minority. 

I also wish to express appreciation to 
the chairman of the full committee, 
Senator BYRD, and the distinguished 
ranking Republican member of the 
committee, Senator HATFIELD, for 
their cooperation and assistance to the 
committee as we did our work. 

Finally, Madam President, I wish to 
thank all of the members of the sub
committee who worked to help develop 
this legislation, and who attended the 
hearings to develop the information on 
which we based these decisions in the 
development of the bill. 

Mr. WALLOP addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Wyoming. 

CHANGE OF VOTE 
Mr. WALLOP. Madam President, I 

ask unanimous consent that on rollcall 
No. 159, the Leahy amendment, that I 
be permitted to change my vote from 
"no" to "aye," and the result will not 
change the outcome of the vote. 

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

(The foregoing tally has been cor
rected to reflect the above order.) 

Mr. MITCHELL addressed the Chair. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis
tinguished majority leader. 

DEBT OF GRATITUDE 
Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, I 

want to thank the distinguished chair
man and ranking member of the sub
committee for their diligence in man
aging this bill and for moving it for
ward to completion today. All Members 
of the Senate owe them a debt of grati
tude for their skill and persistence in 
that regard. 

COMMERCE, JUSTICE, AND STATE, 
THE JUDICIARY, AND RELATED 
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT, FISCAL YEAR 1992 
Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, I 

now ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate proceed to the consideration of 
H.R. 2608, the State, Justice, Com
merce, Judiciary appropriations bill 
for fiscal year 1992. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
A bill (H.R. 2608) making appropriations 

for the Departments of Commerce, Justice, 
and State, the Judiciary, and related agen
cies of the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1992, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the immediate consider
ation of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill which 
has been reported from the Committee 
on Appropriations, with amendments; 
as follows: 

(The parts of the bill intended to be 
stricken are shown in boldface brack
ets and the parts of the bill intended to 
be inserted are shown in italics.) 

H.R. 2608 
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 
Departments of Commerce, Justice, and 
State, the Judiciary, and related agencies for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1992, and 
for other purposes, namely: 
TITLE I-DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE AND 

RELATED AGENCIES 
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
OFFICE OF JUSTICE PROGRAMS 

JUSTICE ASSISTANCE 

For grants, contracts, cooperative agree
ments, and other assistance authorized by 
title I of the Omnibus Crime Control and 
Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amended, and the 
Missing Children's Assistance Act, as amend
ed, including salaries and expenses in con
nection therewith, ($88,876,000] $90,004,000, to 
remain available until expended, as author
ized by section 6093 of Public Law 100-690 (102 
Stat. 4339-4340). 

In addition, for grants, contracts, coopera
tive agreements, and other assistance au
thorized by parts D and E of title I oi the 
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act 
of 1968, as amended, for State and Local Nar
cotics Control and Justice Assistance Im-

provements, including salaries and expenses 
in connection therewith, [$493,000,000] 
$498,000,000, to remain available until ex
pended, of which: (a) ($450,000,000] $475,000,000 
shall be available to carry out subpart 1 and 
chapter A of subpart 2 of part E of title I of 
said Act, for the Edward Byrne Memorial 
State and Local Law Enforcement Assist
ance Programs, as authorized by section 2801 
of Public Law 101-647 (104 Stat. 4912); (b) 
[$25,000,000 shall be available to carry out 
chapter B of subpart 2 of part E of title I of 
said Act, for Correctional Options Grants, as 
authorized by section 1801(e) of Public Law 
101-647 (104 Stat. 4849); (c)] Sl,000,000 shall be 
available to carry out part N of title I of said 
Act, for Grants for Televised Testimony of 
Child Abuse Victims, as authorized by sec
tion 241(c) of Public Law 101-647 (104 Stat. 
4814); and [(d) Sl7,000,000] (c) $22,000,000 shall 
be available to the Director of the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation for the National 
Crime Information Center 2000 project, as au
thorized by section 613 of Public Law 101-647 
(104 Stat. 4824)(: Provided, That $25,000 of the 
funds made available to the State of Arkan
sas in fiscal year 1992 under subpart 1 of part 
E of title I of the Omnibus Crime Control 
and Safe Streets Act of 1968, shall be pro
vided to the Arkansas State Police for high 
priority drug investigations]: Provided fur
ther, That $5,762,000 of the funds made avail
able in fiscal year 1992 under subpart 2 of part 
E of title I of the Omnibus Crime Control and 
Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amended, shall be 
obligated for a program to assist States in the 
litigation processing of death penalty Federal 
habeas corpus petitions. 

In addition, for grants, contracts, coopera
tive agreements, and other assistance au
thorized by title II of the Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, as 
amended, including salaries and expenses in 
connection therewith, $76,000,000, to remain 
available until expended, as authorized by 
section 261(a), part D of title II. of said Act 
(42 U.S.C. 5671(a)), of which $3,500,000 is for 
expenses authorized by section 281 of part D 
of title II of said Act; and of which $1,000,000 
shall be made available to plan, design, and op
erate a Missing Alzheimer Patient Alert pro
gram; Provided, That said program shall be 
funded through a grant from discretionary 
funds to a national voluntary organization rep
resenting Alzheimer patients and families. 

[In addition, for grants, contracts, cooper
ative agreements, and other assistance au
thorized by title II of the Victims of Child 
Abuse Act of 1990, $2,000,000, to remain avail
able until expended, as authorized by sec
tions 218 and 254 of Public Law 101-647 (104 
Stat. 4796 and 4815), of which $1,000,000 is for 
expenses authorized by subtitle A of title II 
of said Act, and of which Sl,000,000 is for ex
penses authorized by subtitle G of title II of 
said Act.] · 

In addition, [$4,885,000) $4,963,000 for the 
purpose of making grants to States for their 
expenses by reason of Mariel Cubans having 
to be incarcerated in State facilities for 
terms requiring incarceration for the full pe
riod October 1, 1991, through September 30, 
1992, following their conviction of a felony 
committed after having been paroled into 
the United States by the Attorney General: . 
Provided, That within thirty days of enact
ment of this Act the Attorney General shall 
announce in the Federal Register that this 
appropriation will be made available to the 
States whose Governors certify by February 
1, 1992, a listing of names of such Mariel Cu
bans incarcerated in their respective facili
ties: Provided further, That the Attorney 
General, not later than April l, 1992, will 
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complete his review of the certified listings 
of such incarcerated Mariel Cubans, and 
make grants to the States on the basis that 
the certified number of such incarcerated 
persons in a State bears to the total certified 
number of such incarcerated persons: Pro
vided further, That the amount of reimburse
ments per prisoner per annum shall not ex
ceed $12,000. 

PUBLIC SAFETY OFFICERS BENEFITS 
For payments authorized by part L of title 

I of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe 
Streets Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 3796), as amend
ed, such sums as are necessary, to remain 
available until expended, as authorized by 
section 6093 of Public Law 100-690 (102 Stat. 
433S-4340) and section 1301(b) of Public Law 
101-647 (104 Stat. 4834). 

GENERAL ADMINISTRATION 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For expenses necessary for the administra
tion of the Department of Justice, 
[$109,925,000] $112 ,642 ,000. 

WORKING CAPITAL FUND 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

Of the total income of the Working Capital 
Fund in fiscal year 1992 and each fiscal year 
thereafter, not to exceed 4 percent of the 
total income may be retained, to remain 
available until expended, for the acquisition 
of capital equipment and for the improve
ment and implementation of the Depart
ment's financial management and payroll/ 
personnel systems: Provided, That in fiscal 
year 1992, not to exceed $4,000,000 of the total 
income retained shall be used for improve
ments to the Department's data processing 
operation: Provided further, That any pro
posed use of the retained income in fiscal 
year 1992 and thereafter, except for the 
$4,000,000 specified above, shall only be made 
after notification to the Committees on Ap
propriations of the House of Representatives 
and the Senate in accordance with section 
606 of this Act. 

In addition, for fiscal year 1992 and there
after, at no later than the end of [each fiscal 
year, unobligated balances of appropriations 
available to the Department of Justice dur
ing such fiscal year may be transferred into 
the Working Capital Fund to be available for 
the acquisition of capital equipment, and for 
the improvement and implementation of the 
Department's financial management and 
payroll/personnel systems] the fifth fiscal 
year after the fiscal year for which funds are 
appropriated or otherwise made available, unob
ligated balances of appropriations available to 
the Department of Justice during such fiscal 
year may be transferred into the capital account 
of the Working Capital Fund to be available for 
the Departmentwide acquisition of capital 
equipment, development and implementation of 
law enforcement or litigation related automated 
data processing systems, and for the improve
ment and implementation of the Department's 
financial management and payroll/personnel 
systems: Provided, That any proposed use of 
these transferred funds in fiscal year 1992 and 
thereafter shall only be made after notification 
to the Committees on Appropriations of the 
House of Representatives and the Senate in ac
cordance with section 606 of this Act. 

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL 
For necessary expenses of the Office of In

spector General in carrying out the provi
sions of the Inspector General Act of 1978, as 
amended, [$27,893,000) $30,719,(JOO; including 
not to exceed $10,000 to meet unforeseen 
emergencies of a confidential character, to 
be expended under the direction of the A ttor
ney General, and to be accounted for solely 

on his certificate; and for the acquisition, 
lease, maintenance and operation of motor 
vehicles without regard to the general pur
chase price limitation. 

UNITED STATES PAROLE COMMISSION 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the United 
States Parole Commission, as authorized by 
law, [$9,855,000) $9,786,000. 

LEGAL ACTIVITIES 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES, GENERAL LEGAL 

ACTIVITIES 
For expenses necessary for the legal activi

ties of the Department of Justice, not other
wise provided for, including not to exceed 
$20,000 for expenses of collecting evidence, to 
be expended under the direction of the Attor
ney General and accounted for solely on his 
certificate; and rent of private or Govern
ment-owned space in the District of Colum
bia; [$379,804,000) $388,821,000, of which not to 
exceed $5,973,000 shall be available for the op
eration of the United States National 
Central Bureau, INTERPOL; and of which 
not to exceed $6,000,000 for litigation support 
contracts shall remain available until Sep
tember 30, 1993: Provided, That of the funds 
available in this appropriation, not to exceed 
$35,213,000 shall remain available until ex
pended for office automation systems for the 
legal divisions covered by this appropriation, 
and for the United States Attorneys, the 
Antitrust Division, and offices funded 
through "Salaries and expenses", General 
Administration: Provided further, That of the 
total amount appropriated, not to exceed $1,000 
shall be available to the United States National 
Central Bureau, INTERPOL, for official recep
tion and representation expenses. 

In addition, for expenses of the Depart
ment of Justice associated with processing 
cases under the National Childhood Vaccine 
Injury Act of 1986, not to exceed $2,000,000 to 
be appropriated from the Vaccine Injury 
Compensation Trust Fund, as authorized by 
section 6601 of the Omnibus Budget Rec
onciliation Act of 1989. 

In addition, section 245A(c)(7) of the Immi
grntion and Nationality Act of 1952 (8 U.S.C. 
1255a(c)(7)), as amended, is further amended 
by inserting after subsection (B) a new sub
section as follows: 

"(C) IMMIGRATION-RELATED UNFAIR EMPLOY
MENT PRACTICES.-Not to exceed $3,000,000 of 
the unobligated balances remaining in the 
account established in subsection (B) shall 
be available in fiscal year 1992 and each fis
cal year thereafter for grants, contracts, and 
cooperative agreements to community-based 
organizations for outreach programs, to be 
administered by the Office of Special Coun
sel for Immigration-Related Unfair Employ
ment Practices: Provided, That such amounts 
shall be in addition to any funds appro
priated to the Office of Special Counsel for 
such purposes: Provided further , That none of 
the funds made available by this section 
shall be used by the Office of Special Counsel 
to establish regional offices.". 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES, ANTITRUST DIVISION 
For expenses necessary for the enforce

ment of antitrust and kindred laws, 
[$53,045,000) $58,494,000 of which an estimated 
[$10,000,000) $13,000,000 shall be derived from 
fees collected for premerger notification fil
ings under the Hart-Scott-Rodino Antitrust 
Improvements Act of 1976 (15 U.S.C. 18(a)) so 
as to result in a final fiscal year 1992 appro
priation of ($43,045,000) $45,494,000: Provided, 
That fees made available to the Antitrust 
Division shall remain available until 
expended[, but that any fees received in ex-

cess of $10,000,000 in fiscal year 1992 shall not 
be available for obligation until fiscal year 
1993). 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES, UNITED STATES 
ATTORNEYS 

For necessary expenses of the Office of the 
United States Attorneys[, $720,737,000, of 
which not to exceed $5,000,000 shall be avail
able until September 30, 1993, for the pur
poses of (1) providing training of personnel of 
the Department of Justice in debt collection, 
(2) providing services related to locating 
debtors and their property, such as title 
searches, debtor skiptracing, asset searches, 
credit reports and other investigations, and 
(3) paying the costs of sales of property not 
covered by the sale proceeds, such as auc
tioneers' fees and expenses, maintenance and 
protection of property and businesses, adver
tising and title search and surveying costs; 
of which not to exceed Sl,200,000 shall remain 
available until expended for the development 
of office automation capabilities to the 
Project EAGLE system: Provided, That of the 
total amount appropriated, not to exceed 
$8,000 shall be available for official reception 
and representation expenses]; including oper
ating leases for facilities required to house stu
dents, administrative and training staff, provide 
classroom space, library space, and other auxil
iary space to accommodate the relocation of the 
Legal Education program to a site within the 
State of South Carolina where legal education 
training shall be provided to Federal, State, and 
local prosecutive and litigative personnel; 
$728,259,000, of which not to exceed $5,000,000 
shall be available until September 30, 1993, for 
the purposes of (1) providing training of person
nel of the Department of Justice in debt collec
tion, (2) providing services related to locating 
debtors and their property, such as title 
searches, debtor skiptracing, asset searches, 
credit reports and other investigations, and (3) 
paying the costs of sales of property not covered 
by the sale proceeds, such as auctioneers' fees 
and expenses, maintenance and protection of 
property and businesses, advertising and title 
search and surveying costs; of which not to ex
ceed $1,200,000 shall remain available until ex
pended for the development of office automation 
capabilities to the Project EAGLE system; of 
which not to exceed $10,000,000 shall remain 
available until expended for the costs associated 
with the relocation of the Legal Education pro
gram: Provided, That of the total amount ap
propriated, not to exceed $8,000 shall be avail
able for official reception and representation ex
penses: Provided further, That of amounts 
available in this account in fiscal year 1992, not 
to exceed $9,000,000 shall remain available until 
expended and may be used to fund intergovern
mental agreements, including coop°erative agree
ments and contracts, with State and local law 
enforcement agencies engaged in pilot projects 
pertaining to the investigation and prosecution 
of violent crime and drug offenses. 

UNITED STATES TRUSTEE SYSTEM FUND 
For the necessary expenses of the United 

States Trustee Program, ($67,520,000) 
$69,571,000, to remain available until ex
pended and to be derived from the Fund, for 
activities authorized by section 115 of the 
Bankruptcy Judges, United States Trustees, 
and Family Farmer Bankruptcy Act of 1986 
(Public Law 99-554): Provided, That deposits 
to the Fund are available in such amounts as 
may be necessary to pay refunds due deposi
tors. 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES, FOREIGN CLAIMS 
SETTLEMENT COMMISSION 

For expenses necessary to carry out the ac
tivities of the Foreign Claims Settlement 
Commission, including services as author
ized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, $843,000. 
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SALARIES AND EXPENSES, UNITED STATES 

MARSHALS SERVICE 

For necessary expenses of the United 
States Marshals Service; including acquisi
tion, lease, maintenance, and operation of 
vehicles and aircraft; $313,847,000, including 
purchase of passenger motor vehicles for po
lice-type use without regard to the general 
purchase price limitation for the current fis
cal year; of which not to exceed Sll, 723,000 
for the renovation and construction of Mar
shals Service prisoner holding facilities shall 
be available until expended, and of which not 
to exceed $6,000 shall be available for official 
reception and representation expenses. 

SUPPORT OF UNITED STATES PRISONERS 

For support of United States prisoners in 
the custody of the United States Marshals 
Service as authorized in 18 U.S.C. 4013, but 
not including expenses otherwise provided 
for in appropriations available to the Attor
ney General, [S218,125,000] $224,125,000, to re
main available until expended; of which not 
to exceed $15,000,000 shall be available under 
the Cooperative Agreement Program: Pro
vided, That $10,000,000 of the $15,000,000 avail
able under the Cooperative Agreement Program 
shall be used for a cooperative agreement with 
the State of Hawaii for the housing of Federal 
prisoners and detainees in Hawaii. 

FEES AND EXPENSES OF WITNESSES 

For expenses, mileage, compensation, and 
per diems of witnesses, for private counsel 
expenses, and for per diems in lieu of subsist
ence, as authorized by law, including ad
vances, $92,797,000, to remain available until 
expended; of which not to exceed $4,750,000 
may be made available for planning, con
struction, renovation, maintenance, remod
eling, and repair of buildings and the pur
chase of equipment incident thereto for pro
tected witness safesites; and of which not to 
exceed Sl,008,000 may be made available for 
the purchase and maintenance of armored 
vehicles for transportation of protected wit
nesses. 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES, COMMUNITY 
RELATIONS SERVICE 

For necessary expenses of the Community 
Relations Service, established by title X of 
the Civil Rights Act of 1964, S27,343,000, of 
which not to exceed [Sl9,000,000] $18,198,000 
shall remain available until expended to 
make payments in advance for grants, con
tracts and reimbursable agreements and 
other expenses necessary under section 501(c) 
of the Refugee Education Assistance Act of 
1980 (Public Law 96--422; 94 Stat. 1809) for the 
processing, care, maintenance, security, 
transportation and reception and placement 
in the United States of Cuban and Haitian 
entrants: Provided, That notwithstanding 
section 501(e)(2)(B) of the Refugee Education 
Assistance Act of 1980 (Public Law 96--422; 94 
Stat. 1810), funds may be expended for assist
ance with respect to Cuban and Haitian en
trants as authorized under section 501(c) of 
such Act: Provided further, That to expedite 
the outplacement of eligible Mariel Cubans 
from Bureau of Prisons or Immigration and 
Naturalization Service operated or con
tracted facilities into Community Relations 
Service hospital and halfway house facili
ties, the Attorney General may direct reim
bursements to the Cuban Haitian Entrant 
Program from "Federal Prison System, Sala
ries and Expenses" or "Immigration and 
Naturalization Service, Salaries and Ex
penses": Provided further, That if such reim
bursements described above exceed $500,000, 
they shall only be made after notification to 
the Committees on Appropriations of the 

House of Representatives and the Senate in 
accordance with section 606 of this Act. 

ASSETS FORFEITURE FUND 

For expenses authorized by 28 U.S.C. 
524(c)(l)(A)(ii), (B), (C), (F), and (G), as 
amended, Sl00,000,000 to be derived from the 
Department of Justice Assets Forfeiture 
Fund. 

lNTERAGENCY LAW ENFORCEMENT 

ORGANIZED CRIME DRUG ENFORCEMENT 

For necessary expenses for the detection, 
investigation, and prosecution of individuals 
involved in organized crime drug trafficking 
not otherwise provided for, ($363,374,000] 
$380,344,000, of which $50,000,000 shall remain 
available until expended: Provided, That any 
amounts obligated from appropriations 
under this heading may be used under au
thorities available to the organizations re
imbursed from this appropriation: Provided 
further, That any unobligated balances re
maining available at the end of the fiscal 
year shall revert to the Attorney General for 
reallocation among participating organiza
tions in the succeeding fiscal year, subject to 
the reprogramming procedures described in 
section 606 of this Act. 

FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For expenses necessary for detection, in
vestigation, and prosecution of crimes 
against the United States; including pur
chase for police-type use of not to exceed 
3,364 passenger motor vehicles of which 2,299 
will be for replacement only, without regard 
to the general purchase price limitation for 
the current fiscal year, and hire of passenger 
motor vehicles; acquisition, lease, mainte
nance and operation of aircraft; and not to 
exceed $70,000 to meet unforeseen emer
gencies of a confidential character, to be ex
pended under the direction of the Attorney 
General, and to be accounted for solely on 
his certificate; [Sl,866,832,000] $1,972,807,000, 
of which not to exceed S25,000,000 for auto
mated data processing and telecommuni
cations and Sl,000,000 for undercover oper
ations shall remain available until Septem
ber 30, 1993; of which not to exceed SB,000,000 
for research and development related to in
vestigative activities shall remain available 
until expended; and of which not to exceed 
$500,000 is authorized to be made available 
for making payments or advances for ex
penses arising out of contractual or reim
bursable agreements with State and local 
law enforcement agencies while engaged in 
cooperative activities related to terrorism 
and drug investigations; and of which 
$48,000,000, to remain available until expended, 
shall only be available to defray expenses for 
the automation of the fingerprint identification 
services and related costs: Provided, That not 
to exceed S45,000 shall be available for offi
cial reception and representation expenses. 

DRUG ENFORCEMENT ADMINISTRATION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Drug En
forcement Administration, including not to 
exceed $70,000 to meet unforeseen emer
gencies of a confidential character, to be ex
pended under the direction of the Attorney 
General, and to be accounted for solely on 
his certificate; expenses for conducting drug 
education and training programs, including 
travel and related expenses for participants 
in such programs and the distribution of 
items of token value that promote the goals 
of such programs; purchase of not to exceed 
1,054 passenger motor vehicles of which 730 
are for replacement only for police-type use 
without regard to the general purchase price 

limitation for the current fiscal year; and ac
quisition, lease, maintenance, and operation 
of aircraft; ($706,286,000 of which not to ex
ceed Sl,800,000 for research] $740,667,000 of 
which not to exceed $1,800,000 for research, and 
of which not to exceed $1,500,000 for an A & E 
study for a Washington, D.C. area laboratory 
shall remain available until expended; and of 
which not to exceed $4,000,000 for purchase of 
evidence and payments for information, not 
to exceed $4,000,000 for contracting for ADP 
and telecommunications equipment, and not 
to exceed $2,000,000 for technical and labora
tory equipment, shall remain available until 
September 30, 1993; and, of which not to ex
ceed $6,000,000 shall remain available until 
expended for planning, construction, renova
tion, maintenance, remodeling, and repair of 
buildings and the purchase of equipment in
cident thereto for a new aviation facility: 
Provided, That not to exceed $45,000 shall be 
available for official reception and represen
tation expenses. 

IMMIGRATION AND NATURALIZATION SERVICE 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
necessary for the administration and en
forcement of the laws relating to immigra
tion, naturalization, and alien registration, 
including not to exceed S50,000 to meet un
foreseen emergencies of a confidential char
acter, to be expended under the direction of 
the Attorney General and accounted for sole
ly on his certificate; purchase for police-type 
use (not to exceed 415, for replacement only) 
without regard to the general purchase price 
limitation for the current fiscal year, and 
hire of passenger motor vehicles; acquisi
tion, lease, maintenance and operation of 
aircraft; and research related to immigra
tion enforcement; [S947,041,000] $959,517,000, 
of which not to exceed $400,000 for research 
and $17,097,000 for construction shall remain 
available until expended; and of which 
$312,473,000 shall be available to the Border Pa
trol program unless a notification required by 
section 606 of this Act is processed and acknowl
edged by the Committees on Appropriations of 
the House of Representatives and the Senate: 
Provided , That none of the funds available to 
the Immigration and Naturalization Service 
shall be available for administrative ex
penses to pay any employee overtime pay in 
an amount in excess of $25,000: Provided fur
ther, That uniforms may be purchased with
out regard to the general purchase price lim
itation for the current fiscal year: Provided 
further, That not to exceed $5,000 shall be 
available for official reception and represen
tation expenses. 

FEDERAL PRISON SYSTEM 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For expenses necessary for the administra
tion, operation, and maintenance of Federal 
penal and correctional institutions, includ
ing purchase (not to exceed 374 of which 122 
are for replacement only) and hire of law en
forcement and passenger motor vehicles; and 
for the provision of technical assistance and 
advice on corrections related issues to for
eign governments; [Sl,637,299,000] 
$1,612,635,000: Provided, That there may be 
transferred to the Heal th Resources and 
Services Administration such amounts as 
may be necessary, in the discretion of the 
Attorney General, for direct expenditures by 
that Administration for medical relief for in
mates of Federal penal and correctional in
stitutions: Provided further, That uniforms 
may be purchased without regard to the gen
eral purchase price limitation for the cur
rent fiscal year: Provided further, That not to 
exceed $6,000 shall be available for official re-
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ception and representation expenses: Pro
vided further, That not to exceed S40,000,000 
for the activation of new facilities shall re
main available until September 30, 1993. 

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF CORRECTIONS 

For carrying out the provisions of sections 
4351-4353 of title 18, United States Code, 
which established a National Institute of 
Corrections, and for the provision of tech
nical assistance and advice on corrections re
lated issues to foreign governments, 
Sl0,221,000, to remain available until ex
pended. 

BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES 

For planning, acquisition of sites and con
struction of new facilities; leasing the Okla
homa City Airport Trust Facility; purchase 
and acquisition of facilities and remodeling 
and equipping of such facilities for penal and 
correctional use, including all necessary ex
penses incident thereto, by contract or force 
account; and constructing, remodeling, and 
equipping necessary buildings and facilities 
at existing penal and correctional institu
tions, including all necessary expenses inci
dent thereto, by contract or force account, 
[$415,090,000) $452,090,000, to remain available 
until expended, of which ·$3,497,000 shall be 
available for construction and renovation 
costs at the Immigration and Naturalization 
Service Processing Center at El Centro, Cali
fornia: Provided, That labor of United States 
Prisoners may be used for work performed 
under this appropriation: Provided further , 
That not to exceed 10 per centum of the 
funds appropriated to " Buildings and Facili
ties" in this Act or any other Act may be 
transferred to " Salaries and expenses" , Fed
eral Prison System upon notification by the 
Attorney General to the Cammi ttees on Ap
propriations of the House of Representatives 
and the Senate in compliance with provi
sions set forth in section 606 of this Act: Pro
vided further, That not to exceed $14,000,000 
shall be available to construct areas for in
mate work programs. 

FEDERAL PRISON INDUSTRIES, INCORPORATED 

The Federal Prison Industries, Incor
porated, is hereby authorized to make such 
expenditures, within the limits of funds and 
borrowing authority available, and in accord 
with the law, and to make such contracts 
and commitments, without regard to fiscal 
year limitations as provided by section 104 of 
the Government Corporation Control Act, as 
amended, as may be necessary in carrying 
out the program set forth in the budget for 
the current fiscal year for such corporation, 
including purchase of (not to exceed five for 
replacement only) and hire of passenger 
motor vehicles. 

LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES, 
FEDERAL PRISON INDUSTRIES, INCORPORATED 

Not to exceed ($3,248,000) $3,297,000 of the 
funds of the corporation shall be available 
for its administrative expenses for services 
as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, to be com
puted on an accrual basis to be determined 
in accordance with the corporation's pre
scribed accounting system in effect on July 
1, 1946, and such amount shall be exclusive of 
depreciation, payment of claims, and expend
itures which the said accounting system re
quires to be capitalized or charged to cost of 
commodities acquired or produced, including 
selling and shipping expenses, and expenses 
in connection with acquisition, construction, 
operation, maintenance, improvement, pro
tection, or disposition of facilities and other 
property belonging to the corporation or in 
which it has an interest. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS-DEPARTMENT OF 
JUSTICE 

SEC. 101. A total of not to exceed ($31,000) 
$45,000 from funds appropriated to the De
partment of Justice in this title shall be 
available only for official reception and rep
resen ta tion expenses in accordance with 
distributions, procedures, and regulations es
tablished by the Attorney General. 

SEC. 102. (a) Subject to subsection (b) of 
this section, authorities contained in Public 
Law 96-132, "The Department of Justice Ap
propriation Authorization Act, Fiscal Year 
1980", shall remain in effect until the termi
nation date of this Act or until the effective 
date of a Department of Justice Appropria
tion Authorization Act, whichever is earlier. 

(b)(l) During fiscal year 1992 with respect 
to any undercover investigative operation of 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation or the 
Drug Enforcement Administration which is 
necessary for the detection and prosecution 
of crimes against the United States or for 
the collection of foreign intelligence or 
counterintelligence-

(A) sums authorized to be appropriated for 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation and for 
the Drug Enforcement Administration may 
be used for purchasing property, buildings, 
and other facilities, and for leasing space, 
within the United States, the District of Co
lumbia, and the territories and possessions 
of the United States, without regard to sec
tion 1341 of title 31 of the United States 
Code, section 3732(a) of the Revised Statutes 
(41 U.S.C. ll(a)), section 305 of the Act of 
June 30, 1949 (63 Stat. 396; 41 U.S.C. 255), the 
third undesignated paragraph under the 
heading of "Miscellaneous" of the Act of 
March 3, 1877 (19 Stat. 370; 40 U.S.C. 34), sec
tion 3324 of title 31 of the United States 
Code, section 3741 of the Revised Statutes (41 
U.S.C. 22), and subsections (a) and (c) of sec
tion 304 of the Federal Property and Admin
istrative Service Act of 1949 (63 Stat. 395; 41 
U.S.C. 254 (a) and (c)), 

(B) sums authorized to be appropriated for 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation and for 
the Drug Enforcement Administration may 
be used to establish or to acquire proprietary 
corporations or business entities as part of 
an undercover investigative operation, and 
to operate such corporations or business en
tities on a commercial basis, without regard 
to section 9102 of title 31 of the United States 
Code, 

(C) sums authorized to be appropriated for 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation and for 
the Drug Enforcement Administration for 
fiscal year 1992, and the proceeds from such 
undercover operation, may be deposited in 
banks or other financial institutions, with
out regard to section 648 of title 18 of the 
United States Code and section 3302 of title 
31 of the United States Code, and 

(D) proceeds from such undercover oper
ation may be used to offset necessary and 
reasonable expenses incurred in such oper
ation, without regard to section 3302 of title 
31 of the United States Code, 
only, in operations designed to detect and 
prosecute crimes against the United States, 

· upon the written certification of the Direc
tor of the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
(or, if designated by the Director, a member 
of the Undercover Operations Review Com
mittee established by the Attorney General 
in the Attorney General's Guidelines on Fed
eral Bureau of Investigation Undercover Op
erations, as in effect on July 1, 1983) or the 
Administrator of the Drug Enforcement Ad
ministration, as the case may be, and the At
torney General (or, with respect to Federal 
Bureau of Investigation undercover aper-

ations, if designated by the Attorney Gen
eral, a member of such Review Committee), 
that any action authorized by subparagraph 
(A), (B), (C), or (D) is necessary for the con
duct of such undercover operation. If the un
dercover operation is designed to collect for
eign intelligence or counterintelligence, the 
certification that any action authorized by 
subparagraph (A), (B), (C), or (D) is necessary 
for the conduct of such undercover operation 
shall be by the Director of the Federal Bu
reau of Investigation (or, if designated by 
the Director, the Assistant Director, Intel
ligence Division) and the Attorney General 
(or, if designated by the Attorney General, 
the Counsel for Intelligence Policy). Such 
certification shall continue in effect for the 
duration of such undercover operation, with
out regard to fiscal years. 

(2) As soon as the proceeds from an under
cover investigative operation with respect to 
which an action is authorized and carried 
out under subparagraphs (C) and (D) of sub
section (a) are no longer necessary for the 
conduct of such operation, such proceeds or 
the balance of such proceeds remaining at 
the time shall be deposited in the Treasury 
of the United States as miscellaneous re
ceipts. 

(3) If a corporation or business entity es
tablished or acquired as part of an under
cover operation under subparagraph (B) of 
paragraph (1) with a net value of over $50,000 
is to be liquidated, sold, or otherwise dis
posed of, the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
or the Drug Enforcement Administration, as 
much in advance as the Director or the Ad
ministrator, or the designee of the Director 
or the Administrator, determines ls prac
ticable, shall report the circumstances to the 
Attorney General and the Comptroller Gen
eral. The proceeds of the liquidation, sale, or 
other disposition, after obligations are met, 
shall be deposited in the Treasury of the 
United States as miscellaneous receipts. 

(4)(A) The Federal Bureau of Investigation 
or the Drug Enforcement Administration, as 
the case may be, shall conduct a detailed fi
nancial audit of each undercover investiga
tive operation which is closed in fiscal year 
1992-

(1) submit the results of such audit in writ
ing to the Attorney General, and 

(ii) not later than 180 days after such un
dercover operation is closed, submit a report 
to the Congress concerning such audit. 

(B) The Federal Bureau of Investigation 
and the Drug Enforcement Administration 
shall each also submit a report annually to 
the Congress specifying as to their respective 
undercover investigative operations-

(i) the number, by programs, of undercover 
investigative operations pending as of the 
end of the one-year period for which such re
port is submitted, 

(ii) the number, by programs, of under
cover investigative operations commenced in 
the one-year period preceding the period for 
which such report is submitted, and 

(iii) the number, by programs, of under
cover investigative operations closed in the 
one-year period preceding the period for 
which such report is submitted and, with re
spect to each such closed undercover oper
ation, the results obtained. With respect to 
each such closed undercover operation which 
involves any of the sensitive circumstances 
specified in the Attorney General's Guide
lines on Federal Bureau of Investigation Un
dercover Operations, such report shall con
tain a detailed description of the operation 
and related matters, including information 
pertaining to-

(!)the results , 
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(II) any civil claims, and 
(ill) identification of such sensitive cir

cumstances involved, that arose at any time 
during the course of such undercover oper
ation. 

(5) For purposes of paragraph (4)-
(A) the term " closed" refers to the earliest 

point in time at which-
(i) all criminal proceedings (other than ap

peals) are concluded, or 
(ii) covert activities are concluded, which

ever occurs later. 
(B) the term "employees" means employ

ees, as defined in section 2105 of title 5 of the 
United States Code, of the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation, and 

(C) the terms " undercover investigative 
operations" and " undercover operation" 
mean any undercover investigative oper
ation of the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
or the Drug Enforcement Administration 
(other than a foreign counterintelligence un
dercover investigative operation)-

(i) in which-
(!) the gross receipts (excluding interest 

earned) exceed $50,000, or 
(II) expenditures (other than expenditures 

for salaries of employees) exceed $150,000, and 
(ii) which is exempt from section 3302 or 

9102 of title 31 of the United States Code, 
except that clauses (i) and (ii) shall not 
apply with respect to the report required 
under subparagraph (B) of such paragraph. 

SEC. 103. None of the funds appropriated by 
this title shall be available to pay for an 
abortion, except where the life of the mother 
would be endangered if the fetus were carried 
to term or in the case of rape: Provided, That 
should this prohibition be declared unconsti
tutional by a court of competent jurisdic
tion, this section shall be null and void. 

SEC. 104. None of the funds appropriated 
under this title shall be used to require any 
person to perform, or facilitate in any way 
the performance of, any abortion. 

SEC. 105. Nothing in the preceding section 
shall remove the obligation of the Director 
of the Bureau of Prisons to provide escort 
services necessary for a female inmate to re
ceive such service outside the Federal facil
ity: Provided, That nothing in this section in 
any way diminishes the effect of section 104 
intended to address the philosophical beliefs 
of individual employees of the Bureau of 
Prisons. 

SEC. 106. Pursuant to the provisions of law 
set forth in 18 U.S.C. 3071-3077, not to exceed 
$100,000 of the funds appropriated to the De
partment of Justice in this title shall be 
available for rewards to individuals who fur
nish information regarding acts of terrorism 
against a United States person or property. 

SEC. 107. Deposits transferred from the As
sets Forfeiture Fund to the Buildings and 
Facilities account of the Federal Prison Sys
tem may be used for the construction of cor
rectional institutions, and the construction 
and renovation of Immigration and Natu
ralization Service and United States Mar
shals Service detention facilities, and for the 
authorized purposes of the Support of United 
States Prisoners' Cooperative Agreement 
Program. 

SEC. 108. Section 504(!) of the Omnibus Crime 
Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amend
ed, is amended to delete the first word and in
sert the following: "Except for grants awarded 
to State and local governments for the purpose 
of participating in multijurisdictional drug task 
forces, 7J-O". 

SEC. 109. Section 504(a)(2) of part E of title I 
of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets 
Act of 1968, as amended, is further amended by 
striking "50 per centum;" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "75 per centum;" 

SEC. 110. Notwithstanding 28 U.S.C. 1821, no 
funds appropriated to the Department of Justice 
in fiscal year 1992 or any prior fiscal year shall 
be obligated or expended to pay a fact witness 
fee to a person who is incarcerated testifying as 
a fact witness in a court of the United States, as 
defined in paragraph (a)(2) of section 1821, 28 
United States Code: Provided, That the one ex
ception to the preceding prohibition is the fact 
witness fee decided in United States Supreme 
Court case No. 89-5916, Richard Demarest, Peti
tioner v. James Manspeaker et al, on January 8, 
1991. 

RELATED AGENCIES 
COMMISSION ON CIVIL RIGHTS 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Commission 
on Civil Rights, including hire of passenger 
motor vehicles, ($7,159,000) $7,617,000, of 
which $2,000,000 is for regional offices and 
$700,000 is for civil rights monitoring activi
ties authorized by section 5 of Public Law 98-
183: Provided, That not to exceed $20,000 may 
be used to employ consultants: Provided fur
ther, That none of the funds appropriated in 
this parag-raph shall be used to employ in ex
cess of four full-time individuals under 
Schedule C of the Excepted Service exclusive 
of one special assistant for each Commis
sioner: Provided further, That none of the 
funds appropriated in this paragraph shall be 
used to reimburse Commissioners for more 
than 75 billable days, with the exception of 
the Chairman who is permitted 125 billable 
days. 

EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY 
COMMISSION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Equal Em
ployment Opportunity Commission as au
thorized by title VII of the Civil Rights Act 
of 1964, as amended (29 U.S.C. 206(d) and 621-
634), and the Americans with Disabilities Act 
of 1990, including services as authorized by 5 
U.S.C. 3109; hire of passenger motor vehicles 
as authorized by 31 U.S.C. 1343(b); non-mone
tary awards to private citizens; not to exceed 
$25,000,000 for payments to State and local 
enforcement agencies for services to the 
Commission pursuant to title VII of the Civil 
Rights Act, as amended, sections 6 and 14 of 
the Age Discrimination in Employment Act, 
and the Americans with Disabilities Act of 
1990, ($209,875,000) $210,271,000: Provided, That 
the Commission is authorized to make avail
able for official reception and representation 
expenses not to exceed $2,500 from available 
funds. 

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For total obligations of the Federal Com
munications Commission, as authorized by 
law, including uniforms and allowances 
therefor, as authorized by law (5 U.S.C. 5901-
02); not to exceed $450,000 for land and struc
tures; not to exceed $300,000 for improvement 
and care of grounds and repair to buildings; 
not to exceed $4,000 for official reception and 
representation expenses; purchase (not to ex
ceed fourteen) and hire of motor vehicles; 
special counsel fees; and services as author
ized by 5 U.S.C. 3109; ($67,929,000) $126,309,000 
of which not to exceed $300,000 of the fore
going amount shall remain available until 
September 30, 1993, for research and policy 
studies[; and of which not to exceed Sl,000,000 
shall be collected for work performed for 
agencies]: Provided, that none of the funds ap
propriated by this Act shall be used to repeal , to 
retroactively apply changes in , or to continue a 
reexamination of, the policies of the Federal 
Communications Commission with respect to 

comparative licensing, distress sales and tax cer
tificates granted under 26 U.S.C. 1071, to expand 
minority and women ownership of broadcasting 
licenses, including those established in the 
Statement of Policy on Minority Ownership of 
Broadcasting Facilities, 68 F.C.C. 2d 979 and 69 
F.C.C. 2d 1591, as amended 52 R.R. 2d 1313 
(1982) and Mid-Florida Television Corp., 69 
F.C.C. 2d 607 (Rev. Bd. 1978), which were effec
tive prior to September 12, 1986, other than to 
close MM Docket No. 8~84 with a reinstate
ment of prior policy and a lifting of suspension 
of any sales, licenses, applications, or proceed
ings, which were suspended pending the conclu
sion of the inquiry: Provided further, That none 
of the funds appropriated to the Federal Com
munications Commission by this Act may be 
used to diminish the number of VHF channel as
signments reserved for noncommercial edu
cational television stations in the Television 
Table of Assignments (section 73.606 of title 47, 
Code of Federal Regulations): Provided further, 
That none of the funds appropriated by this Act 
may be used to repeal, to retroactively apply 
changes in, or to begin or continue a reexamina
tion of the rules and the policies established to 
administer such rules of the Federal Commu
nications Commission as set for th at section 
73.3555(c) of title 47 of the Code of Federal Reg
ulations. 

FEDERAL MARITIME COMMISSION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Federal Mar
itime Commission as authorized by section 
20l(d) of the Merchant Marine Act of 1936, as 
amended (46 U.S.C. app. 1111), including serv
ices as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109; hire of 
passenger motor vehicles as authorized by 31 
U.S.C. 1343(b); and uniforms or allowances 
therefor, as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 5901--02; 
($17,317,000) $17,974,000: Provided, That not to 
exceed $2,000 shall be available for official re
ception and representation expenses. 

FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Federal 
Trade Commission, including uniforms or al
lowances therefor, as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 
5901-5902; services as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 
3109; hire of passenger motor vehicles; and 
not to exceed $2,000 for official reception and 
representation expenses; ($78,892,000] 
$83,000,000 of which an estimated ($10,000,000] 
$13,000,000 shall be derived from fees col
lected for premerger notification filings 
under the Hart-Scott-Rodino Antitrust Im
provements Act of 1976 (15 U.S.C. 18(a)) so as 
to result in a final fiscal year 1992 appropria
tion of ($68,892,000] $70,000,000: Provided, That 
fees made available to the Federal Trade 
Commission shall remain available until 
expended[, but that any fees recf;lived in ex
cess of $10,000,000 shall not be available for 
obligation until fiscal year 1993]: Provided 
further, That the funds appropriated in this 
paragraph are subject to the limitations and 
provisions of sections lO(a) and lO(c) (notwith
standing section lO(e)), ll(b), 18, and 20 of the 
Federal Trade Commission Improvements Act of 
1980 (Public Law 96-252; 94 Stat. 374). 

SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses for the Securities 
and Exchange Commission, including serv
ices as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, the rental 
of space (to include multiple year leases) in 
the District of Columbia and elsewhere, and 
not to exceed $3,000 for official reception and 
representation expenses, $157,485,000 of which 
not to exceed Sl0,000 may be used toward 
funding a permanent secretariat for the 
International Organization of Securities 
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Commissions; and of which not to exceed 
Sl00,000 shall be available for expenses for 
consultations and meetings hosted by the 
Commission with foreign governmental and 
other regulatory officials, members of their 
delegations, appropriate representatives and 
staff to exchange views concerning develop
ments relating to securities matters, devel
opment and implementation of cooperation 
agreements concerning securities matters 
and provision of technical assistance for the 
development of foreign securities markets, 
such expenses to include necessary logistic 
and administrative expenses and the ex
penses of Commission staff and foreign 
invitees in attendance at such consultations 
and meetings including: (i) such incidental 
expenses as meals taken in the course of 
such attendance, (ii) any travel or transpor
tation to or from such meetings, and (iii) 
any other related lodging or subsistence: 
Provided, That immediately upon enactment of 
this Act, the rate of fees under section 6(b) of 
the Securities Act of 1933 (15 U.S.C. 77f(b)) shall 
increase from one-fiftieth of 1 per centum to 
one-thirty-second of 1 per centum and such in
crease shall be deposited as an offsetting collec
tion to this appropriation to recover costs of 
services of the securities registration process: 
Provided further, That such fees shall remain 
available until expended. 

STATE JUSTICE INSTITUTE 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the State Jus
tice Institute, as authorized by The State 
Justice Institute Authorization Act of 1988 
(Public Law 100--690 (102 Stat. 4466-4467)), 
[S13,347,000] $13,588,000, to remain available 
until expended: Provided, That not to exceed 
S2,500 shall be available for official reception 
and representation expenses. 

This title may be cited as the "Department 
of Justice and Related Agencies Appropria
tions Act, 1992". 
TITLE II-DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF STANDARDS AND 
TECHNOLOGY 

SCIENTIFIC AND TECHNICAL RESEARCH AND 
SERVICES 

For necessary expenses of the National In
stitute of Standards and Technology, 
($173,942,0001 $188,950,000, to remain available 
until expended, of which not to exceed 
$6,541,000 may be transferred to the "Work
ing Capital Fund"; and of which not to ex
ceed ($10,340,0001 $11,386,000 shall be available 
for construction of research facilities. 

INDUSTRIAL TECHNOLOGY SERVICES 

For necessary expenses of the Regional 
Centers for the Transfer of Manufacturing 
Technology and the Advanced Technology 
and, notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, State Extension Services Programs of 
the National Institute of Standards and 
Technology, $63,713,000, to remain available 
until expended. 

NATIONAL OCEANIC AND ATMOSPHERIC 
ADMINISTRATION 

FLEET MODERNIZATION, SHIPBUILDING AND 
CONVERSION 

For expenses necessary for the construction, 
acquisition, or conversion of vessels, including 
related equipment, for the National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration, $100,000,000, to re
main available until expended: Provided, That 
none of the funds provided herein shall be 
available for obligation or expenditure in for
eign shipyards. 

OPERATIONS, RESEARCH, AND FACILITIES 

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 

For necessary expenses of activities au
thorized by law for the National Oceanic and 

Atmospheric Administration, including ac
quisition, maintenance, operation, and hire 
of aircraft; (439] 416 commissioned officers 
on the active list; as authorized by 31 U.S.C. 
1343 and 1344; construction of facilities, in
cluding initial equipment as authorized by 33 
U.S.C. 883i; and alteration, modernization, 
and relocation of facilities as authorized by 
33 u.s.c. 883i; ($1,381,550,0001 $1,544,569,000 to 
remain available until expended, of which 
($542,000) $600,000 shall be available for oper
ational expenses and cooperative agreements 
at the Fish Farming Experimental Labora
tory, Stuttgart, Arkansas [, and of which 
$394,000 shall be available only for a semi
tropical research facility located at Key 
Largo, Florida]; and in addition, ($34,858,000) 
$35,389,000 shall be derived from the Airport 
and Airways Trust Fund as authorized by 49 
U.S.C. App. 2205(d); and in addition, 
($69,738,000) $56,600,000 shall be derived by 
transfer from the fund entitled "Promote 
and Develop Fishery Products and Research 
Pertaining to American Fisheries": Provided, 
That grants to States pursuant to section 306 
and 306(a) of the Coastal Zone Management 
Act, as amended, shall not exceed $2,000,000 and 
shall not be less than $500,000: Provided further, 
That in addition to the sums appropriated else
where in this paragraph, not to exceed $500,000 
shall be available from the receipts deposited in 
the fund entitled "Promote and Develop Fishery 
Products and Research Pertaining to American 
Fisheries" for grant management and related 
activities. Of the amount appropriated under 
this heading in Public Law 101-515 and car
ried over into fiscal year 1992, Sl,995,000 shall 
be available only for a grant for the con
struction of facilities for the Seafood 
Consumer Center, Incorporated, Astoria, Or
egon. 

EMERGENCY WEATHER SATELLITE CONTINGENCY 
FUND 

For costs necessary to maintain National Oce
anic and Atmospheric Administration geo
stationary meteorological satellite coverage for 
monitoring and prediction of hurricanes and se
vere storms, including but not limited to the pro
curement of gap filler satellites, launch vehicles, 
and payments to foreign governments, 
$110,000,000, to be deposited in an "Emergency 
Weather Satellite Contingency Fund," to re
main available until expended: Provided, That 
these funds shall not be available for obligation 
until the President notifies the Appropriations 
Committees of the House of Representatives and 
Senate that an emergency requirement for these 
funds exists and the House and Senate vote to 
release these funds for emergency requirements. 

COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT FUND 

Of amounts collected pursuant to section 
6209 of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation 
Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-508), $6,000,000 for 
projects and grants authorized by 16 U.S.C. 
1455, 1455a, and 1455b, notwithstanding the 
provisions of 16 U.S.C. 1456a(b)(2). 

FISHERIES PROMOTIONAL FUND 

Of the funds deposited in the Fisheries Pro
motional Fund pursuant to section 209 of the 
Fish and Seafood Promotion Act of 1986, as 
amended, $250,000, to remain available until 
expended, shall be made available as author
ized by said Act. 

FISHING VESSEL AND GEAR DAMAGE FUND 

For carrying out the provisions of section 
3 of Public Law 9&-376, not to exceed 
Sl,281,000, to be derived from receipts col
lected pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 1980 (b) and (f), 
to remain available until expended. 

FISHERMEN'S CONTINGENCY FUND 

For carrying out the provisions of title IV 
of Public Law 9&-372, not to exceed Sl,000,000, 

to be derived from receipts collected pursu
ant to that Act, to remain available until ex
pended. 

FOREIGN FISHING OBSERVER FUND 

For expenses necessary to carry out the 
provisions of the Atlantic Tunas Convention 
Act of 1975, as amended (Public Law 96--339), 
the Magnuson Fishery Conservation and 
Management Act of 1976, as amended (Public 
Law 100--627), and the American Fisheries 
Promotion Act (Public Law 96-561), there are 
appropriated from the fees imposed under 
the foreign fishery observer program author
ized by these Acts, not to exceed ($1,996,0001 
$1,000,000, to remain available until ex
pended. 

FISHING VESSEL OBLIGATIONS GUARANTEES 

[For the cost, as defined in section 502 of 
the Federal Credit Reform Act of 1990, of 
guaranteed loans authorized by the Mer
chant Marine Act of 1936, as amended, 
Sl,400,000: Provided , That during fiscal year 
1992 total commitments to guarantee loans 
shall not exceed $14,000,000. In addition, for 
administrative expenses to carry out the 
guaranteed loan program, $2,000,000 which 
may be transferred to and merged with Oper
ations, Research, and Facilities.] 

GENERAL ADMINISTRATION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For expenses necessary for the general ad
ministration of the Department of Com
merce provided for by law, including not to 
exceed $3,000 for official entertainment, 
($30,611,000) $31, 750,000. 

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL 

For necessary expenses of the Office of In
spector General in carrying out the provi
sions of the Inspector General Act of 1978, as 
amended (5 U.S.C. App. 1-11 as amended by 
Public Law 100-504), ($14,913,000) $15,333,000. 

BUREAU OF THE CENSUS 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For expenses necessary for collecting, com
piling, analyzing, preparing, and publishing 
statistics, provided for by law, [S123,009,000J 
$127,960,000. 

PERIODIC CENSUSES AND PROGRAMS 

For expenses necessary to collect and pub
lish statistics for periodic censuses and pro
grams provided for by law, ($172,357,000) 
$145,000,000, to remain available until ex
pended. 

ECONOMIC AND STATISTICAL ANALYSIS 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses, as authorized by 
law, of economic and statistical analysis pro
grams of the Department of Commerce, 
($38,921,000] $41,994,000. 

INTERNATIONAL TRADE ADMINISTRATION 

OPERATIONS AND ADMINISTRATION 

For necessary expenses for international 
trade activities of the Department of Com
merce provided for by law, and engaging in 
trade promotional activities abroad without 
regard to the provisions of law set forth in 44 
U.S.C. 3702 and 3703; full medical coverage for 
dependent members of immediate families of 
employees stationed overseas and employees 
temporarily posted overseas; travel and 
transportation of employees of the United 
States and Foreign Commercial Service be
tween two points abroad, without regard to 
49 U.S.C. 1517; employment of Americans and 
aliens by contract for services abroad; rental 
of space abroad for periods not exceeding ten 
years, and expenses of alteration, repair, or 
improvement; purchase or construction of 
temporary demountable exhibition struc-
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tures for use abroad; payment of tort claims, 
in the manner authorized in the first para
graph of 28 U.S.C. 2672 when such claims 
arise in foreign countries; not to exceed 
$330,000 for official representation expenses 
abroad; and purchase of passenger motor ve
hicles for official use abroad not to exceed 
$30,000 per vehicle; obtain insurance on offi
cial mot or vehicles, r ent tie lines and t ele
type equipment; [$194,875,000) $203,814,000, to 
remain available until expended, of which 
$19,406,000 is for the Office of Texti les and Ap
parel, including $3,000,000 for a grant to the 
Tailored Clothing Technology Corporation and 
$12,500,000 for a grant to the National Textile 
Center University Research Consortium: Pro
vided, That the provisions of the first sen
tence of section 105<0 and all of section 108(c) 
of the Mutual Educational and Cultural Ex
change Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2455(f) and 
2458(c)) shall apply in carrying out these ac
tivities without regard to 15 U.S.C. 4912; and 
that for the purpose of this Act, contribu
tions under the provisions of the Mutual 
Educational and Cultural Exchange Act shall 
include payment for assessments for services 
provided as part of these activities. Notwith
standing any other provision of law, upon 
the request of the Secretary of Commerce, 
the Secretary of State shall accord the diplo
matic title of Minister-Counselor to the sen
ior Commercial Officer assigned to any Unit
ed States mission abroad: Provided further, 
That the number of Commercial Service offi
cers accorded such diplomatic title at any 
time shall not exceed twelve: Provided fur
ther , That funds shall be available to carry out 
export promotion programs notwithstanding the 
provisions of section 201 of Public Law 99--64. 

EXPORT ADMINISTRATION 

OPERATIONS AND ADMINISTRATION 

For necessary expenses for export adminis
tration and national security activities of 
the Department of Commerce, including 
costs associated with the performance of ex
port administration field activities both do
mestically and abroad; full medical coverage 
for dependent members of immediate fami
lies of employees stationed overseas; em
ployment of Americans and aliens by con
tract for services abroad; rental of space 
abroad for periods not exceeding ten years, 
and expenses of alteration, repair, or im
provement; payment of tort claims, in the 
manner authorized in the first paragraph of 
28 U.S.C. 2672 when such claims arise in for
eign countries; not t o exceed $25,000 for offi
cial representation expenses abroad; awards 
of compensation to informers under the Ex
port Administration Act of 1979, and as au
thorized by 22 U.S.C. 401(b); purchase of pas
senger motor vehicles for official use and 
motor vehicles for law enforcement use with 
special requirement vehicles eligible for pur
chase without regard to any price limitation 
otherwise established by law; [$38,777,000) 
$41,594,()()(), to remain available until ex
pended: Provided, That the provisions of the 
first sentence of section 105(f) and all of sec
tion 108(c) of the Mutual Educational and 
Cultural Exchange Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 
2455([) and 2458(c)) shall apply in carrying out 
these activities. 

MINORITY BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT AGENCY 

MINORITY BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT 

For necessary expenses of the Department 
of Commerce in fostering, promoting, and 
developing minority business enterprise, in
cluding expenses of grants, contracts, and 
other agreements with public or private or
ganizations, [$40,880,000) $41,578,()()() of which 
[$24,941,000) $25,321,000 shall remain available 
until expended: Provided, That not to exceed 

[$15,939,000) $16,257,000 shall be available for 
program management for fiscal year 1992: 
Provided further, That in awarding grants and 
contracts for the Minority Business Develop
ment Center program, the Secretary of Com
merce shall give priority to contractors located 
within the State in which the contract is to be 
performed. 

UNITED STATES TRAVEL AND TOURISM 
ADMINISTRATION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the United 
States Travel and Tourism Administration 
including travel and tourism promotional 
activities abroad for travel to the United 
States and its possessions without regard to 
44 U.S.C. 501, 3702 and 3703; and including em
ployment of American citizens and aliens by 
contract for services abroad; rental of space 
abroad for periods not exceeding five years, 
and expenses of alteration, repair, or im
provement; purchase or construction of tem
porary demountable exhibition structures 
for use abroad; advance of funds under con
tracts abroad; payment of tort claims in the 
manner authorized in the first paragraph of 
28 U.S.C. 2672, when such claims arise in for
eign countries; and not to exceed $15,000 for 
representation expenses abroad; [$15,249,000) 
$18,546,000, to remain available until ex
pended: Provided, That disaster grants to States 
or other eligible entities made available by Pub
lic Law 101-515 and in this appropriation shall 
not be subject to the local match requirements of 
22 U.S.C. 2123: Provided further, That $2,000,000 
shall be available to continue such grants or ini
tiate new disaster grants to States or other eligi
ble entities whose tourism promotion needs have 
increased due to natural disasters. 

PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Patent and 
Trademark Office provided for by law, in
cluding defense of suits instituted against 
the Commissioner of Patents and Trade
marks; [$91,887,0001 $88,441,000 of which 
[$90,340,000) $86,894,000 shall be derived from 
deposits in the Patent and Trademark Office 
Fee Surcharge Fund as authorized by law: 
Provided, That the amounts made available 
under the Fund shall not exceed amounts de
posited; and such fees as shall be collected 
pursuant to 15 U.S.C. 1113 and 35 U.S.C. 41 
and 376, to remain available until expended. 

TECHNOLOGY ADMINISTRATION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Technology 
Administration, [$4,318,000) $4,437,000. 

INFORMATION PRODUCTS AND SERVICES 

Notwithstanding sections 212 (a)(l)(B) and 
(a)(3) of Public Law 100-519, there may be 
credited to this account not to exceed 
$1,000,000 for modernization, including oper
ating expenses. 

NATIONAL TELECOMMUNICATIONS AND 
INFORMATION ADMINISTRATION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses, as provided for by 
law, of the National Telecommunications 
and Information Administration, 
[$15,861,000) $18,122,000, to remain available 
until expended. 

PUBLIC TELECOMMUNICATIONS FACILITIES, 
PLANNING AND CONSTRUCTION 

For grants authorized by section 392 of the 
Communications Act of 1934, as amended, 
[$22,428,000) $32,428,000, to remain available 
until expended as authorized by section 391 
of said Act, as amended: Provided, That not 
to exceed $1,500,000 shall be available for pro-

gram administration as authorized by sec
tion 391 of the Communications Act of 1934, 
as amended: Provided further, That notwith
standing the provisions of section 391 of the 
Communications Act of 1934, as amended, the 
prior year unobligated balances under this 
heading may be made available for grants for 
projects for which applications have been 
submitted and approved during any fiscal 
year: Provided further, That notwithstanding 
the provisions of sections 391 and 392 of the 
Communications Act, as amended, not to exceed 
$400,000 appropriated in this paragraph shall be 
available for the Pan-Pacific Educational and 
Cultural Experiments by Satellite program 
(PEACESAT): Pro'vided further, That $250,000 
shall be available for the American Indian 
Higher Education Consortium for utilization of 
telecommunications technologies. 

ENDOWMENT FOR CHILDREN'S EDUCATIONAL 
TELEVISION 

For expenses necessary to carry out the provi
sions of the National Endowment for Children's 
Educational Television Act of 1990, title II of 
Public Law 101-437, including costs for con
tracts, grants and administrative expenses, 
$4,000,000, to remain available until expended. 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

[For necessary expenses of administering 
the economic development assistance pro
grams as provided for by law, $28,218,000.) 

For necessary expenses of administering the 
economic development assistance programs as 
provided for by law, $27,632,()()(): Provided, That 
these funds may be used to monitor projects ap
proved pursuant to title I of the Public Works 
Employment Act of 1976, as amended, title II of 
the Trade Act of 1974, as amended, and the 
Community Emergency Drought Relief Act of 
1977. Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this Act or any other law, funds appropriated in 
this paragraph shall be used to fill and main
tain forty-nine permanent positions designated 
as Economic Development Representatives out of 
the total number of permanent positions funded 
in the Salaries and Expenses account of the 
Economic Development Administration for fiscal 
year 1992, of which no more than two positions 
shall be designated as National Economic Devel
opment Representatives: Provided further, That 
such positions shall be maintained within an or
ganizational structure that provides at least one 
full-time EDR in each State to which a full-time 
EDR was assigned as of December 31, 1987. 
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS 

For grants under the Trade Adjustment As
sistance Program, as authorized by 19 U.S.C. 
2024, and for economic development assistance 
as provided by the Public Works and Economic 
Development Act of 1965, as amended, the Public 
Law 91-304, and such laws that were in effect 
immediately before September 30, 1982, 
$226,836,()()(): Provided, That none of the funds 
appropriated or otherwise made available under 
this heading may be used directly or indirectly 
for attorneys' or consultants' fees in connection 
with securing grants and contracts made by the 
Economic Development Administration: Pro
vided further, That during fiscal year 1992, the 
Economic Development Administration shall not 
make any reduction in the individual grant 
amounts made to university centers in fiscal 
year 1991 except on the basis of failing to con
form to the EDA grant agreements in place for 
fiscal year 1992 from the grant amounts made to 
such centers in fiscal year 1991: Provided fur
ther, That notwithstanding any other provision 
of law or regulation, including the Public Works 
and Economic Development Act of 1965, as 
amended, any proceeds from the sale of property 
developed by Economic Development Adminis
tration Project Number 01-51-21118 shall be re-
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tained by the grantee for other development 
purposes and/or projects: Provided further, That 
notwithstanding any other provision of law or 
regulation, including the Public Works and Eco
nomic Development Act of 1965, as amended, 
funds obligated or otherwise made available for 
Economic Development Administration Project 
Number 05-22-00014 shall remain available to 
complete the project. 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT GUARANTEED LOANS 

For the cost, as defined in section 502 of the 
Federal Credit Reform Act of 1990, of guaran
teed loans authorized by the Public Works and 
Economic Development Act of 1965, as amended, 
$565,000. In addition, for administrative ex
penses to carry out the guaranteed loan pro
gram, $1,614,000 which may be transferred to 
and merged with the Salaries and Expenses ac
count of the Economic Development Administra
tion. 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT REVOLVING FUND 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the unobligated balances in the Economic 
Development Revolving Fund, $42,500,000 are re
scinded. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS-DEPARTMENT OF 
COMMERCE 

SEC. 201. During the current fiscal year, ap
plicable appropriations and funds made 
available to the Department of Commerce by 
this Act shall be available for the activities 
specified in the Act of October 26, 1949 (15 
U.S.C. 1514), to the extent and in the manner 
prescribed by said Act, and, notwithstanding 
31 U.S.C. 3324, may be used for advanced pay
ments not otherwise authorized only upon 
the certification of officials designated by 
the Secretary that such payments are in the 
public interest. 

SEC. 202. During the current fiscal year, ap
propriations made available to the Depart
ment of Commerce by this Act for salaries 
and expenses shall be available for hire of 
passenger motor vehicles as authorized by 31 
U.S.C. 1343 and 1344; services as authorized 
by 5 U.S.C. 3109; and uniforms or allowances 
therefor, as authorized by law (5 U.S.C. 5901-
5902). 

SEC. 203. None of the funds made available 
by this Act may be used to support the hurri
cane reconnaissance aircraft and activities 
that are under the control of the United 
States Air Force or the United States Air 
Force Reserve. 

SEC. 204. None of the funds provided in this 
or any previous Act shall be available to re
imburse the Unemployment Trust Fund or 
any other fund or account of the Treasury to 
pay for any expenses authorized by section 
8501 of title 5, United States Code, for serv
ices performed after April 20, 1990, by indi
viduals appointed to temporary positions 
within the Bureau of the Qensus for purposes 
relating to the 1990 decennial census of popu
lation. 

SEC. 205. (a) Funds appropriated by this 
Act to the National Institute of Standards 
and Technology of the Department of Com
merce for the Advanced Technology Program 
shall be available for award to companies or 
to joint ventures under the terms and condi
tions set forth in subsection (b) of this sec
tion, in addition to any terms and conditions 
established by rules issued by the Secretary 
of Commerce. 

(b)(l) A company shall be eligible to re
ceive financial assistance from the Secretary 
of Commerce only if-

(A) the Secretary of Commerce finds that 
the company's participation in the Advanced 
Technology Program would be in the eco
nomic interest of the United States, as evi
denced by investments in the United States 

in research, development, and manufactur
ing (including, for example, the manufacture 
of major components or subassemblies in the 
United States); significant contributions to 
employment in the United States; and agree
ment with respect to any technology arising 
from assistance provided by the Secretary of 
Commerce to promote the manufacture 
within the United States of products result
ing from that technology (taking into ac
count the goals of promoting the competi
tiveness of United States industry), and to 
procure parts and materials from competi
tive suppliers; and 

(B) either-
(i) the company is a United States-owned 

company; or 
(ii) the Secretary of Commerce finds that 

the company has a parent company which is 
incorporated in a country which affords the 
United States-owned companies opportuni
ties, comparable to those afforded to any 
other company, to participate in any joint 
venture similar to those funded through the 
Advanced Technology Program; affords to 
United States-owned companies local invest
ment opportunities comparable to those af
forded to any other company; and affords 
adequate and effective protection for the in
tellectual property rights of United States
owned companies. 

(2) The Secretary of Commerce may, 30 
days after notice to Congress, suspend a 
company or joint venture from receiving 
continued assistance through the Advanced 
Technology Program if the Secretary of 
Commerce determines that the company, the 
country of incorporation of the parent com
pany of a company, or the joint venture has 
failed to satisfy any of the criteria set forth 
in this subsection, and that it is in the na
tional interest of the United States to do so. 

(3) As used in this section, the term "Unit
ed States-owned company" means a com
pany that has a majority ownership or con
trol by individuals who are citizens of the 
United States. 

SEC. 206. The Secretary of Commerce shall des
ignate an individual to serve as program man
ager for each National Oceanic and Atmos
pheric Administration acquisition program with 
a total acquisition cost exceeding $30,000,000: 
Provided, That each individual so designated 
shall report to the Director of the Systems Pro
gram Office: Provided further, That Congress 
shall be informed bi-annually of the individuals 
so designated pursuant to this section. 

This title may be cited as the "Department 
of Commerce Appropriations Act, 1992". 

TITLE III-THE JUDICIARY 
SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
For expenses necessary for the operation of 

the Supreme Court, as required by law, ex
cluding care of the building and grounds, in
cluding purchase or hire, driving, mainte
nance and operation of an automobile for the 
Chief Justice, not to exceed Sl0,000 for the 
purpose of transporting Associate Justices, 
and hire of passenger motor vehicles as au
thorized by 31 U.S.C. 1343 and 1344; not to ex
ceed Sl0,000 for official reception and rep
resentation expenses; and for miscellaneous 
expenses, to be expended as the Chief Justice 
may approve; $20,787,000. 

CARE OF THE BUILDING AND GROUNDS 
For such expenditures as may be necessary 

to enable the Architect of the Capitol to 
carry out the duties imposed upon him by 
the Act approved May 7, 1934 (40 U.S.C. 13a-
13b), ($3,801,000) $4,306,000, of which Sl,861,000 
shall remain available until expended. 

UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE 
FEDERAL CIRCUIT 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
For salaries of the chief judge, judges, and 

other officers and employees, and for nec
essary expenses of the court, as authorized 
by law, ($10,775,000) $11,054,000. 

UNITED STATES COURT OF INTERNATIONAL 
TRADE 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
For salaries of the chief judge and eight 

judges, salaries of the officers and employees 
of the court, services as authorized by 5 
U.S.C. 3109, and necessary expenses of the 
court, as authorized by law, ($9,432,000) 
$10,495,000. 

COURTS OF APPEALS, DISTRICT COURTS, AND 
OTHER JUDICIAL SERVICES 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
For the salaries of circuit and district 

judges (including judges of the territorial 
courts of the United States), justices and 
judges retired from office or from regular ac
tive service, judges of the Claims Court, 
bankruptcy judges, magistrate judges, and 
all other officers and employees of the Fed
eral Judiciary not otherwise specifically pro
vided for, and necessary expenses of the 
courts, as authorized by law, [Sl,947,471,000) 
$1,866,762,000 (including the purchase of fire
arms and ammunition); of which not to ex
ceed ($68,245,000) $40,648,000 shall remain 
available until expended for space alteration 
projects; and of which $500,000 is to remain 
available until expended for acquisition of 
books, periodicfals, and newspapers, and all 
other legal re.ference materials, including 
subscriptions. 

In addition, for expenses of the Claims 
Court associated with processing cases under 
the National Childhood Vaccine Injury Act 
of 1986, not to exceed [Sl,588,000) $2,100,000 to 
be appropriated from the Vaccine Injury 
Compensation Trust Fund, as authorized by 
section 6601 of the Omnibus Budget Rec
onciliation Act of 1989. 

DEFENDER SERVICES 
For the operation of Federal Public De

fender and Community Defender organiza
tions, the compensation and reimbursement 
of expenses of attorneys appointed to rep
resent persons under the Criminal Justice 
Act of 1964, as amended, the compensation 
and reimbursement of expenses of persons 
furnishing investigative, expert and other 
services under the Criminal Justice Act (18 
U.S.C. 3006A(e)), the compensation (in ac
cordance with Criminal Justice Act maxi
mums) and reimbursement of expenses of at
torneys appointed to assist the court in 
criminal cases where the defendant has 
waived representation by counsel, the com
pensation and reimbursement of travel ex
penses of guardians ad li tern acting on behalf 
of financially eligible minor or incompetent 
offenders in connection with transfers from 
the United States to foreign countries with 
which the United States has a treaty for the 
execution of penal sentences, and the com
pensation of attorneys appointed to rep
resent jurors in civil actions for the protec
tion of their employment, as authorized by 
28 U.S.C. 1875(d), ($185,372,000J $177,386,000, to 
remain available until expended as author
ized by 18 U.S.C. 3006A(i). 

FEES OF JURORS AND COMMISSIONERS 
For fees and expenses of jurors as author

ized by 28 U.S.C. 1871and1876; compensation 
of jury commissioners as authorized by 28 
U.S.C. 1863; and compensation of commis
sioners appointed in condemnation cases 
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pursuant to rule 71A(h) of the Federal Rules 
of Civil Procedure (28 U.S.C. Appendix Rule 
71A(h)); $70,000,000, to remain available until 
expended: Provided, That the compensation 
of land commissioners shall not exceed the 
daily equivalent of the highest rate payable 
under section 5332 of title 5, United States 
Code. 

COURT SECURITY 
For necessary expenses, not otherwise pro

vided for, incident to the procurement, in
stallation, and maintenance of security 
equipment and protective services for the 
United States Courts in courtrooms and ad
jacent areas, including building ingress
egress control, inspecticn of packages, di
rected security patrols, and other similar ac
tivities as authorized by section 1010 of the 
Judicial Improvement and Access to Justice 
Act (Public Law 100-702); ($82,830,000J 
$83,102,000, to be expended directly or trans
ferred to the United States Marshals Service 
which shall be responsible for administering 
elements of the Judicial Security Program 
consistent with standards or guidelines 
agreed to by the Director of the Administra
tive Office of the United States Courts and 
the Attorney General. 

ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE UNITED 
ST A TES COURTS 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
For necessary expenses of the Administra

tive Office of the United States Courts as au
thorized by law, including travel as author
ized by 31 U.S.C. 1345, hire of a passenger 
motor vehicle as authorized by 31 U.S.C. 
1343(b), advertising and rent in the District 
of Columbia and elsewhere, ($44,681,000) 
$44,743,000, of which not to exceed ($5,150) 
$7,500 is authorized for official reception and 
representation expenses. 

FEDERAL JUDICIAL CENTER 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Federal Ju
dicial Center, as authorized by Public Law 
90-219, ($18,795,000) $21,626,000, of which not 
to exceed $1,000 is authorized for official re
ception and representation expenses. 

JUDICIAL RETIREMENT FUNDS 
PAYMENT TO JUDICIARY TRUST FUNDS 

For payment to the Judicial Officers' Re
tirement Fund as authorized by 28 U.S.C. 
377(0), to the Judicial Survivors Annuities 
Fund, as authorized by 28 U.S.C. 376(c), 
$6,000,000, and in addition, to the Claims 
Court Judges Retirement Fund, as author
ized by 28 U.S.C. 178(1), $500,000. 

UNITED STATES SENTENCING COMMISSION 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For the salaries and expenses necessary to 
carry out the provisions of chapter 58 of title 
28, United States Code, ($8,865,000J $9,000,000. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS---THE JUDICIARY 
SEC. 301. Appropriations and authoriza

tions made in this title which are available 
for salaries and expenses shall be available 
for services as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109. 

SEC. 302. Appropriations made in this title 
shall be available for salaries and expenses of 
the Temporary Emergency Court of Appeals 
authorized by Public Law 92-210 and the Spe
cial Court established under the Regional 
Rail Reorganization Act of 1973, Public Law 
93-236. 

SEC. 303. (a) The Judicial Conference shall 
hereafter prescribe reasonable fees, pursuant 
to sections 1913, 1914, 1926, and 1930 of title 28, 
United States Code, for collection by the 
courts under those sections for access to in
formation available through automatic data 

processing equipment. These fees may distin
guish between classes of persons, and shall 
provide for exempting persons or classes of 
persons from the fees, in order to avoid un
reasonable burdens and to promote public ac
cess to such information. The Director of the 
Administrative Office of the United States 
Courts, under the direction of the Judicial 
Conference of the United States, shall pre
scribe a schedule of reasonable fees for elec
tronic access to information which the Di
rector is required to maintain and make 
available to the public. 

Cb) The Judicial Conference and the Direc
tor shall transmit each schedule of fees pre
scribed under paragraph (a) to the Congress 
at least 30 days before the schedule becomes 
effective. All fees hereafter collected by the 
Judiciary under paragraph (a) as a charge for 
services rendered shall be deposited as offset
ting collections to the Judiciary Automation 
Fund pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 612(c)(l)(A) to re
imburse expenses incurred in providing these 
services. 

SEC. 304. Section 121 of title 28, United States 
Code, is amended as follows: 

(1) in the first sentence of paragraph (4) by 
striking out "Barnwell, and Hampton" and in
serting in lieu thereof "and Barnwell"; and 

(2) in the first sentence of paragraph (11) by 
inserting ",Hampton," before "and Jasper". 

This title may be cited as "The Judiciary 
Appropriations Act, 1992". 

TITLE IV-RELATED AGENCIES 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

MARITIME ADMINISTRATION 
OPERA TING-DIFFERENTIAL SUBSIDIES 

(LIQUIDATION OF CONTRACT AUTHORITY) 
For the payment of obligations incurred 

for operating-differential subsidies as au
thorized by the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, 
as amended, $272,210,000, to remain available 
until expended. 

OPERATIONS AND TRAINING 
For necessary expenses of operations and 

training activities authorized by law, 
($70,920,000, to remain available until ex
pended: Provided,) $75,000,000, to remain avail
able until expended, of which not less than 
$8,872,000 shall be available only for payments 
to State maritime academies, and of which 
$2,000,000 shall be available for grants to State 
maritime academies to acquire maritime training 
simulators: Provided, That notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, the Secretary of Trans
portation may use proceeds derived from the 
sale or disposal of National Defense Reserve 
Fleet vessels that are currently collected and re
tained by the Maritime Administration for facil
ity and ship maintenance, modernization and 
repair, and fuel costs necessary to maintain 
training at the United States Merchant Marine 
Academy and State maritime academies: Pro
vided further, That reimbursements may be 
made to this appropriation from receipts to 
the "Federal Ship Financing Fund" for ad
ministrative expenses in support of that pro
gram in addition to any amount heretofore 
appropriated. 

READY RESERVE FORCE 
For necessary expenses to acquire and 

maintain a surge shipping capability in the 
National Defense Reserve Fleet in an ad
vanced state of readiness and related pro
grams, ($225,000,000) $233,961,000, to remain 
available until expended: Provided, That re
imbursement may be made to the Operations 
and Training appropriation for expenses re
lated to this program: Provided further, That 
the funds appropriated under this heading shall 
be used only to acquire ships for the Ready Re
serve Fleet of the Maritime Administration 

which were registered in the United States on or 
before January 1, 1991, or not more than three 
ships registered in Denmark which were made 
available to the United States for use during 
Operation Desert Shield/Desert Storm at no cost 
or at costs below market rates: Provided further, 
That any repair or modification of any ships ac
quired with funds appropriated under this 
heading may only be per[ ormed in shipyards in 
the United States. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS---MARITIME 
ADMINISTRATION 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this Act, the Maritime Administration is au
thorized to furnish utilities and services and 
make necessary repairs in connection with 
any lease, contract, or occupancy involving 
Government property under control of the 
Maritime Administration, and payments re
ceived therefor shall be credited to the ap
propriation charged with the cost thereof: 
Provided, That rental payments under any 
such lease, contract, or occupancy for items 
other than such utilities, services, or repairs 
shall be covered into the Treasury as mis
cellaneous receipts. 

No obligations shall be incurred during the 
current fiscal year from the construction 
fund established by the Merchant Marine 
Act, 1936, or otherwise, in excess of the ap
propriations and limitations contained in 
this Act or in any prior appropriation Act, 
and all receipts which otherwise would be de
posited to the credit of said fund shall be 
covered into the Treasury as miscellaneous 
receipts. 

CHRISTOPHER COLUMBUS QUINCENTENARY 
JUBILEE COMMISSION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
For the necessary expenses of the Chris

topher Columbus Quincentenary Jubilee 
Commission as authorized by Public Law 98-
375, $220,000, to remain available until De
cember 31, 1993, as authorized by section 
ll(b) of said Act, as amended by section 8 of 
Public Law 100-94. 

COMMISSION ON AGRICULTURAL WORKERS 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Commission 
on Agricultural Workers as authorized by 
section 304 of Public Law 99--603 (100 Stat. 
3431-3434), ($1,426,000) $1,448,000, to remain 
available until expended. 

COMMISSION ON THE BICENTENNIAL OF THE 
UNITED STATES CONSTITUTION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
For necessary expenses of the Commission 

on the Bicentennial of the United States 
Constitution as authorized by Public Law 98-
101 (97 Stat. 71~723), ($1,882,000) $1,911,000, to 
remain available until expended: Provided, 
That in carrying out the purposes of this 
Act, the Commission is authorized to enter 
into contracts, grants, or cooperative agree
ments as directed by the Federal Grant and 
Cooperative Agreement Act of 1977 (92 Stat. 
3; 31 u.s.c. 6301). 

COMMISSION ON SECURITY AND COOPERATION IN 
EUROPE 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
For necessary expenses of the Commission 

on Security and Cooperation in Europe, as 
authorized by Public Law 94--304, ($1,059,000,) 
$1,075,000 to remain available until expended 
as authorized by section 3 of Public Law 
99-7. 

COMPETITIVENESS POLICY COUNCIL 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Competitive
ness Policy Council as authorized by Sec. 
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5209 of the Omnibus Trade and Competitive
ness Act of 1988, $750,000, to remain available 
until expended. 

MARINE MAMMAL COMMISSION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Marine 
Mammal Commission as authorized by title 
II of Public Law 92-522, as amended, 
($1,153,000) $1,300,()()(). 
MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR. FEDERAL HOLIDAY 

COMMISSION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Martin Lu
ther King, Jr. Federal Holiday Commission, 
as authorized by Public Law 98-399, as 
amended, $300,000. 

OFFICE OF THE UNITED STATES TRADE 
REPRESENTATIVE 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Office of the 
United States Trade Representative, includ
ing the hire of passenger motor vehicles and 
the employment of experts and consultants 
as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, ($21,077,000) 
$19,400,()()() of which $2,500,000 shall remain 
available until expended: Provided, That not 
to exceed $98,000 shall be available for offi
cial reception and representation expenses. 

LEGAL SERVICES CORPORATION 

PAYMENT TO THE LEGAL SERVICES CORPORATION 
For payment to the Legal Services Corpora

tion to carry out the purposes of the Legal Serv
ices Corporation Act of 1974, as amended, 
$350,()()(),()()() of which $297,860,000 is for basic 
field programs, $7,877,()()() is for Native American 
programs, $10,879,000 is for migrant programs, 
$490,()()() is for SPecial emergency funds, 
$1,234,()()() is for law school clinics, $1,121,000 is 
for supplemental field programs, $700,()()() is for 
regional training centers, $8,109,000 is for na
tional support, $9,298,()()() is for State support, 
$970,()()() is for the Clearinghouse, $573,000 is for 
computer assisted legal research regional cen
ters, $9,810,000 is for Corporation management 
and administration, $981,000 is for board initia
tives, and $98,000 is for SPecial contingency 
funds. 

SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses, not otherwise pro
vided for, of the Small Business Administra
tion as authorized by Public Law 101-574, in
cluding hire of passenger motor vehicles as 
authorized by 31U.S.C.1343 and 1344, and not 
to exceed $3,500 for official reception and rep
resenta tion expenses, ($221,079,000, of which 
$61,500,000 is for grants for performance in 
fiscal year 1992 or fiscal year 1993 for Small 
Business Development Centers as authorized 
by section 21 of the Small Business Act, as 
amended] $209,731,000, of which $3,100,()()() shall 
be available for the Service Corps of Retired Ex
ecutives (SCORE), of which $4,()()(),()()() shall be 
made available for a grant to St. Norbert College 
in De Pere, Wisconsin, for a regional center for 
rural economic development, of which $1,()()(),()()() 
shall be made available for a grant to the New 
Hampshire Department of Resources and Eco
nomic Development, of which $1,()()(),()()() shall be 
made available for a grant to the New York City 
Public Library for a new Science, Industry and 
Business Library, and of which $500,()()() shall be 
available for a grant to the University of Arkan
sas at Little Rock for a program to provide basic 
and high technology technical assistance to 
small and medium sized manufacturers located 
in rural areas: Provided, That not more than 
$500,000 of this amount shall be available to 
pay the expenses of the National Small Busi
ness Development Center Advisory Board 
and to reimburse centers for participating in 

evaluations as provided in section 20(a) of 
such Act, and to maintain a clearinghouse as 
provided in section 2l(g)(2) of such Act[: Pro
vided further, That none of the funds appro
priated or made available by this Act to the 
Small Business Administration shall be used 
to adopt, implement, or enforce any rule or 
regulation with respect to the Small Busi
ness Development Center program author
ized by section 21 of the Small Business Act, 
as amended (15 U.S.C. 648), nor may any of 
such funds be used to impose any restric
tions, conditions or limitations on such pro
gram whether by standard operating proce
dure, audit guidelines or otherwise, unless 
such restrictions, conditions or limitations 
were in effect on October l, 1987): Provided 
further, That none of the funds appropriated 
for the Small Business Administration under 
this Act may be used to impose any new or 
increased loan guaranty fee or debenture 
guaranty fee, except as otherwise provided in 
this Act: Provided further, That none of the 
funds appropriated for the Small Business 
Administration under this Act may be used 
to impose any new or increased user fee or 
management assistance fee absent the submis
sion of a reprogramming notification pursuant 
to section 606 of this Act. In addition, nothing 
herein shall preclude the Small Business Ad
ministration from preparing or formulating, 
but not publishing in the Federal Register, 
proposed rules, nor shall anything herein 
apply to uniform common rules applicable to 
multiple Federal departments and agencies, 
including the Small Business Administra
tion; nor may any of the funds provided in 
this paragraph restrict in any way the right 
of association of participants in such pro
gram. 

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL 

For necessary expenses of the Office of In
spector General in carrying out the provi
sions of the Inspector General Act of 1978, as 
amended (5 U.S.C. App. 1-11 as amended by 
Public Law 100-504), ($9,757,000) $11,000,000. 

BUSINESS LOANS PROGRAM ACCOUNT 

For the cost, as defined in section 13201 of 
the Budget Enforcement Act of 1990, includ
ing the cost of modifying loans, of direct and 
guaranteed loans authorized by 15 U.S.C. 631 
note as follows: cost of direct loans, 
$24,563,000, and cost of guarantees, 
$245,786,000: Provided, That these funds are 
available to subsidize gross obligations for 
the principal amount of direct loans of 
$69,935,000(, and total loan principal any part 
of which is to be guaranteed of $4,819,000,000): 
Provided further, That, in addition, $1,800,()()() 
are available until expended for the subsidy cost 
of $15,000,000 in direct loans for the Small Busi
ness Administration Micro-Loan program. 

In addition, for administrative expenses 
necessary to carry out the direct and guar
anteed loan programs, $104,410,000, of which 
not to exceed $104,410,000 may be transferred 
to and merged with the appropriations for 
Salaries and Expenses to cover the common 
overhead expenses associated with imple
menting the Credit Reform Act of 1990. 

DISASTER LOANS PROGRAM ACCOUNT 

For the cost, as defined in section 13201 of 
the Budget Enforcement Act of 1990, includ
ing the cost of modifying loans, of direct 
loans authorized by 15 U.S.C. 631 note, 
($114,913,000) $121,555,()()(), to remain available 
until expended: Provided, That these funds are 
available to subsidize gross obligations for 
the principal amount of direct loans of 
($344,750,000) $365,000,000. 

In addition, for administrative expenses 
necessary to carry out the direct loan pro
gram, ($76,830,000) $78,000,000, of which not to 

exceed ($76,830,000) $78,()()(),()()() may be trans
ferred to and merged with the appropriations 
for Salaries and Expenses to cover the com
mon overhead expenses associated with im
plementing the Credit Reform Act of 1990. 

SURETY BOND GUARANTEES REVOLVING FUND 

For additional capital for the "Surety 
Bond Guarantees Revolving Fund", author
ized by the Small Business Investment Act, 
as amended, ($14,381,000,) $14,600,000 to re
main available without fiscal year limita
tion as authorized by 15 U.S.C. 631 note. 

(POLLUTION CONTROL EQUIPMENT CONTRACT 
GUARANTEE REVOLVING FUND 

[For additional capital for the "Pollution 
control equipment contract guarantee re
volving fund" authorized by the Small Busi
ness Investment Act, as amended, $8,400,000, 
to remain available without fiscal year limi
tation as authorized by 15 U.S.C. 631 note.] 
TITLE V-DEPARTMENT OF STATE AND 

RELATED AGENCIES 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

ADMINISTRATION OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
For necessary expenses of' the Department 

of State and the Foreign Service, not other
wise provided for, including obligations of 
the United States abroad pursuant to trea
ties, international agreements, and bina
tional contracts and expenses authorized by 
section 9 of the Act of August 31, 1964, as 
amended (31 U.S.C. 3721), and the State De
partment Basic Authorities Act of 1956, as 
amended (22 U.S.C. 2669); representation to 
certain international organizations in which 
the United States participates pursuant to 
treaties, ratified pursuant to the advice and 
consent of the Senate, or specific Acts of 
Congress; acquisition by exchange or pur
chase of passenger motor vehicles as author
ized by 31 U.S.C. 1343, 40 U.S.C. 481(c) and 22 
U.S.C. 2674, ($2,021,835,000: Provided, That not 
to exceed $500,000 shall be available either di
rectly or indirectly for the Office of Congres
sional Relations, any successor organization, 
or any other organization in the Department 
of State to carry out the same or similar 
functions as the office carried out during fis
cal year 1991) $2,007,246,000, of which 
$20,853,000 shall be available only for the Bu
reau of Oceans and International Environ
mental and Scientific Affairs including 
$10,000,000 for grants, contracts and other ac
tivities to conduct research and promote inter
national cooperation; and in addition $8,()()(),000 
shall be derived by transfer from "Acquisition 
and Maintenance of Buildings Abroad"; and in 
addition not to exceed ($523,000) $700,()()() in 
registration fees collected pursuant to sec
tion 38 of the Arms Export Control Act, as 
amended, may be used in accordance with 
section 45 of the State Department Basic Au
thorities Act of 1956 (section 118 of Public 
Law 101-246), and in addition not to exceed 
$1,013,000 shall be derived from fees from 
other executive agencies for lease or use of 
facilities located at the International Center 
in accordance with section 4 of the Inter
national Center Act (Public Law 00-553, as 
amended by section 120 of Public Law 101-
246), and in addition not to exceed $15,000 
shall be derived from reimbursements, sur
charges, and fees for use of Blair House fa
cilities in accordance with. section 46 of the 
State Department Basic Authorities Act of 
1956 (section 119 of Public Law 101-246): Pro
vided further, That up to $6,000,000 of the funds 
appropriated by this paragraph may be trans
ferred to· the Working Capital Fund for the pur
pose of providing payment of medical expenses. 
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OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL 

For necessary expenses of the Office of In
spector General in carrying out the provi
sions of the Inspector General Act of 1978, as 
amended (5 U.S.C. App. 1-11 as amended by 
Public Law 100-504), $23,037,000. 

REPRESENTATION ALLOWANCES 
For representation allowances as author

ized by section 905 of the Foreign Service Act 
of 1980, as amended (22 U.S.C. 4085), $4,802,000. 

PROTECTION OF FOREIGN MISSIONS AND 
OFFICIALS 

For expenses, not otherwise provided, to 
enable the Secretary of State to provide for 
extraordinary protective services in accord
ance with the provisions of section 214 of the 
State Department Basic Authorities Act of 
1956 (22 U.S.C. 4314) and to provide for the 
protection of foreign missions in accordance 
with the provisions of 3 U.S.C. 208, 
($9,464,000) $11,464,000. 

MOSCOW EMBASSY RECONSTRUCTION AND 
SECURITY 

For the cost of deconstruction of the partially 
constructed new chancery of the United States 
Embassy in Moscow to the basement level and 
reconstruction of the new chancery on the same 
site and for the procurement of equipment and 
other services necessary to provide for a secure 
chancery free of Soviet intelligence penetration, 
$130,000,000, to remain available until expended: 
Provided, That the Secretary of State shall seek 
reimbursement from the Soviet Union of the full 
costs i ncurred by the United States as a result 
of the intelligence activities of the Soviet Union 
directed at the new United States Embassy in 
Moscow. 

ACQUISITION AND MAINTENANCE OF BUILDINGS 
ABROAD 

For necessary expenses for carrying out 
the Foreign Service Buildings Act of 1926, as 
amended (22 U.S.C. 292-300), and the Diplo
matic Security Construction Program as au
thorized by title IV of the Omnibus Diplo
matic Security and Antiterrorism Act of 1986 
(22 U.S.C. 4851) ($552,594,000, of which 
$130,000,000 is available for construction of 
chancery facilities in Moscow, U.S.S.R.] 
$430,000,000, to remain available until ex
pended as authorized by 22 U.S.C. 2696(c): 
Provided, That none of the funds appro
priated in this paragraph shall be available 
for acquisition of furniture and furnishings 
and generators for other departments and 
agencies. 

EMERGENCIES IN THE DIPLOMATIC AND 
CONSULAR SERVICE 

For expenses necessary to enable the Sec
retary of State to meet unforeseen emer
gencies arising in the Diplomatic and Con
sular Service pursuant to the requirement of 
31 U.S.C. 3526(e), ($7,000,000) $8,000,000, to re
main available until expended as authorized 
by 22 U.S.C. 2696(c). 

REPATRIATION LOANS PROGRAM ACCOUNT 
For the cost, as defined in section 13201 of 

the Budget Enforcement Act of 1990, of direct 
loans as authorized by 22 U.S.C. 2671 as fol
lows: Cost of direct loans, $74,000 [: Provided, 
That these funds are available to subsidize 
gross obligations for the principal amount of 
direct loans of not to exceed $223,000). In ad
dition, for administrative expenses necessary 
to carry out the direct loan program, $145,000 
which may be transferred to and merged 
with the Salaries and Expenses account 
under Administration of Foreign Affairs. 

PAYMENT TO THE AMERICAN INSTITUTE IN 
TAIWAN 

For necessary expenses to carry out the 
Taiwan Relations Act, Public Law 96-8 (93 
Stat. 14), ($13,334,000) $13,784,000. 

PAYMENT TO THE FOREIGN SERVICE 
RETIREMENT AND DISABILITY FUND 

For payment to the Foreign Service Re
tirement and Disability Fund, as authorized 
by law, $112,983,000. 

INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS AND 
CONFERENCES 

CONTRIBUTIONS TO INTERNATIONAL 
ORGANIZATIONS 

For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
necessary to meet annual obligations of 
membership in international multilateral or
ganizations, pursuant to treaties ratified 
pursuant to the advice and consent of the 
Senate, conventions or specific Acts of Con
gress ($866,774,000) $842,384,000, of which not 
to exceed ($117,109,000) $92,719,000 is available 
to pay arrearages, the payment of which 
shall be directed toward special activities 
that are mutually agreed upon by the United 
States and the respective international orga
nization: Provided, That none of the funds ap
propriated in this paragraph shall be avail
able for a United States contribution to an 
international organization for the United 
States share of interest costs made known to 
the United States Government by such orga
nization for loans incurred on or after Octo
ber 1, 1984, through external borrowings: Pro
vided further, That funds for arrearage pay
ments shall be available to the United Nations 
and to each specialized agency only upon cer
tification by the Secretary of State to the appro
priate committees of the Congress that progress 
is being made in increasing the number of Amer
ican citizens in professional staff positions or 
that the number of American citizens in profes
sional staff positions conforms with geographic 
distribution formulas in ef feet on January 1, 
1991: Provided further, That the preceding pro
viso shall apply only to the United Nations and 
to each specialized agency which had a geo
graphic distribution formula in effect for profes
sional staff on January 1, 1991. 

CONTRIBUTIONS FOR INTERNATIONAL 
PEACEKEEPING ACTIVITIES 

For payments, not otherwise provided for, 
by the United States for expenses of the 
United Nations peacekeeping forces, as au
thorized by law, ($108,856,000) $107,229,000 of 
which not to exceed ($39,987,000) $38,360,000 is 
available to pay arrearages. 

INTERNATIONAL CONFERENCES AND 
CONTINGENCIES 

For necessary expenses authorized by sec
tion 5 of the State Department Basic Au
thorities Act of 1956, in addition to funds 
otherwise available for these purposes, con
tributions for the United States share of gen
eral expenses of international organizations 
and conferences and representation to such 
organizations and conferences as provided 
for by 22 U.S.C. 2656 and 2672 and personal 
services without regard to civil service and 
classification laws as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 
5102, $5,500,000, to remain available until ex
pended as authorized by 22 U.S.C. 2696(c), of 
which not to exceed $200,000 may be expended 
for representation as authorized by 22 U.S.C. 
4085. 

INTERNATIONAL COMMISSIONS 
For necessary expenses, not otherwise pro

vided for, to meet obligations of the United 
States arising under treaties, or specific 
Acts of Congress, as follows: 

INTERNATIONAL BOUNDARY AND WATER 
COMMISSION, UNITED STATES AND MEXICO 

For necessary expenses for the United 
States Section of the International Bound
ary and Water Commission, United States 
and Mexico, and to comply with laws appli-

cable to the United States Section, including 
not to exceed $6,000 for representation; as 
follows: 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
For salaries and expenses, not otherwise 

provided for, ($11,400,000) $10,900,000. 
CONSTRUCTION 

For detailed plan preparation and con
struction of authorized projects, ($10,277,000) 
$10,525,000, to remain available until ex
pended as authorized by 22 U.S.C. 2696(c). 

AMERICAN SECTIONS, INTERNATIONAL 
COMMISSIONS 

For necessary expenses, not otherwise pro
vided for, including not to exceed $9,000 for 
representation expenses incurred by the 
International Joint Commission, $4,500,000; 
for the International Joint Commission and 
the International Boundary Commission, as 
authorized by treaties between the United 
States and Canada or Great Britain. 

INTERNATIONAL FISHERIES COMMISSIONS 
For necessary expenses for international 

fisheries commissions, not otherwise pro
vided for, as authorized by law, ($12,647,000) 
$14,758,000: Provided, That the United States 
share of such expenses may be advanced to 
the respective commissions, pursuant to 31 
u.s.c. 3324. 

OTHER 
UNITED STATES BILATERAL SCIENCE AND 

TECHNOLOGY AGREEMENTS 
For necessary expenses, not otherwise pro

vided, for Bilateral Science and Technology 
Agreements, as authorized by section 403 of 
Public Law 101-179 and section 105 of Public 
Law 101-246, $4,500,000, to remain available 
until expended as authorized by 22 U.S.C. 
2696(c). 

PAYMENT TO THE ASIA FOUNDATION 
For a grant to the Asia Foundation, as au

thorized by section 501 of Public Law 101-246, 
$16,000,000, to remain available until ex
pended as authorized by 22 U.S.C. 2696(c). 

[SOVIET-EAST EUROPEAN RESEARCH AND 
TRAINING 

[For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
to enable the Secretary of State to carry out 
the provisions of title VIII of Public Law 98-
164, $4, 784,000.) 

FISHERMEN'S PROTECTIVE FUND 
For expenses necessary to carry out the 

provisions of the Fishermen's Protective Act 
of 1967, as amended, $250,000. 
GENERAL PROVISIONS-DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

SEC. 501. Funds appropriated under this 
title shall be available, except as otherwise 
provided, for allowances and differentials as 
authorized by subchapter 59 of 5 U.S.C.; for 
services as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109; and 
hire of passenger transportation pursuant to 
31 u.s.c. 1343(b). 

SEC. 502. None of the funds made available by 
this Act may be obligated or expended by the 
Department of State for contracts with any for
eign or United States firm that complies with 
the Arab League Boycott of the State of Israel 
or with any foreign or United States firm that 
discriminates in the award of subcontracts on 
the basis of religion. 

SEC. 503. None of the funds provided in this 
Act shall be used by the Department of State to 
issue any passport that is designated for travel 
only to Israel, and 90 days after the enactment 
of this Act, none of the funds provided in this 
Act shall be used by the Department of State to 
issue more than one official or diplomatic pass
port to any United States Government employee 
traveling to the Middle East. 
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RELATED AGENCIES 

ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY 
ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT ACTIVITIES 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For necessary expenses, not otherwise pro
vided, for arms control and disarmament ac
tivities, including not to exceed Sl00,000 for 
official reception and representation ex
penses, authorized by the Act of September 
26, 1961, as amended (22 U.S.C. 2551 et seq.), 
($43,527,000) $44,423,000, of which $2,000,000 
shall be derived by transfer from Department of 
State, Administration of Foreign Affairs, "Ac
quisition and Maintenance of Buildings 
Abroad". 

BOARD FOR INTERNATIONAL BROADCASTING 
GRANTS AND EXPENSES 

For expenses of the Board for International 
Broadcasting, including grants to Radio Free 
Europe/Radio Liberty, Incorporated as au
thorized by the Board for International 
Broadcasting Act of 1973, as amended (22 
U.S.C. 2871-2883), [$212,491,000) $217,960,000 of 
which not to exceed $52,000 may be made 
available for official reception and represen
tation expenses. 

COMMISSION FOR THE PRESERVATION OF 
AMERICA'S HERITAGE ABROAD 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
For expenses for the Commission for the 

Preservation of America's Heritage Abroad, 
($200,000) $50,000 as authorized by Public Law 
99-83, section 1303. 

INTERNATIONAL TRADE COMMISSION 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For necessary expenses of the Inter
national Trade Commission, including hire 
of passenger motor vehicles and services as 
authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, and not to exceed 
$2,500 for official reception and representa
tion expenses, [$42,934,000) $41,934,000. 

JAPAN-UNITED STATES FRIENDSHIP 
COMMISSION 

JAPAN-UNITED STATES FRIENDSHIP TRUST FUND 
For expenses of the Japan-United States 

Friendship Commission as authorized by 
Public Law 94-118, as amended, from the in
terest earned on the Japan-United States 
Friendship Trust Fund, Sl.250,000; and an 
amount of Japanese currency not to ex
ceed the equivalent of Sl,420,000 based on ex
change rates at the time of payment of such 
amounts as authorized by Public Law 94-118. 

UNITED STATES INFORMATION AGENCY 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For expenses, not otherwise provided for, 
necessary to enable the United States Infor
mation Agency, as authorized by the Mutual 
Educational and Cultural Exchange Act of 
1961, as amended (22 U.S.C. 2451 et seq.), the 
United States Information and Educational 
Exchange Act of 1948, as amended (22 U .S.C. 
1431 et seq.) and Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 
1977 (91 Stat. 1636), to carry out international 
communication, educational and cultural ac
tivities; and to carry out related activities 
authorized by law, including employment, 
without regard to civil service and classifica
tion laws. of persons on a temporary basis 
(not to exceed $700,000 of this appropriatron), 
as authorized by 22 U.S.C. 1471, and enter
tainment, including official receptions, with
in the United States, not to exceed $25,000 as 
authorized by 22 U.S.C. 1474(3); ($681,051,000) 
$692,275,000; and in addition $4,000,000 shall be 
derived by transfer from Department of State, 
Administration of Foreign Affairs, "Acquisition 
and Maintenance of Buildings Abroad": Pro
vided, That not to exceed Sl,235,000 may be 

used for representation abroad as authorized 
by 22 U.S.C. 1452 and 4085: Provided further, 
That not to exceed $3,500,000 of the amounts 
allocated by the United States Information 
Agency to carry out section 102(a)(3) of the 
Mutual Educational and Cultural Exchange 
Act, as amended (22 U.S.C. 2452(a)(3)), shall 
remain available until expended: Provided 
further, That not to exceed $500,000 shall re
main available until expended as authorized 
by 22 U.S.C. 1477b(a), for expenses and equip
ment necessary for maintenance and oper
ation of data processing and administrative 
services as authorized by 31 U.S.C. 1535-1536: 
Provided further, That not to exceed 
$7,615,000, to remain available until ex
pended, may be credited to this appropria
tion from fees or other payments received 
from or in connection with English teaching, 
library, motion pictures, television, and pub
lication programs as authorized by section 
810 of the United States Information and 
Educational Exchange Act of 1948, as amend
ed: Provided further, That up to $1,250,000 shall 
be available for the operation of International 
Literary Centre, Ltd., or a non-profit successor 
organization, as appropriate. 

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL 
For salaries and expenses of the Office of 

the Inspector General in carrying out the 
provisions of the Inspector General Act of 
1978, as amended (5 U.S.C. App. 3), and in ac
cordance with the provisions of 31 U.S.C. 
1105(a)(25), $4,206,000. 

EDUCATIONAL AND CULTURAL EXCHANGE 
PROGRAMS 

For expenses of Fulbright, International 
Visitor, Humphrey Fellowship, Citizen Ex
change, and Congress-Bundestag Exchange 
Programs, as authorized by the Mutual Edu
cational and Cultural Exchange Act, as 
amended (22 U.S.C. 2451 et seq.), and Reorga
nization Plan No. 2 of 1977 (91 Stat. 1636). 
[Sl 78,000,000) $186,163,000, to remain available 
until expended as authorized by 22 U.S.C. 
2455(. of which: (a) Sl,000,000 shall be avail
able for the Claude and Mildred Pepper 
Scholarship Program of the Washington 
Workshops Foundation; (b) $2,000,000 shall be 
available for cultural .and exchange related 
activities associated with the 1993 World 
University Games in Buffalo, New York; and 
(c) $2,000,000 shall be available only for the 
expenses of Soviet-American 
interparliamentary meetings and visits in 
the United States approved by the joint lead
ership of the Congress after an opportunity 
for appropriate consultation with the Sec
retary of State and the Director of the Unit
ed States Information Agenc]. 
EISENHOWER EXCHANGE FELLOWSHIP PROGRAM 

PAYMENT TO THE EISENHOWER EXCHANGE 
FELLOWSHIP PROGRAM TRUST FUND 

For payment to the Eisenhower Exchange 
Fellowship Program Trust Fund to provide 
for a permanent endowment for the Eisen
hower Exchange Fellowship Program, 
$5,000,000 as authorized by section 5 of the Ei
senhower Exchange Fellowship Act of 1990 
(Public Law 101-454). 

RADIO CONSTRUCTION 
For an additional amount for the purchase, 

rent, construction, and improvement of fa
cilities for radio transmission and reception 
and purchase and installation of necessary 
equipment for radio transmission and recep
tion as authorized by 22 U.S.C. 1471, 
$98,043,000, to remain available until ex
pended as authorized by 22 U.S.C. 1477b(a); 
and in addition $10,000,000 shall be derived by 
transfer from Department of State, Administra
tion of Foreign Affairs, "Acquisition and Main
tenance of Buildings Abroad". 

BROADCASTING TO CUBA 
For expenses necessary to enable the Unit

ed States Information Agency to carry out 
the Radio Broadcasting to Cuba Act, as 
amended (22 U.S.C. 1465 et seq.) (providing 
for the Radio Marti Program or Cuba Service 
of the Voice of America), and the Television 
Broadcasting to Cuba Act (22 U.S.C. 1465aa et 
seq.) including the purchase, rent, construc
tion, and improvement of facilities for radio 
and television transmission and reception 
and purchase and installation of necessary 
equipment for radio and television trans
mission and reception as authorized by 22 
U.S.C. 1471, ($33,288,000) $38,988,000, to remain 
available until expended as authorized by 22 
U.S.C. 1477b(a): Provided, That such funds for 
television broadcasting to Cuba may be used 
to purchase or lease, maintain, and operate 
such aircraft (including aerostats) as may be 
required to house and operate necessary tele
vision broadcasting equipment. 

EAST-WEST CENTER 
To enable the Director of the United 

States Information Agency to provide for 
carrying out the provisions of the Center for 
Cultural and Technical Interchange Between 
East and West Act of 1960 (22 U.S.C. 2054-
2057), by grant to the Center for Cultural and 
Technical Interchange Between East and 
West in the State of Hawaii, [$23,920,000) 
$26,000,000: Provided, That none of the funds 
appropriated herein shall be used to pay any 
salary, or to enter into any contract provid
ing for the payment thereof. in excess of the 
rate authorized for GS-18 of the Classifica
tion Act of 1949, as amended. 

(NORTH/SOUTH CENTER 
[To enable the Director of the United 

States Information Agency to provide for 
carrying out the provisions of the North/ 
South Center Act of 1991 as authorized by 
section 209 of H.R. 1415 as passed the House 
of Representatives on May 15, 1991, by grant 
to an educational institution in Florida 
known as the North/South Center, Sl0,000,000 
to remain available until expended.] 

NATIONAL ENDOWMENT FOR DEMOCRACY 

For grants made by the United States Inf or
mation Agency to the National Endowment for 
Democracy, as authorized by the National En
dowment for Democracy Act, $30,000,000, to re
main available until expended. 

This title may be cited as the "Department 
of State and Related Agencies Appropria
tions Act, 1992". 

TITLE VI-GENERAL PROVISIONS 
SEC. 601. No part of any appropriation con

tained in this Act shall be used for publicity 
or propaganda purposes not authorized by 
the Congress. 

SEC. 602. No part of any appropriation con
tained in this Act shall remain available for 
obligation beyond the current fiscal year un
less expressly so provided herein. 

SEC. 603. The expenditure of any appropria
tion under this Act for any consulting serv
ice through procurement contract, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 3109, shall be limited to those 
contracts where such expenditures are a 
matter of public record and available for 
public inspection, except where otherwise 
provided under existing law, or under exist
ing Executive Order issued pursuant to exist
ing law. 

SEC. 604. If any provision of this Act or the 
application of such provision to any person 
or circumstances shall be held invalid, the 
remainder of the Act and the application of 
each provision to persons or circumstances 
other than those as to which it is held in
valid shall not be affected thereby. 
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SEC. 605. 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. 606. (a) None of the funds provided 
under this Act or provided from any ac
counts in the Treasury of the United States 
derived by the collection of fees available to 
the agencies funded by this Act shall be 
available for obligation or expenditure 
through a reprogramming of funds which: (1) 
creates new programs; (2) eliminates a pro
gram, project, or activity; (3) increases funds 
or personnel by any means for any project or 
activity for which funds have been denied or 
restricted; (4) relocates an office or employ
ees; (5) reorganizes offices, programs, or ac
tivities; or (6) contracts out or privatizes any 
functions or activities presently performed 
by Federal employees; unless the Appropria
tions Committees of both Houses of Congress 
are notified fifteen days in advance of such 
reprogramming of funds. 

(b) None of the funds provided under this 
Act or provided from any accounts in the 
Treasury of the United States derived by the 
collection of fees available to the agencies 
funded by this Act shall be available for obli
gation or expenditure for activities, pro
grams, or projects through a reprogramming 
of funds in excess of $500,000 or 10 per cen
tum, whichever is less, that: (1) augments ex
isting programs, projects, or activities; (2) 
reduces by 10 per centum funding for any ex
isting program, project, or activity, or num
bers of personnel by 10 per centum as ap
proved by Congress; or (3) results from any 
general savings from a reduction in person
nel which would result in a change in exist
ing programs, activities, or projects as ap
proved by Congress, unless the Appropria
tions Committees of both Houses of Congress 
are notified fifteen days in advance of such 
reprogramming of funds. 

[SEC. 607. None of the funds appropriated 
in this Act shall be used to implement the 
provisions of Public Law 101-576.) 

SEC. 607. Funds appropriated to the Legal 
Services Corporation and distributed to each 
grantee funded in fiscal year 1992 pursuant to 
the number of poor people determined by the 
Bureau of the Census to be within its geographi
cal area shall be distributed in the fallowing 
order: 

(1) grants from the Legal Services Corporation 
and contracts entered into with the Legal Serv
ices Corporation under section 1006(a)(l) shall 
be maintained in fiscal year 1992 at not less 
than $9. 79 per poor person within the geo
graphical area of each grantee or contractor 
under the 1980 census or 9 cents per poor person 
more than the annual per-poor-person level at 
which funding was appropriated for each grant
ee and contractor in Public Law 101-515, which
ever is greater; and 

(2) each such grantee shall be increased by an 
equal percentage of the amount by which such 
grantee's funding, including the increase under 
(1) above, falls below $18.39 per poor person 
within its geographical area under the 1980 cen
sus: 
Provided, That none of the funds appropriated 
in this Act for the Legal Services Corporation 
shall be expended for any purpose prohibited or 
limited by or contrary to any of the provisions 
of Public Law 101-515, and that, except for the 
funding formula, all funds appropriated for the 
Legal Services Corporation shall be subject to 
the same terms and conditions set forth in Pub
lic Law 101-515: Provided further, That for the 
purposes of the previous proviso, all references 
to "1991" in Public Law 101-515 shall be deemed 
to be "1992". 

SEC. 608. Section 207(f) of title 18, United 
States Code, as amended by section 101 of the 

Ethics Reform Act of 1989 (103 Stat. 1722), is 
amended-

(1) by redesignating paragraph (2) as para
graph (3); 

(2) by inserting immediately after paragraph 
(1) the following new paragraph: 

"(2) SPECIAL RULE FOR TRADE REPRESENTA
T/VE.-With respect to a person who is the Unit
ed States Trade Representative, the restrictions 
described in paragraph (1) shall apply to rep
resenting, aiding, or advising foreign entities 
within 5 years after the termination of that per
son's service as the United States Trade Rep
resentative.". 

SEC. 609. (a) No funds provided by this Act 
may be used to reinstate or approve any export 
license applications for the launch of United 
States-built satellites on Chinese-built launch 
vehicles unless the President waives such prohi
bition under subsection (b) of this section. The 
term export license applications also includes re
quests for approval of technical assistance 
agreements or services that would serve to f acili
tate launch of such satellites. 

(b) The restriction on the approval of export 
licenses for United States-built satellites to the 
People's Republic of China for launch on Chi
nese-built launch vehicles contained in sub
section (a) may be waived by the President on a 
case-by-case basis upon certification by the 
United States Trade Representative that the 
People's Republic of China is, with regard to the 
respective satellite, components, or technology 
related thereto for which the export license re
quest is pending, in full compliance with the 
Memorandum of Agreement Between the Gov
ernment of the United States of America and the 
Government of the People's Republic of China 
Regarding International Trade in Commercial 
Launch Services. 

SEC. 610. (a) Section 5(g)(l) of the Small Busi
ness Act (15 U.S.C. 634(g)(l) is amended by 
striking "except separate trust certificates shall 
be issued for loans approved under section 
7(a)(13)" and inserting in lieu thereof the fol
lowing: "or under section 502 of the Small Busi
ness Investment Act of 1958 (15 U.S.C. 660)." 

(b) Section 7(a)(18) of the Small Business Act 
(15 U.S.C. 636(a)(18) is amended by striking "or 
a loan under paragraph (13)" from the first sen
tence. 

(c) Section 215(a)(2) of the Small Business Ad
ministration Reauthorization and Amendments 
Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-574) is amended by 
striking "July 1, 1991" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "July 1, 1992." 

(d) Section 21A of the Small Business Act (15 
U.S.C. 648a) is amended by striking subpara
graph (c) and inserting the following in lieu 
thereof: 

"Any statewide education based institution or 
consortium funded by the Administration as a 
Small Business Development Center may apply 
for a grant to be used to-

"(1) increase access by small businesses in its 
service area to on-line databases for the purpose 
of facilitating technology transfer, such as that 
created by subparagraph (a) of this Act or other 
privately or publicly funded databases; 

"(2) develop systems and processes to assist 
the federal laboratories, public and private uni
versities, and other public and private institu
tions in the transfer and commercialization of 
technologies developed by these organizations; 

"(3) assist firms in analysis of opportunities 
represented by technologies developed by the 
federal laboratories, public and private univer
sities, and other public and private institutions 
or contained in the databases; 

"(4) assist in the continuing development re
quired to bring identified technologies to com
mercialization; 

"(5) assist with the required business plan
ning, market research, and financial packaging 
required for commercialization; 

"(6) link the firms assisted with potential 
sources of financing for product development 
and commericalization; and 

"(7) assist in licensing and other issues associ
ated with commercialization.". 

(e) Public Law 101-574 is amended by striking 
section 232 thereof. 

(f) Section 7(b) of the Small Business Com
puter Security and Education Act of 1984 (15 
U.S.C. 633 Note) is amended by striking the first 
sentence thereof. 

This Act may be cited as the "Depart
ments of Commerce, Justice, and State, the 
Judiciary, and Related Agencies Appropria
tions Act, 1992". 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Madam President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. HOLLINGS. Madam President, I 
am pleased to present the Senate with 
the fiscal year 1992 State, Justice, and 
Commerce appropriations bill. 

The bill recommended by the Appro
priations Committee, provides for $21.2 
billion in discretionary budget author
ity and $20.8 billion in discretionary 
outlays. This bill is at the 602(b) alloca
tions available to us for both budget 
authority and outlays under the com
mittee's allocations. I will include a 
table with this statement that com
pares our recommendations with the 
602(b) allocations by function. 

This has been a tough year, and it 
has been quite difficult for the commit
tee to fashion a bill that can live with
in the tight 602(b) allocation. It has 
been made even more difficult by the 
constraints placed on us by the Budget 
Enforcement and Credit Reform Acts 
passed last year. 

Under this new agreement, this bill 
essentially has been divided into three 
distinct and separate appropriations 
bills. If we find a wasteful expenditure 
in an international affairs agency, like 
the State Department, we cannot use 
these resources to fund a high priority 
domestic agency like the Drug En
forcement Administration. This is not 
right, but it is the way the game must 
be played under the new budget agree
ment. 

The committee's recommended 
State, Justice, and Commerce bill 
seeks to address several priorities: 

First, we have sought to continue the 
growth in law enforcement and the war 
on drugs. Our bill provides about $9.5 
billion for the Justice Department, or a 
12-percent increase over this year. In
cluded are the following specific initia
tives: $740.7 million to fully fund the 
Drug Enforcement Administration, the 
lead agency in the war on drugs; a $280 
million increase for the FBI, or 17 per
cent over this year; $498 million for 
State and local drug grants, or .$6 mil
lion above this year. 
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Funding for the Bureau of Prisons for 

an increase of 9,140 inmates in 1992, for 
a total Federal prison population of 
71 ,590. The recommendation provides 
for the activation of new prison facili
ties that come on line in 1992; $265 mil
lion, an increase of $15 million for in
vestigations and prosecutions of sav
ings and loan fraud; $329 million to 
cover adjustments to base to cover the 
costs of Federal employee pay reform, 
including special law enforcement pay 
reforms, enacted last year. 

Second, the committee places a pri
ority in investing in NOAA and NOAA's 
infrastructure. We have restored or en
hanced many of the research, coastal, 
and fisheries programs, as in past 
years. We also recommend $410 million 
for weather satellites-$110 million 
more than the administration's request 
and $151 million above the House allow
ance. We have created a special emer
gency account to deal with the loss of 
geostationary weather satellite cov
erage. The GOES satellite is absolutely 
essential to the prediction and mon
itoring of hurricanes and tornadoes; 
$100 million is recommended for a new 
initiative to rebuild and modernize the 
NOAA fleet. A lot of Members asked us 
to include fishery and research en
hancements, but by the end of this dec
ade NOAA will not be able to carry out 
these programs if we do not do some
thing about the ships that perform this 
work. The average age of the NOAA 
fleet is 28 years and we have only built 
one new ship in the past 23 years. 

Third, the committee recommenda
tion continues to invest in trade and 
competitiveness initiatives. The Inter
national Trade Administration is fund
ed at $204 million; $18.5 million is pro
vided to more than fully fund the U.S. 
Tourism and Travel Administration, 
including new initiatives to attract 
more visitors from the Far East. 

Most importantly, we have provided 
$253 million for the National Institute 
of Standards and Technology for Intra
mural and External Research this is 17 
percent above 1991 levels; $12.5 million 
is included to fund the National Textile 
Center University Research Consor
tium. This is an innovative collabora
tion by Georgia Tech, Auburn, 
Clemson, and North Carolina State 
University to reinvigorate research 
into textile and apparels to enable this 
industry, which employs 10 percent of 
America's manufacturing work force, 
to continue to compete with subsidized 
foreign competition. 

Fourth, we have restored funding for 
the Economic Development Adminis
tration at $227 million. The House and 
budget proposed to terminate this 
agency; $7. 7 million is included for the 
EDA University Center Program, $3 
million above this year; $19.4 million 
for rural economic development plan
ning districts, an increase of $3.9 mil
lion over this year. And we have used 
$214.9 million in BA and $183. 7 million 

in outlays to restore SBA loans and 
loan guarantees which were proposed 
for severe reduction by the administra
tion's budget request. 

Fifth, we have included over $2.3 bil
lion for the judiciary or a 14-percent in
crease over 1991-higher than the in
crease provided any other law enforce
ment agency except the FBI. We have 
provided the requested workload in
creases for magistrates and bankruptcy 
judges, new court/clerk personnel, pro
bation/pretrial personnel and savings 
and loan cases. 

Sixth, within the international af
fairs budget, we have placed a priority 
on the information agencies that did 
not fare as well as the State Depart
ment in the President's budget and 
which were cut in the House allow
ances; $218 million for Radio Free Eu
rope/Radio Liberty, $5.5 million above 
the House allowance; $804 million for 
USIA and Voice of America operations 
and construction. This is $25 million 
above the House allowance, or which 
$10 million is specifically for address
ing the backlog of Voice of America re
pair and maintenance; $30 million for 
the National Endowment for Democ
racy, which was zeroed out by the 
House; $38.9 million for the Radio and 
T.V. Marti to get uncensored informa
tion to Cubans living under Castro's re
gime, this is $5. 7 million above the 
House allowance; $186 million for inter
national exchanges including $115 mil
lion for the Fulbright Scholarship Pro
gram that was cut by the budget and 
the House allowance. 

Seventh, we have provided $130 mil
lion for the total demolition and re
building of the U.S. Embassy in Mos
cow. Jim Baker may want our folks in 
Moscow to work in a building filled 
with Soviet listening devices, but we 
are simply not going to allow that. 

Eighth, we would be remiss if we did 
not note some of the tough rec
ommendations in this bill to reduce 
funding. No one has ever thanked a 
Senator for making a cut, but under 
this budget environment reductions 
must be made to fund priority pro
grams. The committee has rec
ommended reductions whenever effi
ciencies can be achieved or when 
through an exacting review of use of 
existing appropriations, the committee 
uncovered poor execution of prior year 
funding. We have recommended reduc
tions where we identified low priority, 
redundant, or unnecessary programs. 
Such adjustments include: 

STATE DEPARTMENT 

First, $12.2 million in pay rraise in
creases for foreign national employees 
of the State Department. These em
ployees are provided pay raises at rates 
in excess of U.S. citizen employees. 
The State Department only surveys 
the highest paid foreign firms at over
seas location, excludes the amounts 
paid by foreign governments to their 
employees. 

Second, $30 million for the Depart
ment of State Telecommunications 
Network [DOSTNJ. There is no reason 
to proceed with this system at this 
time. The Government already owns 
equipment that should serve this re
quirement. 

COMMERCE DEPARTMENT 

Third, $30 million in savings related 
to the Census operations shutting down 
sooner than anticipated in the budget 
and execution way behind schedule in 
fiscal year 1991. The Census Bureau is 
currently $40 million behind schedule 
in using funds provided last year, $10 
million of which is related to procure
ment delays. 

Fourth, a rescission of $42.5 million 
in excess unobligated balances from 
loan repayments. 

Fifth, $53.4 million from poor execu
tion of prior appropriations for system 
acquisitions at the Commerce Depart
ment. 

JUDICIARY 

Sixth, $32 million in "plugs" put in 
the budget request for overstated post
age costs, special geographic pay in
creases for cities not included under 
the law, and new furniture. 

RELATED AGENCIES 

Seventh, $1 million for the Inter
national Trade Commission. ITC annu
ally does not use the funds provided. 

Eighth, $1 million for the U.S. Trade 
Representative for overfunding in 1991. 
The USTR admitted during our hearing 
that they received no-year appropria
tions of $1.5 million for payments to 
the Department of Commerce for which 
they only actually require $500,000. 
Now that we have identified these re
sources, she wants to use them. 

The committee recommendation in
cludes bill language to address some of 
the management shortfalls identified 
in NOAA's Satellite programs, the 
Arab-League boycott of Israel, the is
suance of Arab-only passports, and use 
of People's Republic of China expend
able launch vehicles. 

Within our allocation, we have 
worked hard to accommodate the re
quests of the Members of the Senate 
and members of the public who have 
come forward to tell us of their con
cerns. We have not been able to address 
all of Senators' requests, but we have 
tried to be responsive. 

Finally, let me thank my vice chair
man, Senator RUDMAN. This is the 
eighth appropriations bill that we have 
brought to the Senate floor together. 

Madam President, the Appropriations 
Committee is often noted for its bipar
tisanship. No where is this more true 
than on our State, Justice, and Com
merce Appropriations Subcommittee. 
This fiscal year 1992 appropriations bill 
has been developed as a joint, coopera
tive effort, between Senator RUDMAN 
and I and our professional staffs. To
gether we reviewed every request, 
every increase and every reduction. His 
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tireless efforts on behalf of the State, 
JlU!tice, and Commerce Appropriations 
Subcommittee whether at hearings, at 
602(b) allocation meetings, or at meet
ings with agency heads are greatly ap
preciated. 

ACKNOWLEDGMENT OF STAFF 

Madam President, I would like to 
thank the committee staff who put in 
many days and nights in drafting this 
bill and report; our majority staff, Liz 
Blevins, Dorothy Seder, and Scott 
Gudes, and our minority staff, Rachel 
Sotsky and John Shank. These individ
uals put in tireless hours on our hear
ings, the multiple supplemental appro
priations we have had this year and 
this fiscal year 1992 appropriations bill. 
I also would like to thank the full com
mittee support staff or better known 
our numbers central shop that assisted 
in the development of this bill-Jack 
Conway, Bob Putnam, and Jodi Capps. 

While all these staff members deserve 
sincere thanks from Senator RUDMAN 
and I, one individual truly deserves 
special recognition. 

Madam President, as a matter of 
pride, the members of the Appropria
tions Committee refer to our commit
tee staff as professional staff. This 
term acknowledges the professional 
training and expertise of these individ
uals. For no staff member is this term 
more deserving than for our sub
committee's minority clerk, John 
Shank. 

John has been with the Appropria
tions Committee-and the State, Jus
tice, and Commerce Subcommittee
since 1982 when Senator MARK HAT
FIELD brought him over from private 
industry. I first met John when I was 
the ranking minority member and 
former Senator Weicker served as 
chairman. 

I have come to know John Shank as 
a dedicated professional who carries 
out his responsibilities in a bipartisan 
fashion. He serves the committee mem
bers without regard to their party af
filiation. In fact, just a year ago, my 
subcommittee clerk, Warren Kane, re
tired and I was unable to bring on a 
clerk before our bill went to conference 
and final passage. During that period, 
Senator RUDMAN offered his assistance, 
and John Shank sat next to this desk 
and served as my acting subcommittee 
clerk. 

Madam President, John Shank goes 
beyond his specific duties as minority 
clerk. He sincerely cares about the 
agencies and programs that are within 
the subcommittee's jurisdiction, and 
he works hard to see that the funding 
they receive is well spent. He is honest 
and forthright, and Senator RUDMAN 
and I know we always can count on 
him to provide us with the good gov
ernment recommendation on issues. He 
is the type of staff member who under
stands both the big picture as well as 
the minute detail that is required of 
complete staff work. To him the tech-

nical accuracy of the committee bill 
and report are a matter of personal 
pride. 

Madam President, the executive 
branch has many programs to recog
nize its employees, but in the Senate 
we do not. I think it is a shame that in 
the Senate we do not take time to rec
ognize excellence and say thanks to the 
people who serve us and the institution 
so well. And it is my intention, on be
half of the 11 members of the State, 
Justice, and Commerce Appropriations 
Subcommittee, to simply acknowledge 
John Shank for a job well done. 

Madam President, it has been a real 
pleasure and privilege to work with 
Senator RUDMAN, with his understand
ing, his counsel, and his leadership in 
this regard on the committee that he 
headed up himself as chairman. I want 
to thank him because I know he has 
other duties to which he must attend. 

The bill recommended by the Appro
priations Committee provides $21.2 bil
lion in budget authority, $24.8 billion 
in outlays, and it is within the 602(b) 
allocation. The committee rec
ommended and State justice bill seeks 
several priorities. First, the great law 
enforcement war on drugs; that is, $9.5 
billion, or a 12-percent increases there; 
$740. 7 million for the DEA; $280 million 
for the FBI, or a 17-percent increase 
there; $498 million for State and local 
drug grants, or a $6 million increase 
above this year; then funding for the 
Bureau of Prisons, allowing an addi
tional 9,140 inmates, for a total prison 
population of 71,590. 

Mr. RUDMAN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from New Hampshire is recog
nized. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Madam President, the 
recommendations before the Senate 
today represent the results of months 
of review and hearings. As usual the 
Senator from South Carolina has been 
a cooperative, nonpartisan chairman; 
he has more than adequately reflected 
the priorities and desires of his col
leagues on both sides of the aisle. 

I will not go over the recommenda
tions in detail, but I do want to draw 
attention to the fact that this bill pro
vides an increase of almost $1 billion 
over the 1991 enacted level for the De
partment of Justice. That is an in
crease of 11.6 percent-commensurate 
with increases given to the Defense De
partment in the early 1980's. Within 
that amount, programs of the Drug En
forcement Administration will be fully 
funded. The Bureau of Prisons will re
"ceive an increase of $333 million, 19.1 
percent over the 1991 level. The Federal 
Bureau of Investigation, while not 
fully funded, is provided an increase of 
$280 million, or 16.5 percent. 

The Federal judiciary would receive 
an increase of $290 million, or 12.6 per
cent. Other than the enhancements for 
the FBI and the prison system, this is 
the largest increase in budget author-

ity and outlays for any organization 
associated with the administration of 
justice. 

The actions taken by the committee 
in approving our section 602(b) alloca
tion, and the recommendations con
tained in this bill, are a recognition of 
the fact that both the administration 
and the Congress are determined to 
provide increased resources for the war 
against crime and drugs. Having said 
that, the Justice Department and the 
judiciary will not be satisifed; but 
there is no way to fully fund their re
quests and at the same time maintain 
programs in the National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration, the Eco
nomic Development Administration, 
and the Small Business Administration 
that are supported by the Congress. As 
it is, almost 79 percent of the new do
mestic discretionary outlays associ
ated with this recommendation are 
generated by the Justice Department 
and the judiciary. 

This legislation also addresses sev
eral other issues of importance. Sen
ator HOLLINGS and I are recommending 
the establishment of a satellite contin
gency fund to allow the administration 
to purchase a spare weather satellite. 
The new weather satellites being built 
for the National Oceanic and Atmos
pheric Administration by NASA and 
the Loral Corp. are far behind schedule 
and considerably over budget. There is 
the real possibility this Nation could 
face the loss of the single geo
stationary weather satellite now in op
eration and not have a new satellite 
ready for launch. The contingency fund 
is designed to allow NOAA to buy an 
off the shelf satellite if it becomes nec
essary to protect the public health and 
safety. 

As requested by the administration, 
the appropriations for international or
ganizations includes 20 percent of the 
arrearage payments due to the United 
Nations and various other organiza
tions. However, payment of the arrear
ages is dependent upon a certification 
that progress is being made in the em
ployment of American professionals by 
these organizations. 

Madam President, once again, let me 
thank my colleague from South Caro
lina for his leadership and cooperation 
in developing these recommendations. 
I know of very few amendments to this 
bill, and I would hope that anyone who 
has an amendment can come to the 
floor so we can wrap this up fairly 
quickly. 

Madam President, let me simply 
state that some of the great needs that 
we have continued to meet are the Fed
eral Bureau of Investigation, the Drug 
Enforcement Administration, Justice 
Department, and the Bureau of Pris
ons. 

I think another significant thing in 
this bill is the rather innovative ap
proach to what we are going to do 
about weather satellites. Senator HoL-
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LINGS and I have worked that out, as he 
stated, and we have at least the assur
ance that if the current program falls 
behind schedule, as it has, we will still 
have sufficient funds and a contingency 
here to put up another satellite, which 
will be very important for the life and 
safety of the people of our country. 

Madam President, I advise the chair
man that I am told that Senator 
GRAMM of Texas will be on the floor 
within a very few moments to offer an 
amendment, on which we can have a 
fairly short time agreement. I apolo
gize to the chairman. He knows well 
that I have a matter of Senate business 
here at 5 o'clock, which, unfortunately, 
I must attend for several hours. I un
derstand that the ranking member of 
the committee, Senator HATFIELD, will 
be here sometime around 5 o'clock to 
assist the chairman with the bill. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. HOLLINGS. There is some house

keeping we can do, Madam President. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Sou th Carolina. 
Mr. HOLLINGS. Madam President, 

with the exception of the committee 
amendments on page 84, lines 3 through 
6, page 85, on line 25, and the amend
ment on page 9, lines 2 through 5, and 
the amendment on page 39, lines 14 and 
15, I ask unanimous consent that the 
committee amendments to H.R. 2608 be 
considered and agreed to en bloc and be 
considered original text for the purpose 
of further amendments, and to provide 
that no point of order be waived by vir
tue of this agreement. That has been 
checked on both sides. We were mo
mentarily informed there were amend
ments in two sections. We can exempt 
those so the Members can offer those. 

I further ask unanimous consent that 
the committee amendments on page 84, 
lines 3 through 6, and on page 85, line 25 
be considered tabled. 

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

The committee amendments were 
agreed to en bloc, with the exception of 
the amendment on page 9, lines 2 
through 5; and the amendment on page 
39, lines 14 and 15. 

AMENDMENT NO. 929 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Madam President, I 
ask that the pending committee 
amendment be temporarily set aside, 
and I send an amendment to the desk 
for myself and Senator RUDMAN. It has 
been cleared on both sides, and it 
makes five minor technical correc
tions. I also send to the desk a list of 
several technical corrections to the 
committee report accompanying H.R. 
2608 and ask that these corrections ap
pear in the RECORD. I send that to the 
desk and ask that the Clerk report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection. The clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 

HOLLINGS], for himself and Mr. RUDMAN, pro
poses an amendment numbered 929. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 34, line 18, "that" is amended to 

read "That". ... 
On page 77, line 10, strike "further". 
On page 90, line 4, in-between the head 

"Radio Construction" and "For" insert 
"(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)" 

On page 98, line 24, "commericalization" is 
amended to read "commPricalization". 

On page 65, line 17 strike "payments to" 
and insert "the"; 

On page 65, line 18 strike "academies" and 
insert "academy programs"; 

On page 65, line 19 strike "grants" and in
sert "payments"; 

On page 49, line 4 strike the word "natu
ral" 

There being no objection, the tech
nical corrections were ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

Page 36: The Committee recommendation 
regarding the Equal Employment Oppor
tunity Commission should read "S210,271,000" 
instead of "$126,309,000". 

Page 47: The NOAA table should read 
"coastal zone management" not "canal zone 
management.'' 

Page 53: The line on the NOAA table "sys
tem delays/execution" should read "-53,418" 
instead of "-47,000." 

Page 70: The table should record the budg
et estimate for General Administration as 
"33,207,000" instead of "33,027,000". 

Page 80: The table should note urban plan
ning assistance is recommended at "2,636" 
instead of "2,958." 

Page 94: The report should note that the 
prohibition on the USTR representing for
eign governments under section 608 is for 
"five" instead of "two" years. 

Page 100: The report should note that for 
the total Disaster Loans Program Account, 
including administrative expenses, the rec
ommendation is "$7,812,000" above the House 
Allowance, instead of "$6,642,000". 

Page 115: The table for the Arms Control 
and Disarmament Agency should note that 
House allowance for ACDA is $43,527,000 and 
the Committee recommendation is $896,000 
above the House allowance. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Madam President, the 
amendment has been cleared on this 
side. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Good. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from South Caro
lina. 

The amendment (No. 929) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Madam President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. RUDMAN. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the pend
ing committee amendment be tempo
rarily set-aside. 

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

AMENDMENT NO. 930 

(Purpose: To realign funding to meet several 
high priority Commerce and Justice pro
grams) 
Mr. HOLLINGS. Madam President, I 

send an amendment to the desk for my
self and Senator RUDMAN and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
HOLLINGS], for himself and Mr. RUDMAN, pro
poses an amendment numbered 930. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the read
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 19, line 18, strike "$959,517,000" and 

insert "$950,817 ,000". 
On page 6, line 4, strike "$112,642,000" and 

insert "Sl14,142,000". 
On page 40, line 9, after the semicolon in

sert: "grants, contracts, or other payments 
to nonprofit organizations for the purposes 
of conducting activities pursuant to coopera
tive agreements or memoranda of under
standing;". 

On page 40, line 11, strike "Sl,544,569,000" 
and insert "Sl,550,769,000". 

On page 49, line 20, strike "$4,437,000" and 
insert "$4,937 ,000". 

On page 68, after line 22, insert: 
"COMMISSION ON LEGAL IMMIGRATION REFORM 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
For necessary expenses of the Commission 

on Legal Immigration Reform as authorized 
by section 141 of Public Law 101-469, $500,000, 
to be available until expended." 

On page 90, line 2, strike the period at the 
end of the line and insert: ": Provided, That 
interest and earnings in the Fund shall be 
made available to the Eisenhower Exchange 
Fellowships, Incorporated, pursuant to 20 
U.S.C. 5203(a).". 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Madam President, it 
is an amendment that realigns the $8.7 
million within the accounts of the bill. 
It has been cleared on both sides. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Madam President, I 
join my colleague from South Carolina 
in cosponsoring this amendment to 
provide adjustments to several appro
priations accounts in the bill. This 
amendment corrects a funding error in 
the appropriation for the Immigration 
and Naturalization Service. It also ad
dresses several areas of interest in the 
INS budget brought to our attention by 
the Immigration Subcommittee of the 
Judiciary Committee. 

First, the amendment provides $1.5 
million for 10 new immigration judges; 
second, it funds the Commission on 
Legal Immigration Reform. Both of 
these items were authorized in last 
year's immigration act and have been 
requested by Senators KENNEDY and 
SIMPSON. 

The amendm~nt also fully funds the 
program needs associated with a new 
network of National Oceanic and At
mospheric Administration wind pro-
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filer radars in the Midwest. This pilot 
program is the precursor to a nation
wide system of wind profilers, but 
would be terminated under the budget 
request and the House allowance. Sen
ators DOLE and NICKLES, among others, 
have expressed support for the mainte
nance of efforts to modernize the Na
tional Weather Service. Acceptance of 
this amendment will allow NOAA to 
improve public safety in Kansas , Okla
homa, and other States in the Midwest. 

This amendment also makes a tech
nical correction to the funding pro
vided for the Eisenhower Exchange Fel
lowship Program of the U.S. Informa
tion Agency. An authorization bill to 
create an endowment for this program 
was enacted during the last Congress 
due to the efforts of the Republican 
leader, the Senator from Kansas. Fund
ing for the endowment is included in 
this bill, but without additional lan
guage the earnings and interest from 
the endowment cannot be used for ex
change purposes. 

Finally, the amendment would en
able the National Oceanic and Atmos
pheric Administration to enter into 
reimbursible agreements with non
profit institutions. The Fish and Wild
life Service already has such authority, 
and the inclusion of bill language for 
NOAA will allow it to leverage its ac
tivities in many areas, including re
search on Atlantic salmon in New Eng
land and the North Atlantic. 

Madam President, the amendment 
has been cleared on this side, and I 
urge its acceptance. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate on the amendment? If 
not, the question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from South 
Carolina. 

The amendment (No. 930) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the pend
ing committee amendment be tempo
rarily set aside. 

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

AMENDMENT NO. 931 

(Purpose: To make available $1,000,000 to the 
National Judicial College) 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Madam President, I 
send an amendment to the desk on be
half of myself, Senator REID, and Sen
ator HEFLIN. It also has been cleared on 
both sides. It makes $1 million avail
able to the National Judicial College, 
judicial education and training, and 
State trial judges within limited and 
general jurisidiction of the illegal drug 
and violent criminal offenses be pro
vided for. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
HOLLINGS], for himself, Mr. REID, and Mr. 
HEFLIN proposes an amendment numbered 
931. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the read
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 3, line 23, after the word "peti

tions" insert the following: " : Provided fur
ther, That, $1,000,000 of the funds made avail
able in fiscal year 1992 under subpart 2 of 
part E of title I of the Omnibus Crime Con
trol and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amend
ed, shall only be available for a grant to the 
National Judicial College to provide judicial 
education and training to State trial judges 
with limited and general jurisdiction in the 
area of illegal drug and violent criminal of
fenses" . 

THE NATIONAL JUDICIAL COLLEGE 

Mr. HEFLIN. Madam President, I rise 
today in support of a committee 
amendment which will provide funding 
in the amount of $1 million for the Na
tional Judicial College. 

Founded as an activity of the Amer
ican Bar Association in 1963, the Na
tional Judicial College, a nonprofit 
educational corporation, has been lo
cated on the campus of the University 
of Nevada, Reno, since 1965. The fac
ulty consists of more than 150 active 
judges, justices, and law professors who 
volunteer their time and talents. A law 
library of more than 60,000 volumes is 
available to the faculty and partici
pants. 

The National Judicial College has 
grown to become a nationally and 
internationally known institution, an
nually offering a variety of courses to 
more than 1,500 judges and other court 
officials representing every State and 
jurisdictional level. Its alumni include 
more than 21,000 State trial judges, 
special court judges and magistrates, 
Federal and appellate judges, adminis
trative law, military, and tribal court 
judges, and a wide variety of court per
sonnel. I might add that the National 
Judicial College sponsors the Nation's 
only advanced degree for trial judges. 

I think it is therefore appropriate for 
the Congress to recognize and support 
this national, nonpartisan educational 
institution whose mission is to im
prove the quality of our Nation's judi
ciary and court personnel at both the 
Federal and State levels. 

NATIONAL JUDICIAL COLLEGE 
Mr. REID. Madam President, the Na

tional Judicial College was begun 27 
years ago in Boulder, CO, and has been 
located on the campus of the Univer
sity of Nevada, Reno, since 1965. Each 
year it offers approximately 50 con
tinuing education courses of 1 to 4 
weeks in duration. Participants are 
mostly State trial judges of both gen
eral and limited jurisdictions, but also 
State and Federal administrative law 
judges. 

In addition, the National Judicial 
College presents special seminars, 

symposia, and conferences, often in co
operation with State judicial organiza
tions and with other national groups. 
It provides curriculum assistance and 
faculty training for State organiza
tions and publishes textbooks for use 
in judicial education and for courtroom 
use. Topics covered in recent programs 
include bioethical issues, handling 
toxic torts, drugs and the courts, do
mestic violence, AIDS and other medi
cal-legal issues, and a course on race 
and gender bias in court proceedings. 

Funding for the Judicial College op
erations has come from three main 
sources: tuition paid by the partici
pants or their courts; grants and gifts 
made by foundations, corporations, in
dividuals and Government agencies; 
and income from the college's endow
ment. The operations budget is ap
proaching $4 million a year. 

Since State courts handle more than 
97 percent of the legal business in the 
Nation, training of these judges is vital 
to the strength of the entire system. 
The over 27,000 judges in the State 
courts look to the Judicial College for 
leadership in achieving justice through 
quality judicial education. While the 
resources of many States have de
clined, the need for better training of 
the judiciary in the face of growing 
caseloads has increased. While literally 
hundreds of judges want to come to the 
college, the economy in many States 
has restricted their financial ability, 
resulting in a significant shortfall to 
the college. It is unfortunate that at a 
time of greatest need for judges to in
creases their competence and produc
tivity, training funds are drying up. 

This is why I have asked the commit
tee for a direct appropriation to the 
National Judicial College to assist 
judges who want to attend the college, 
providing financial help for tuition and 
travel. The college's successful work 
over more than a quarter century dem
onstrates the contribution it has made 
and its unique role in assisting State 
courts. I hope the Senate will approve 
this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate on the amendment? If 
not, the question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from South 
Carolina. 

The amendment (No. 931) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Madam President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. RUDMAN. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the pend
ing committee amendment be tempo
rarily set aside. 

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



20528 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE July 30, 1991 
AMENDMENT NO. 932 

(Purpose: Delay of Implementation of new 
legislation affecting visas for artists and 
entertainers ("0" and "P" visas)) 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Madam President, I 
send an amendment to the desk on be
half of myself, Senator KENNEDY and 
Senator SIMPSON. This amendment, 
too, has been cleared on both sides. It 
delays the implementation of new leg
islation affecting visas for artists and 
entertainers. An error was inadvert
ently made in the Immigration and Na
tionality Act. So in our immigration 
section we are simply providing Con
gress time to enact legislation to cor
rect the error. 

I send the amendment to the desk 
and ask for its consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report this amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
HOLLINGS], for himself, Mr. KENNEDY and Mr. 
SIMPSON proposes an amendment numbered 
932. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the read
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 20, line 7, under the heading Immi

gration and Naturalization Service, insert 
before the period the following new proviso: 
": Provided further, That, until April 1, 1992, 
none of the funds appropriated by this Act 
shall be used to enforce section 214(g)(l)(C) of 
the Immigration and Nationality Act (8 
U.S.C. 1184(g)(l)(C)) or sections 207(a) or 
207(b) of the Immigration Act of 1990 (Public 
Law 101-&i9), and that until such date aliens 
seeking admission as artists, athletes, enter
tainers or fashion models (or for the purpose 
of accompanying or assisting in an artistic 
or athletic performance or as the spouse or 
child of such a nonimmigrant) shall be ad
mitted by the Attorney General under the 
terms of section 101(a)(15) (H)(i)(b) of the Im
migration and Naltionality Act (8 U.S.C. 
110l(a)(15)(H)(i)(b)) as in effect on September 
30, 1991.". 

Mr. SEYMOUR. Mr. President, I rise 
as a cosponsor of the amendment of
fered by my good friend from Wyoming, 
the distinguished minority whip, Sen
ator SIMPSON. I believe this amend
ment will be of great assistance to the 
Federal Government's efforts to meet 
one of its major immigration respon
sibilities: to effectively and expedi
tiously deport convicted alien felons. 

For many regions of the Nation, es
pecially along the Southwest border, 
the growing presence of alien felons in 
county jails and State prisons is a se
vere and costly problem. The State of 
California alone expends a minimum of 
$250 million each year to identify, pros
ecute, incarcerate, and deport alien fel
ons. 

As my colleagues know, the deporta
tion of convicted aliens the minute 
they're released from prison was iden
tified by Congress as a top priority 

when we enacted the Immigration Act 
of 1990. We must not retreat from this 
priority. But simply identifying this 
problem is not enough. We must make 
the necessary funding decisions to at
tack the problem and meet the prior
ity. 

Recently, modest but important 
steps have been taken by the Senate 
that reaffirms our commitment to this 
issue. Several weeks ago, the Senate 
adopted an amendment that I intro
duced to the comprehensive crime bill, 
which creates a new civil fine imposed 
on any individual who induces or co
erces an alien to commit an aggravated 
felony. The money collected from this 
fine is to be deposited in a criminal 
alien identification and removal fund, 
and used to assist the INS and the 
States identify and deport alien felons, 
and to fund any of the 20 additional im
migration judge positions created 
under last year's immigration bill. 

Another step was taken when the 
Senate passed the Treasury, Postal ap
propriations bill. This legislation in
cludes $10 million for 100 additional 
Border Patrol agents. Mr. President, I 
believe the best method to combat 
alien felons in our country is to have 
effective enforcement at the border. 
After all, it is much better to prevent 
an alien felon from entering our Nation 
than to respond to his violent acts on 
our streets. And our priority of deport
ing alien felons in this country will 
mean nothing unless we have the capa
bility to keep them from coming back 
in. Though I was pleased to support 
this funding increase, I strongly be
lieve that much more needs to be done 
in this area, and I intend to work with 
my colleagues and with the adminis
tration to insure that our borders are 
secure. 

The amendment that we have before 
us today also represents an important 
step. This amendment will target $1.5 
million for 10 of the 20 additional im
migration judges that were called for 
in last year's Immigration ~ct. With 
this additional support, we can move 
closer to reaching our goal, one that 
will result in alien felons taking their 
first steps outside of prison into a wait
ing vehicle, its destination beyond the 
borders of our Nation. 

This amendment will be of great im
portance to our efforts, especially if 
my addition to the crime bill is en
acted into law. By funding these judi
cial positions under this appropriations 
measure, the criminal alien and identi
fication and removal fund can be used 
more toward assisting the INS and the 
States in their efforts to identify and 
deport alien felons. 

Mr. President, when an alien illegally 
crosses the border, that individual is 
the responsibility of the Federal Gov
ernment. Their very act of crossing the 
border violates Federal law. Therefore, 
it is up to us to deal with them. Our re
sponsibility to incarcerate and deport 

those aliens who participate in felo
nious activities is even greater. 

I intend to revisit the issue, Mr. 
President, because quite frankly, even 
with the actions we've been taking on 
this issue, much more needs to be done. 
If it takes gradual steps like the 
amendment before us today, then so be 
it. But we must fully address the im
pact that criminal aliens are having on 
State and local governments, State and 
local prisons, as well as comm uni ties 
across America. The cost in terms of 
dollars and lives is something that we 
can't ignore any longer. 

Mr. President, I commend my col
leagues from Massachusetts and Wyo
ming for their efforts to bring this 
amendment to the floor, and I look for
ward to working with them on this 
issue in the future. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Madam President, I 
urge adoption of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
is no further debate on the amendment, 
the question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from South 
Carolina. 

The amendment (No. 932) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Madam President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. RUDMAN. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Madam President, 
that takes up the housekeeping. We 
know of two amendments, one with re
spect to the legal services and one with 
respect to the census. They will not be 
long debated amendments. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Madam President, I 
had hoped that we might get to the 
legal service amendments at this time 
because I wish to be heard on it. So I 
am going to suggest to the chairman 
that in the interest of time if he would 
be prepared to offer his census amend
ment, then that can be debated. 

I know there are some Senators who 
wish to come to the floor to speak on 
it. We could get a rollcall vote on that 
hopefully early in the evening. 

Then I would attempt to come back 
to the floor because I know the Senator 
from South Carolina has asked me to 
speak on it in opposition to the Gramm 
legal services amendment which I have 
every intention of doing. I wonder if we 
might do that. Senator HATFIELD 
should certainly be here by 5 o'clock to 
continue managing the bill with the 
chairman. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Very good. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, the pending committee 
amendment is set aside. 

AMENDMENT NO. 933 

(Purpose: To correct errors in the 1990 
Census) 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Madam President, I 
send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will now report the amendment. 
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The assistant legislative clerk read 

as follows: 
The Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 

HOLLINGS], for himself and Mr. THURMOND, 
proposes an amendment numbered 933. 

At the appropriate place, insert the follow
ing: 

SEC. . The decennial census of population 
of 1990 shall be adjusted to reflect the 
changes recommended on June 21, 1991, by 
the Post Enumeration Commission and the 
Director of the Census. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Madam President, 
what I have here is an amendment to 
this particular amendment to make 
certain the count of the census shall 
not apply to political reapportionment. 
It is well thought out. It is affirmative 
to the State. 

AMENDMENT NO. 934 TO AMENDMENT NO. 933 
(Purpose: To correct errors in the 1990 

Census) 
Mr. HOLLINGS. Madam President, I 

send an amendment to that amend
ment and ask the clerk to report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment is in order 
and now the clerk will report the 
amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
HOLLINGS] proposes an amendment numbered 
934 to the amendment No. 933. 

Amend the pending amendment by insert
ing the following after the word "CENSUS" on 
line 4, ", except that such adjustment shall 
not apply to political reapportionment". 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Madam President, 
the intent of this amendment is to fol
low through on the very judicious and 
deliberate approach that we made in 
the census count. The census count is 
fundamental. 

This is a very simple amendment. It 
is an amendment that ensures that ap
proximately 5.3 million Americans are 
not denied the right to be counted, to 
be included in the 1990 decennial cen
sus. This is an issue that goes to the 
very heart of why we have a Federal 
Government and why we perform a de
cennial census. The importance of an 
accurate census count has been recog
nized since this Nation began-the re
quirement for the decennial census was 
included by the Founding Fathers in 
article 1, section 2, of our Constitution. 

Article 1, section 2, of the Constitu
tion the Founding Fathers provided 
just that for a decennial census, and we 
have been following through with that 
each 10-year period in the history of 
this land. However, in 1980, we learned 
that these counts, as well as they were 
attempted to be made, just were not 
accurate. There were a lot of people 
not found, not included, particularly in 
the field of the cities, particularly in 
the field of the minorities, and so the 
Congress then said well now, let us 
make as accurate a count as we pos
sibly can. And over the 10-year period 
we instituted a model over in the De
partment of Commerce, spending some 
60 million bucks for this model. We got 

the best demographers you could think 
of, the best counters and best experts 
and professionals in the field. 

Over that 10-year period we worked 
out a very good model. So when the 
count came in having expended not $2.5 
billion in the last 5 years to make the 
count, we thought this little $60 mil
lion real count adjustment could be 
made professionally and we were so 
prepared to do so. 

The importance of the census was re
cently summed up by its current Direc
tor, Barbara Everitt Bryant: 

The decennial census is the benchmark. It 
is the basis for drawing samples for all 
household surveys during the upcoming dec
ade.* * *It is the base from which estimates 
of the U.S population are made between cen
suses* * * [and] it is important for national 
social and economic statistics that this 
benchmark count be made as accurate as 
possible. 

Ten years ago, many felt that the 
1980 census had unfairly undercounted 
the America's population. So, for the 
past decade the Commerce Department 
and the Congress have focused re
sources on ensuring that the 1990 de
cennial census was the best, most accu
rate census ever. We funded approxi
mately $60 million to develop a 
postenumeration model to ensure that 
those who are traditionally 
undercounted were not undercounted 
again this time. 

Late last year, the census wrapped up 
its 1990 census efforts. And it was clear 
that, despite good intentions, the cen
sus had undercounted a lot of Ameri
cans. Communities across South Caro
lina began contacting my office to say, 
"The census count is not accurate. We 
have people here that were not count
ed." 

In fact, the model shows that for 
each of the States. My particular 
amendment provides for the some 5.3 
million Americans that were missed 
and are included in the 50 States. No 
State loses in the sense of how much 
they have right now in the number of 
persons. Some really increase mini
mally. Some increase where you have 
the largest cities or minorities, let us 
say, substantially. But there is no ac
tual cut from the actual count that is 
now being used and adopted by the 
Government. Because, when census 
performed its postenumeration survey, 
that is, it used that $60 million numeri
cal model, it found that these commu
nities were right. The census had 
undercounted 5.3 million Americans. 

In simple terms, the Census Bureau 
concluded last month that the 1990 cen
sus counted only 97.9 percent of Ameri
cans; it was 2.1 percent short. This 
undercount was greater for black 
Americans, Hispanic Americans, Na
tive Americans, and Americans of Pa
cific Islands heritage than it was for 
caucasians. The undercount also was 
regionally skewed. States served by 
some census regions, such as those in 
the Southeast from the Atlanta office, 

were less accurately counted. And, of 
course, in the Denver office, too, they 
were undercounted. And it is not sup
posed to operate that way. 

Madam President, the Census Bureau 
realized that mistakes had been made. 
It convened an Undercount Steering 
Committee to perform a technical as
sessment of the census count and the 
postenumeration survey. That commit
tee, made up of nonpolitical senior ca
reer, statistical, and demographic ex
perts, voted 7 to 2 to adust the census. 
The Director of the Bureau of the Cen
sus, Barbara Everitt Bryant, rec
ommended to the Secretary of Com
merce that, "The results of the 1990 
postenumeration survey be used to ad
just the 1990 census." She concluded: 

The quality of the 1990 postenumeration 
survey is excellent. Thus, for the first time 
in history, a tool exists with which to cor
rect the census enumeration to make it more 
accurate. Two independent types of research 
provide estimates that the resident popu
lation of the United States is 253 million, not 
248.7 million.* * * 

We all know what happened. The dis
tinguished Secretary of Commerce de
cided not to adjust the census. He dis
agreed with the professional opinion of 
the Director of the Census and the 
postenumeration panel. He felt that we 
had not had an adjustment in 200 years, 
so we should not have one now. 

Of course, we never had this post
enumeration survey in 200 years. We 
have never spent $60 million to go 
about it in a professional fashion be
fore. 

So what the Secretary of Commerce 
is saying is past censuses had errors in 
them and therefore this one should 
have an error also. 

Madam President, there are 103,000 
South Carolinians that were excluded 
from the census when Secretary 
Mosbacher made his decision. And of 
course we should not accept that nor 
should 5.3 million Americans across 
this Nation be excluded, I might say. 
They have a right to be counted. 

My amendment is very simple. Every 
State would be adjusted upward. No 
State would lose population. I will send 
a table to the desk along with this 
statement that provides the State by 
State adjustment. My amendment 
takes the recommendations of the Di
rector of the Census and expert panel 
she headed. It adjusts the census to 
achieve accuracy and to count the 5.3 
million Americans that Secretary 
Mosbacher refuses to acknowledge. 

My amendment does not seek to re
quire reapportionment of the other 
body. Rather, it relates to all other as
pects of the census, including the sim
ple fact of knowing how many people 
live in each State. 

Madam President, some have said 
"OK, let's stick with Mosbacher and 
not adjust the census. But let's invest 
in more models for the next census." 
Well, we already did invest $60 million 
in this postenumeration model. Since 
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1984, when the census began preparing 
for the 1990 census, the Congress, 
through this very State, Justice, and 
Commerce appropriations bill provided 
$2.5 billion for the census. 

We do not need to wait another 10 
years to get an accurate census. I do 
not want to tell 5.3 million Americans 
they must wait another 10 years in 
order to be counted. The time to adjust 
is now. It is the Congress' role, and it 
is our responsibility to do so. 

So, Madam President, accordingly, I 
send to the desk the adjustment count 
worked out by the Bureau of the Cen
sus and the Department of Commerce 
showing exactly what the initial 1 cen
sus count is, the postenumeration sur
vey, and the recommended increase for 
each of the 50 States. 

I ask unanimous consent that it be 
printed in the RECORD. 

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

SENATOR HOLLINGS CENSUS AMENDMENT 

Census rec-

Initial cen- ommended ad- Rec-
State justmenVpost- ommended 

sus count enumeration sur- increase 
vey 

Alabama 4,040,587 4,146,133 105,546 
Alaska .... :::::::::::::::::::::::::: 550,043 560,727 10,684 
Arizona ............................. 3,665,228 3,790,186 124,958 
Arkansas .......................... 2,350,725 2,402,925 52,200 
California ......................... 29,760,021 30,888,076 1,128,055 
Colorado 3,294,394 3,376,099 81.705 
Connectic~i ................... ..... 3,287,116 3,305,658 18,542 
Delaware ..... ::::::::::::::::::::: 666,168 686,661 20,493 
District of Columbia ........ 606,900 638,747 31 ,847 
Florida ····························· 12,937,926 13,277,708 339,782 
Georeia ............................ 6,478,216 6,632,561 154,345 
Hawaii ............................. 1,108,229 1,136,417 28,188 
Idaho 1,006,749 1,035,271 28,522 
Illinois ·:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 11,430,602 11 ,592,305 161,103 
Indiana 5,544,159 5,585,918 41,759 
lo111a ..... :::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 2,776,755 2,807,238 30,483 
Kansas ............................. 2,477,574 2,506,427 28,853 
Kentucky .......................... 3,685,296 3,767,824 82,528 
Louisiana ......................... 4,219,973 4,332,297 112,324 
Maine ............................... 1,227,928 1,240,076 12,148 
Maryland .......................... 4,781,468 4,868,990 87,522 
Massachusetts .. .............. 6,016,425 6,039,315 22,890 
Michigan .......................... 9,295,297 9,403,964 108,667 
Minnesota ........................ 4,375,099 4,419,180 44,081 
Mississippi 2,573,216 2,632,412 59,196 
Missouri ........................... 5,ll7,073 5,184,411 67,338 
Montana .......................... 799,065 822,092 23,027 
Nebraska .............. ........... 1,578,385 1,594,894 16,509 
Nevada 1,201,833 1,231,620 29,787 
New Haniiisiiiie .. ::::::::::::::: 1,109,252 1,115,972 6,720 
New Jersey ....................... 7,730,188 7,836,174 105,986 
New Mexico ...................... 1,515,069 1,586,489 71,420 
New Yorll 17,990,455 18,304,414 313,959 
North caroiiiia .. ::::::::::::::::: 6,628,637 6,814,693 186,056 
North Dakota 638,800 647,837 9,037 
Ohio .............. ::::::::::::::::::: 10,847,115 10,933,439 86,324 
Oklahoma 3,145,585 3,213,646 68,061 
Oregon ..... :::::::::::::::::::::::: 2,842,321 2,898,058 55,737 
Pennsylvania ................... 11,881,643 11,956,891 75,248 
Rhode Island ................... 1,003,464 1,006,150 2,686 
South Carolina 3,486,703 3,589,808 103,105 
South Dakota ... :::::::::::::::: 696,004 706,954 10,950 
Tennessee ........................ 4,877,185 5,012,173 134,988 
Texas 16,986,510 17,550,747 564,237 
Utah .. ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 1,722,850 1,757,423 34,573 
Vermont ........................... 562,758 570,651 7,893 
Virginia ............................ 6,187,358 6,352,705 165,347 
Washineton ...................... 4,866,692 4,986,607 119,915 
West Vireinia ................... 1,793,477 1,842,267 48,790 
Wisconsin ........................ 4,891,769 4,923,844 32,075 
W)l:Jming .......................... 453,588 466,067 12,479 

SENATOR HOLLINGS CENSUS AMENDMENT-Continued 

Census rec-

Initial cen- ommended ad- Rec-
State justmenVpost- om mended sus count enumeration sur- increase 

vey 

Total ................... 248,709,873 253,979,141 5,269,268 

Mr. RUDMAN. Madam President, I 
rise regretfully to oppose the amend
ment because obviously the chairman 
and I agree on just about everything in 
this bill. But I must say that this is 
one where I must part company. 

Let me make a point up front here. 
My distinguished friend from South 
Carolina has just introduced in the 
RECORD an exhibit which shows that in
deed every State gets some increase. 
That is true. It is also true that this 
does not affect the congresssional re
apportionment. 

But there are winners and losers in 
this list. Although it is true that every 
one gets an increase in population, 
some get an increase in population 
share as it applies to Federal funds and 
others get a decrease in population 
share as it applies to Federal funds, be
cause the general sum of money that is 
there in some of these programs re
mains the same and it is done on a per 
capital basis in many cases. 

Let me just say briefly in the few 
moments that I have here why I oppose 
this. We had an excellent hearing. The 
Secretary testified and, as the chair
man indicated, the Director of the Cen
sus testified. I thought they were both 
very persuasive. It was a close call. 

But the thing that is very apparent 
to me is that, although this is the best 
statistical model that can be produced 
at this time, it is still a statistical 
model and, in examination of the wit
ness, Dr. Bryant, it became apparent to 
me that it could be improved upon. 

I asked the Director of the Census 
whether I would be overstepping my 
bounds if I called the estimate an edu
cated guess. Her response was, no, it 
was not an educated guess, but it was 
their best professional judgment at 
this time. In my view, that equates to 
the best educated guess. 

The 1990 census was incredibly accu
rate. As a matter of fact, in a country 
as diverse as ours, 98 percent of the 253 
million people were in fact counted. 

I think it is important to clear up 
misconceptions about the census, and I 
base this on data from the department. 
The process which they want to use to 
adjust this flawed census is as flawed 
as the census may be itself. This is a 
statistical adjustment. This is not a re
count. 

Many people think we are talking 
about going out and counting people 
again. That is not what they are going 
to do. What they are going to do is add 
6 million unidentified people to the 
census by duplicating the records of 6 
million people identified, and then sub
tract over 900,000 people who were iden
tified and counted. Thus, some people 
who were identified and counted will be 
counted in the census, and some people 
who were never identified and counted 
will be in the census. That may be sta
tistically proper. But under examina
tion at that hearing, it became very 
clear, at least to me, that some work 
needed to be done. 

We have a 98-percent count. That is 
probably better than we will get any 
other way, and I am not sure we will 
have 100 percent if we follow the 
amendment of the Senator from South 
Carolina. 

I have here, if anyone is interested 
when they come to the floor, a share 
analysis, showing what share of Fed
eral funds will be affected in each 
State, by the amendment of the Sen
ator. There are some winners. There 
are some losers. As a matter of fact, I 
think, curiously, it is about 25 winners 
and 25 losers, which leads me to believe 
that the vote might be 50 to 49. I am 
just not sure of the one Senator who 
will not be voting today, on which side 
of the issue he is. But at any rate, it is 
really that close. 

The Secretary of Commerce made a 
very good point at our hearing. His 
point was that he felt the census was 
accurately done, it was thoroughly 
done. He admitted freely some groups 
were not properly counted because of 
their movement around the country 
and the difficulty in pinning some 
groups down. I understand that. He 
said they will try to do better next 
time. 

There is going to be a new study as to 
how to do better but I am not sure we 
will ever do better than 98 percent. 

Mr. President, unless the chairman 
wishes to respond in any way, I am 
going to leave the floor. I know a num
ber of Senators wish to come to the 
floor to discuss this. 

I notice Senator HATFIELD is now 
here to ably assist the chairman. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a list of States as a percent 
of the U.S. population be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

5. POPULATION SHARE: STATES AS A PERCENT OF THE U.S. POPULATION BASED ON THE 1990 ENUMERATION COUNT AND THE POST-ENUMERATION SURVEY (PES) 

State 

California ......................................................................................... ........ .................................... .. .... ............ .......... ................ ...................... ... : .......... .. 
Texas ... ............ ...................................................................... ........................ ... ....... ...................................................................................................... . 

1990 Census Enumeration 

Resident cen
sus enumera

tion 1 

Percent of 
U.S. total 

(I) (2) 

29,760,021 
16,986,510 

11.9658 
6.8298 

Selected PES Estimates 

Estimated Percent of population U.S. total (rounded) 

(3) (4) 

30,888,,000 12.1617 
17,551 ,000 6.9104 

Margin of Increase/de-
crease in pop- error on in-

crease/de-ulation share crease2 

(5)=(4H2l (6) 

0.1959 0.1152 
.0806 .0598 
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5. POPULATION SHARE: STATES AS A PERCENT OF THE U.S. POPULATION BASED ON THE 1990 ENUMERATION COUNT AND THE POST-ENUMERATION SURVEY (PES)-Continued 

1990 Census Enumeration Selected PES Estimates Margin of 
error on in
crease/de-

State Resident cen-
sus enumera-

lion 1 

(I) 

12,937,926 
3,665,228 
6,628,637 
1.515,069 
6,187,358 
4,877,185 
3,486,703 
4,219,973 
4,040,587 

606,900 
6,478,216 
4,866,692 
3,294,394 
1,793,477 

666,168 
1,006,749 

799,065 
1.201,833 
3,685,296 
2,573,216 
1.108,229 

453,588 
2,350,725 
3,145,585 

248,709,873 

550,043 
1,722,850 

696,004 
562.758 
638,800 

2,842,321 
4,781,468 
1.227,928 
1,578,385 
1,109,252 
1.003,464 
2,477,574 
2.776,755 
5,117,073 
4,375,099 
3,287,116 
7,730,188 

17,990,455 
4,891,769 
5,544,159 

11 ,430,602 
9,295,297 
6,016,425 

10,847.115 
11 ,881.643 

Percent of 
U.S. total 

(2) 

5.2020 
1.4737 
2.6652 
0.6092 
2.4878 
1.9610 
1.4019 
1.6967 
1.6246 
0.2440 
2.6047 
1.9568 
1.3246 
0.7211 
0.2678 
0.4048 
0.3213 
0.4832 
1.4818 
1.0346 
0.4456 
0.1824 
0.9452 
1.2648 

100 

.2212 

.6927 

.2798 

.2263 

.2568 
1.1428 
1.9225 
.4937 
.6346 
.4460 
.4035 
.9962 

1.1165 
2.0574 
1.7591 
1.3217 
3.1081 
7.2335 
1.9669 
2.2292 
4.5960 
3.7374 
2.4191 
4.3614 
4.7773 

Estimated 
population 
(rounded) 

(3) 

Percent of 
U.S. total 

(4) 

5.2280 
1.4923 
2.6833 

.6245 
2.5014 
1.9734 
1.4135 
1.7057 
1.6324 
.2516 

2.6116 
1.9636 
1.3292 
.7253 
.2705 
.4075 
.3237 

0.4851 
1.4836 
1.0363 
.4473 
.1835 
.9461 

1.2655 

100 

.2209 

.6918 

.2784 

.2248 

.2551 
1.1410 
1.9171 
.4882 
.6280 
.4394 
.3961 
.9867 

1.1052 
2.0411 
1.7399 
1.3017 
3.0853 
7.2069 
1.9388 
2.1994 
4.5642 
3.7027 
2.3778 
4.3047 
4.7079 

Increase/de
crease in pop
ulation share 

(5l=(4)-{2) 

.0260 

.0186 

.0181 

.0153 

.0136 

.0124 

.0116 

.0090 

.0078 

.0076 

.0069 

.0068 

.0046 

.0042 

.0027 

.0027 

.0024 

.0019 

.0018 

.0017 

.0017 

.0011 

.0009 

.0007 

0.0 

- .0003 
- .0009 
-.0014 
- .0015 
- .0017 
-.0018 
- .0054 
- .0055 
- .0066 
- .0066 
- .0074 
- .0095 
- .0113 
-0163 
- .0192 
- .0200 
- .0228 
- .0266 
- .0281 
- .0298 
-.0318 
-.0347 
-.0413 
-.0567 
- .0694 

crease2 

(6) 

.0455 

.0154 

.0224 

.0071 

.0203 

.0173 

.0130 

.0143 

.0142 

.0029 

.0220 

.0189 

.0137 

.0070 

.0026 

.0045 

.0036 

.0050 

.0138 

.0093 

.0052 

.0019 

.0088 

.0110 

NA 

.0021 

.0080 

.0030 

.0033 

.0026 

.0112 

.0187 

.0063 

.0054 

.0050 

.0047 

.0080 

.0110 

.0164 

.0141 

.0153 

.0332 

.0714 

.0161 

.0183 

.0368 

.0308 

.0276 

.0347 

.0484 

1 The population counts released are subject to possible correction for undercount or overcount. The United States Department of Commerce is considering whether to correct the counts and will publish corrected counts, if any, no later 
than July 15, 1991. 

2 Add to and subtract from increase/decrease in population share to obtain a 95% confidence interval. 

(Mr. ROCKEFELLER assumed the 
chair.) 

Mr. HOLLINGS. If the distinguished 
Senator will yield? 

. Mr. RUDMAN. I will be happy to 
yield. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I think the way the 
amendment is now postured at the 
desk, it might be two amendments. I 
would like to amend the original 
amendment so that that language ap
pears, "that such adjustment shall not 
apply to political reapportionment." 

Can I just amend the one? So it is 
just one amendment to be voted on up 
there. Is that correct? I think we sent 
two amendments to the desk, Mr. 
President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendments are pending-there are 
two. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Can we just amend 
the second amendment and withdraw 
the other amendment? 

Mr. RUDMAN. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Is it my understanding what we are 
now doing in a parliamentary fashion 
is to take the original amendment the 

Senator from South Carolina offered, 
tag on the language, the simple sen
tence, contained in the second amend
ment, merge that into the first amend
ment, that will be the pending first-de
gree amendment, and there will be no 
second-degree amendment so if any
body wished to there could be a second
degree amendment to the pending 
amendment? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Oh, yes. I ask con
sent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That can 
be accomplished by adopting the sec
ond-degree amendment. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Either way. Or ask 
consent it be treated that way. Either 
way. 

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

The amendment (No. 934) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, just 
briefly, before the distinguished Sen
ator leaves, I really despaired over the 
idea of winners and losers. The truth of 
the matter is that everybody has been 
talking, on both sides of the aisle and 
all over this Capitol, about fairness. 

All I am trying to do is get the people 
who were not counted-included in our 
count. We did not go about it with win
ners and losers. This was not politi
cally drawn. When you really politicize 
it, you really go against the fairness. 

If they want to look at it and analyze 
whether by me getting some more but 
not quite as much as another, whether 
the population of Chicago is 3 million 
or 4 million, whether the population of 
New York is 7 million or 10 million or 
whatever, that does not disturb the 
Senator from South Carolina. 

What happens is we want to count 
people wherever they are and let us, in 
the sense of fairness, not run around 
and alarm everyone with the Mos
bacher approach of winners and losers. 
It was a professional job until they 
started treating it politically-winners 
and losers-because every State gained 
under the particular model made by 
the demographers, and a nonpolitical 
group that got together. The Congress 
had spent $60 million to get them to
gether. Nobody faulted the model, or 
anything else of that kind. They just 
looked and said: Wait a minute, now, I 
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know what I had and then what I am 
going to get. I am going to get some 
more but, wait a minute, another State 
over here is going to get even more, so 
let me vote against that other State's 
citizens being counted. 

That is on the point of fairness. 
On the point of waste, let us not 

spend $60 million and then totally 
throw it out the window and say let us 
study it further. That is a typical 
Washington approach to a problem. 

If you want to do away with waste
and I might add fraud and abuse-be
cause we defrauded ourselves. We said 
this is what we are going to do, in 1980, 
to make sure. The distinguished Sen
ator from New Hampshire, being chair
man of this subcommittee, included 
these millions in there while he was 
chairman to make sure it was done 
right. Now that he gets the answer I 
am sure, in fairness , the Senator would 
want to include these people and not 
exclude them. 

Certainly it is, coming from frugal 
New Hampshire, we would not spend $60 
million and then forget about it. 

Mr. RUDMAN. I would be delighted 
to include these people if I knew which 
people to include. I think that is our 
problem and I think the problem is the 
way they are going to do it statis
tically I find unsatisfactory. The Sen
ator may have gotten a better mark in 
math than I got in high school and he 
may be right but it did not sound right 
to me. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. What was wrong 
with it? I had no way of trying to dis
pute it. I looked, too, to try to find out 
how Ms. Bryant and her team went 
about it. I said, did they get in there 
with overweight of, say, some kind of 
minority influence and politically 
started including people? Then when I 
looked at the different States and ev
erything else, that is what prompted 
me to put up the amendment. 

Mr. RUDMAN. We were at the same 
hearing and heard the same words. 
Maybe we interpreted them differently. 
I just got a sense at that hearing, lis
tening to all the testimony, that al
though Dr. Bryant and her experts had 
put together the best model they could 
at this time, I got the distinct impres
sion they did not have that much con
fidence in that model themselves. 

So I would rather have an error that 
I know, which is 2 percent, than an 
error that I do not know, which you 
might have after this adjustment. I do 
not think it would spread things, nec
essarily, in the right way. That is my 
objection. It is my only objection. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Dr. Bryant and her 
team voted 3 to 1 to make the adjust
ment. That did not sound like they 
were hesitant. 

Mr. RUDMAN. They might be more 
willing to take risks than I am. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Is there some way to 
get colleagues to the floor who want to 
talk or can we arrange for a vote? 

I see Senator GRAMM now is here. 
Mr. RUDMAN. Unfortunately, I 

would like to be here when the Gramm 
amendment is considered and the Hol
lings amendment is pending. So I hope 
we could at least suggest the absence 
of a quorum. I am going to do that and 
ask the cloakrooms to get people down 
here to debate the amendment. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I sug

gest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I ask unan

imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
ROCKEFELLER). Without objection, it is 
so ordered. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent to speak as in morning 
business. 

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

SIGNING OF THE START TREATY 
IN MOSCOW 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, President 
Bush and President Gorbachev deserve 
strong commendation for their resolve 
and perseverance in bringing the 
START Treaty to fruition. They have 
completed a long task, which began 
with President Johnson at Glasboro in 
1968, was continued by President Nixon 
with SALT I, President Ford with the 
Vladivostok Accord, and President 
Carter with SALT II. We have not had 
rules of the road for strategic nuclear 
weapons since President Reagan with
drew from the unratified SALT II Trea
ty in 1986. 

While no treaty itself solves all the 
problems of the nuclear arms race, the 
new START Treaty will remove a large 
number of the most destabilizing weap
ons, the kinds that might be mistak
enly used in a crisis situation. For ex
ample, ST ART will reduce the numbers 
of the Soviet's most lethal weapon, the 
SS-18, by one-half, from 308 to 154. This 
corresponds to a reduction of more 
than one SS-18 missile every 20 days 
over the 7-year reduction period, and 
one SS-18 warhead removed every 2 
days. START will also cut the total 
number of Soviet ballistic missile war
heads based on land and sea in half, 
from 10,000 to 5,000, a reduction of al
most 2 ballistic warheads per day over 
the 7-year period. 

We are all acutely aware of the 
present financial plight of the Soviet 
Union-a situation substantially cre
ated by misplaced priorities and dis
proportionate spending for military 

programs over many decades. I hope 
the real reductions on both sides, re
quired by the START Treaty, will give 
the Soviets the confidence to trans
form much of their military-industrial 
complex-which consumes some 25 per
cent of their GNP-to peaceful pur
poses. 

With the Treaty on Intermediate Nu
clear Forces, INF, ratified 3 years ago, 
the nuclear testing treaties ratified 
with new verification protocols in 1990, 
and the Treaty on Conventional Armed 
Forces in Europe, CFE, now before the 
Senate, we are at long last living up to 
the visioin of verifiable arms control 
and reduction of strategic arms as a 
stabilizing force for peace. 

I look forward to the submission of 
the START Treaty to the Senate early 
this fall. When the treaty is received, 
the Foreign Relations Committee will 
examine the details of the ST ART 
Treaty with thorough hearings. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

COMMERCE, JUSTICE AND STATE, 
THE JUDICIARY, AND RELATED 
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT, FISCAL YEAR 1992 
The Senate continued with the con

sideration of the bill. 
Mr. HOLLINGS. Pending the attend

ance of two of our distinguished col
leagues, I will withhold comments 
awaiting their arrival. Mr. President, I 
am reading here from the recommenda
tion of the Director of the Bureau of 
Census, and it says: 

As Director of the Bureau of the Census, I, 
Barbara Everitt Bryant, recommend to Sec
retary of Commerce, Robert A. Mosbacher, 
that results of the 1990 Post-Enumeration 
Survey be used to statistically adjust the 
1990 census. 

I make this recommendation for these rea
sons: 

1. I believe that statistical adjustment, 
while far from a perfect procedure, will on 
average increase the accuracy of the 1990 
census. 

2. A majority of the Undercount Steering 
Committee, comprised of nine senior, career, 
statistical and demographic experts in the 
Bureau of the Census, believe statistical ad
justment leads to an improvement in the 
counts as enumerated. I have sat through the 
months of deliberations of this Committee as 
an ex-officio member. Most particularly, I sat 
in on extensive deliberations from mid-April 
to mid-June 1991. The Committee evaluated 
the Post-Enumeration Survey and use of the 
model for adjustment that was pre-specified 
in April 1990. I have listened to research 
teams and consultants supervised by mem
bers of this Committee present results of 19 
studies to evaluate the quality of the Post-
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Enumeration Survey and 11 studies of Demo
graphic Analysis, the alternative method 
used to estimate the population. 

3. The 1990 census counted approximately 
98 percent of the population of the United 
States. Compared to all other survey-type ef
forts, whether done by government agencies, 
academic survey research centers, or private 
sector survey organizations, counting 98 per
cent of a diversified population in a demo
cratic country with no mandatory individual 
or household registration is an extraordinary 
feat. However, there remains about 2 percent 
of the population who cannot be reached by 
enumeration efforts, for reasons of being dis
connected from the society, not understand
ing the census, apathy, or purposefully 
avoiding being counted. According to the 
Post-Enumeration Survey, approximately 5.3 
million persons were uncounted in the 1990 
census of whom 1.5 million were Blacks and 
3.8 million Non-Blacks (a substantial number 
of the Non-Blacks were Hispanics). The size 
of the population that cannot be enumerated 
has grown over the past decade. 

4. The Bureau of the Census has measured 
census undercount since 1940. This under
count is differentially higher for Blacks than 
Non-Blacks, for males than females. It is 
time to correct this historical problem. Ex
traordinary efforts were made in 1990 to re
duce the differential undercount. The dif
ferential was not reduced. There is no cur
rently identifiable methodology to attain 100 
percent population coverage via enumera
tion in 2000. With the increasing diversity of 
the country, a growing diversity documented 
by the 1990 census, the problem could be 
larger in 2000. Thus correcting for the small 
percent who cannot be reached should be ad
dressed now. 

5. The decennial census is the benchmark. 
It is the basis for drawing samples for all 
other household surveys during the decade, 
surveys that provide the Federal Govern
ment with many of the economic and social 
indicators used for program planning and 
evaluation. It is the basis from which esti
mates of the population are made between 
censuses. It is important for national social 
and economic statistics that this benchmark 
count be made as accurate as possible. 

6. The quality of the 1990 Post-Enumera
tion Survey is excellent. Thus-for the first 
time in history-a tool exists with which to 
correct the census enumeration to make it 
more accurate. Two independent types of re
search provide estimates that the resident 
population of the United States is 253-254 
million, not 248.7 million, as enumerated. 

There is no perfect truth as to the size and 
distribution of the population. Adjusting 
may bring the numbers closer to the truth, 
but precise truth cannot be measured. Ad
justment, while improving counts for a ma
jority of states and communities, may not 
improve the count for every community; it 
may even reduce accuracy for some. There 
are places where the count, as enumerated, 
is closer to the truth. 

I ask unanimous consent that report, 
the recommendations to the Secretary 
of Commerce by the distinguished Di
rector of the Bureau of the Census, 
dated June 28, 1991, be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

RECOMMENDATION TO SECRETARY OF COM
MERCE RoBERT A. MOSBACHER ON WHETHER 
OR NOT TO ADJUST THE 1990 CENSUS 

(By Barbara Everitt Bryant, Director, Bu
reau of the Census, Department of Com
merce) 

June 28, 1991. 
This section of the report is organized in 

three sections: Recommendation; Back
ground; Discussion of Guidelines. 

RECOMMENDATION 

There now exists one enumeration and two 
estimates of the resident population of the 
United States on April 1, 1990: 
Resident population as 

enumerated in the 1990 
census (an additional 
922,000 overseas military, 
Federal employees and 
their dependents were 
added to the resident 
population to make up 
the apportionment popu
lation of 249,632,692 deliv-
ered to President George 
Bush December 26, 1990) .. 

Estimate of resident popu
lation from Demographic 
Analysis (DA) ................ . 

Estimate of resident popu
lation from Post-Enu-
meration Survey (PES) 
using Selected PES 
Model. This is the "ad
justed" resident count .... 

248, 709,873 

253,393, 786 

253,979,141 
The latter two estimates were made using 

the most extensive post-census research ever 
conducted by the Bureau of the Census. Rec
ommendation: As Director of the Bureau of 
the Census, I, Barbara Everitt Bryant, rec
ommend to Secretary of Commerce, Robert 
A. Mosbacher, that results of the 1990 Post
Enumeration Survey be used to statistically 
adjust the 1990 census. 

I make this recommendation for these rea
sons: 

1. I believe that statistical adjustment, 
while far from a perfect procedure, will on 
average increase the accuracy of the 1990 
census. 

2. A majority of the Undercount Steering 
Committee, comprised of nine senior, career, 
statistical and demographic experts in the 
Bureau of the Census, believe statistical ad
justment leads to an improvement in the 
counts as enumerated. I have sat through the 
months of deliberations of this Committee as 
an ex-officio member. Most particularly, I 
sat in on extensive deliberations from mid
April to mid-June 1991. The Committee eval
uated the Post-Enumeration Survey and use 
of the model for adjustment that was pre
specified in April 1990. I have listened to re
search teams and consultants supervised by 
members of this Committee present results 
of 19 studies to evaluate the quality of the 
Post-Enumeration Survey and 11 studies of 
Demographic Analysis, the alternative 
method used to estimate the population. 

3. The 1990 census counted approximately 
98 percent of the population of the United 
States. Compared to all other survey-type ef
forts, whether done by government agencies, 
academic survey research centers, or private 
sector survey organizations, counting 98 per
cent of a diversified population in a demo
cratic country with no mandatory individual 
or household registration is an extraordinary 
feat. However, there remains about 2 percent 
of the population who cannot be reached by 
enumeration efforts, for reasons of being dis
connected from the society, not understand
ing the census, apathy, or purposefully 
avoiding being counted. According to the 
Post-Enumeration Survey, approximately 5.3 

million persons were uncounted in the 1990 
census of whom 1.5 million were Blacks and 
3.8 million Non-Blacks (a substantial number 
of the Non-Blacks were Hispanics). The size 
of the population that cannot be enumerated 
has grown over the past decade. 

4. The Bureau of the Census has measured 
census undercount since 1940. This under
count is differentially higher for Blacks that 
Non-Blacks, for males than females. It is 
time to correct this historical problem. Ex
traordinary efforts were made in 1990 to re
duce the differential undercount. The dif
ferential was not reduced. There is no cur
rently identifiable methodology to attain 100 
percent population coverage via enumera
tion in 2000. With the increasing diversity of 
the country, a growing diversity documented 
by the 1990 census, the problem could be 
larger in 2000. Thus correcting for the small 
percent who cannot be reached should be ad
dressed now. 

5. The decennial census is the benchmark. 
It is the basis for drawing samples for all 
other household surveys during the decade, 
surveys that provide the Federal Govern
ment with many of the economic and social 
indicators used for program planning and 
evaluation. It is the base from which esti
mates of the population are made between 
censuses. It is important for national social 
and economic statistics that this benchmark 
count be made as accurate as possible. 

6. The quality of the 1990 Post-Enumera
tion Survey is excellent. Thus-for the first 
time in history-a tool exists with which to 
correct the census enumeration to make it 
more accurate. Two independent types of re
search provide estimates that the resident 
population of the United States is 253-254 
million, not 248.7 million, as enumerated. 

There is no perfect truth as to the size and 
distribution of the population. Adjusting 
may bring the numbers closer to the truth, 
but precise truth cannot be measured. Ad
justment, while improving counts for a ma
jority of states and communities, may not 
improve the count for every community; it 
may even reduce accuracy for some. There 
are places where the count, as enumerated, 
is closer to the truth. 

Adjustment is an issue about which rea
sonable me.n and women and the best stat
isticians and demographers can disagree. The 
minority viewpoint expressed in the Census 
Bureau's report, which follows my report, il
lustrates this. 

I stand, however, with the majority of the 
Census Bureau's Undercount Steering Com
mittee on judging that adjustment would im
prove the 1990 census. 

BACKGROUND 

The Bureau of the Census used two types of 
research to evaluate the completeness of the 
1990 census. These are described more fully 
in Appendices 3-5, but are summarized here. 

Demographic analysis 

Postcensus research to estimate the ade
quacy of census enumeration (coverage) of 
the population is not new. Demographic 
Analysis-using birth, death, immigration 
and other noncensus administrative records 
goes back to 1940. Historically, postcensus 
research has been conducted for evaluation 
purposes to assist in planning the next cen
sus rather than for adjusting the most recent 
one. 

Census Bureau demographers have im
proved and refined Demographic Analysis 
through the years, using new analyses of his
torical data and findings from each census to 
improve estimates. Thus, it has been possible 
to make retrospective corrections to Demo-
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graphic Analysis estimates that were pub
lished after each census. According to Demo
graphic Analysis, the census counted 98.2 

percent of U.S. residents in 1990, while 1.8 
percent were not counted. Based on the most 

current research, undercounts for the past 
six censuses are as shown in Table A. 

TABLE A.-HISTORICAL ESTIMATES OF THE AMOUNT AND PERCENT OF NET UNDERCOUNT f.S MEASURED BY DEMOGRAPHIC ANALYSIS, 
BY RACE: 1940 TO 1990 

Demographic Analysis Estimates of Net Undercount• (amount in thousands) 

1990 1980 1970 1960 1950 1940 

Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount Percent 

4,684 1.8 2,802 1.2 5,653 2.7 5,700 3.1 6,537 4.1 7,513 5.4 
1,836 5.7 1,257 4.5 1,566 6.5 1,327 6.6 1,225 7.5 1,187 8.4 

Total population ............. ... .................................................... . 
Black ...... ................................................................. .. ..... .. ..... .. 
Non black ............................................................................... .. 2.848 1.3 1,545 .8 4,087 2.2 4,374 2.7 5,312 3.8 6,326 5.0 
Difference ......... .. .................................................... ........ ...... .. NA 4.4 NA 3.7 NA 4.3 NA 3.9 NA 3.8 NA 3.4 

1 Estimates represent "point" estimates of net undercount for each census and are subject to uncertainty regarding the accuracy of the estimates. The estimates for 1940-1980 are based in part on the "reverse projection" of the pop
ulation aged 65 and over in 1990 using estimates of population change, which adds another component of error in those coverage estimates. The estimates represent revision of previously published coveraee estimates for 1940-1980. 

As you can see, the estimated undercount 
in the census dropped over successive cen
suses from 5.4 percent in 1940 to 1.2 percent 
in 1980.1 In 1990, undercount rose slightly to 
1.8 percent. Throughout the period of the six 
censuses, however, the undercount differen
tial between the Black and Non-Black popu
lation has remained in the 3.4-4.4 percent 
range. For 1990, Demographic Analysis shows 
a differential of 4.4 percent. 

For the 1990 census, the Census Bureau 
mounted the most extensive effort ever to 
enumerate Blacks and other minorities. This 
included the hiring of 280 community out
reach workers who worked in communities 
two years before census taking; involvement 
of 56,000 community organizations-mostly 
minority but also city and state Complete 
Count Committees; outstanding cooperation 
from Black and Spanish language media in 
running public service announcements and 
programs about the importance of the cen-

sus; and the hiring of folllow-up enumerators 
from minority populations, bilingual and 
multi-language enumerators, and residents 
of public housing projects and American In
dian reservations to enumerate persons in 
their neighborhoods. Despite this effort, the 
undercount differential was not reduced 
below its historical level. 

Post-Enumeration Survey 

Demographic Analysis can provide esti
mates only at the national level and only for 
males and females, Blacks and Non-Blacks 
by age groups. A second type of research, a 
Post-Enumeration Survey, can provide detail 
by demographic groups and for areas below 
the national level. A Post-Enumeration Sur
vey, not Demographic Analysis, can be used 
as the basis for adjustment. After the 1980 
census, the Bureau of the Census conducted 
a post-census survey for the first time. The 
quality of this survey was not adequate for 

use for adjustent purposes, and the analyses 
of it occurred long after the census. In the 
decade since, the Census Bureau has re
searched improvements in the methodology 
of post-enumerating surveys. The 1990 Post
Enumeration Survey proves to be a high 
quality survey of 167,000 households with 
matching of the individuals in these house
holds to the 1990 census to identify those who 
were counted or missed. 

According to the 1990 Post-Enumeration 
Survey, the Census counted 97.9 percent of 
U.S. residents, but did not count 2.1 percent. 
As Table B shows, the 1990 undercount for 
Blacks is 4.8 percent; 5.2 percent for His
panics; 5.0 percent for American Indians; 3.1 
percent for Asian and Pacific Islanders, and 
1.7 percent for Non-Blacks. Differences in the 
Black and Non-Black count between the De
mographic Analysis and the Post-Enumera
tion Survey are not statistically significant. 

TABLE B.-SELECTED POST-ENUMERATION SURVEY (PES) ESTIMATES OF TOTAL RESIDENT POPULATION: TOTAL 

Race/Hispanic/sex group Resident census enu-
meration 

Total ........................................................................................................................................................................................................ .. 248,709,873 

Male ........................................................................................ .... .......................................... ........... .......................... ....................... . 121,239,418 
Female ................................................................... .......................................................................................................................... .. 127 ,470,455 

Black ....................... ....... ................................ .... ... ....... .. ................................... ......... .............................................................................. . 29,986,060 

Male ......................................................... .................................................................................................................. .................. .. 14,170,151 
Female .................................................................................. ...... ........................................ ........................................................... .. 15,815,909 

Non-Black ...................... ..................................................................................... ......................................................... .... ......................... .. 218,723,813 

Male ......... .............. .................................. ........................ ......... ....... ................................................................................................ .. 107 ,069,267 
Female ..................................................... ... ... ......................... ........... .... ........................ .. ......... ... .. ................. .... ......................... .. 111,654,546 

Other populations of interest: 
Asian or Pacific Islanders ............................................................................... ................................................................................. . 7,273,662 

Male ................. .................................................................................... ....... ............................................................................ .. 3,558,038 
Female ....................... ... .. ........ ................................................................. ..................................................... .......................... .. 3,715,624 

American Indian ........... .......................... ....................................................................................................................... ................... . 1,878,285 

Male ........... .. .... .......... ........................................................................ ....................................................... .............................. .. 926,056 
Female ........................................... ..................................................................................... .................................. ................... . 952,229 

Hispanic 1 ........................... ................................................ ....................... ................................................ .......... ............................. . 22,354,059 

Male ......................................................................................... .. ........................................ ... ............................... ................. .. .. 11.388,059 
Female ......................................................................... .... ............ .. .............. .. ......................... ............... .. .... .... ................... ... . 10,966,000 

•Persons of Hispanic Origin may be any race. 

Demographic Analysis and Post-Enumera
tion Survey results are similar, but not iden
tical. The Demographic Analysis, although 
not usable for adjustment, does serve to con
firm the results of the Post-Enumeration 
Survey with some exceptions. Exceptions are 
that Demographic Analysis shows less 
undercount among females and more 
undercount among Black males than those 

Demographic Analysis. DemogTaphic Analy
sis and the Post-Enumeration surveys differ 
on the undercount within several age groups. 
Overall, however, both Demographic Analy
sis and the Post-Enumeration Survey, show 
a total population undercount of approxi
mately 2 percent. Both show differentials be
tween the counts of Blacks and Non-Blacks, 
males and females, with Blacks (Black chil-

1 The undercount estimate according to Demo
graphic Analysis published after the 1980 census in 
"The Coverage of Population in the 1980 Census" by 

Robert E. Fay, Jeffrey S. Passel, and J. Gregory 
Robinson (U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of 
the Census. February 1988, Table 3.2) showed 1.4 per-

Selected PES estimate Estimated under/ Margin of error due to 
of population overcount rate sampling 

253,979,141 2.1 .4 

124,249,093 2.4 .4 
129,730,048 1.7 .4 

31,505,838 4.8 .6 

14,974,382 5.4 .6 
16,531,456 4.3 .6 

222,473,303 1.7 .4 

109,274,711 2.0 .4 
113,198,592 1.4 .4 

7,504,906 3.1 .9 

3,688,436 3.5 1.0 
3,816,470 2.6 .9 

1,976,890 5.0 2.1 

980,874 5.6 2.2 
996,016 4.4 2.0 

23,590,274 5.2 .8 

12,086,513 5.8 .9 
11,503,761 4.7 .9 

dren age 0--9 and Black males age 20-64) and 
males in total having the higher 
undercounts. Additionally, the Post-Enu
meration Survey shows an undercount dif
ferential for Hispanics and American Indians 
comparable to that for Blacks. It shows a 
somewhat smaller undercount for Asians and 
Pacific Islanders, though still larger than 
that for Non-Blacks. 

cent undercount. 1.2 percent is the revision made as 
part of the improvements in Demographic Analysis 
developed for evaluation of the 1990 census. 
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Because political representation and many 

Federal, State, and local funds are appor
tioned on the basis of census counts, the 
missing 2 percent are important to the com
munities and states in which those who do 
not cooperate or those who actively avoid 
the census live. You have heard from many 
mayors, governors, and legislators who 
stress how vital a full count is to them, and 
we at the Census Bureau have heard from 
them as well. 

We have also heard the views of elected of
ficials from states and communities where 
there was a full count. They say their resi
dents cooperated; their states and commu
nities provided human and monetary re
sources to get their residents counted accu
rately. They feel that places with 
undercounts had the opportunity to do the 
same and should not benefit from an adjust
ment at the expense of places where resi
dents were cooperative. 

While listening to both points of view, I 
base my recommendation to adjust the 1990 
census on concern for accuracy of the 
count-both numerically and proportionally. 

DISCUSSION OF GUIDELINES 

Guideline 1: The Census shall be considered 
the most accurate count of the population of 
the United States, at the national, state, and 
local level, unless an adjusted count is shown 
to be more accurate. The criteria for accu
racy shall follow accepted statistical prac
tice and shall require the highest level of 
professional judgment from the Bureau of 
the Census. No statistical or inferential pro
cedure may be used as a substitute for the 
Census. Such procedures may only be used as 
supplements to the Census. 

To determine whether the census count or 
the adjusted count is the most accurate, the 
Census Bureau made its best estimate of the 
"true" resident population of the United 
States and compared the census and adjusted 
counts to that. 

The procedure used to produce the adjusted 
counts was to classify individuals into one of 
1,392 classifications, called post-strata. 
Every individual in the United States fits 
into one, and only one, of these post-strata. 
These post-strata are based on census divi
sion (such as New England or Pacific), type 
of place of residence (such as large or small 
city, suburban, nonmetro), tenure (owner or 
renter housing), race, Hispanic ethnicity, 
sex, and age. The Post-Enumeration Survey 
(PES), plus matching of PES households to 
census questionnaires, measured the propor
tion of each post-strata classification who 
were counted in the census, in the PES, 
counted in both, or in one but not the other. 
The Census Bureau used an estimating meth
od called the Dual System Estimate (DSE) 
and a "smoothing method" (discussed later 
in this report) to estimate the population. 
The estimate included an estimate for those 
who were missed by both the census and the 
PES. The DSE made this estimate nationally 
and for each of the 1,392 post-strata of per
sons. This gave the adjusted counts. 

To estimate the "true" population re
quired making many evaluations to identify 
bias, sampling error and other errors intra
duced in the survey process in the PES and 
the resultant DSE. These errors and biases 
were combined in a Total Error Model that 
was used to correct the Dual System Esti
mates for post-strata aggregated into 13 
larger strata, each with similarities in char
acteristics. This modified population esti
mate was then used as the best approxima
tion of the "true population" against which 
to compare both the adjusted counts and the 
census. This process just described is a sta-

tistical procedure called Loss Function 
Analysis. 

Loss Function Analysis statistically de
scribes the consequences of using a particu
lar set of data with its aggregate loss due to 
error in the distribution of the population. 
The focus of the analysis is on distribution 
rather than magnitude of the estimates of 
the population. It is an appropriate tool to 
use to evaluate the census because most Fed
eral uses of census data are for proportional 
distributions. 

Loss Function Analysis shows that there 
would be an accuracy gain in proportion of 
population for 29 states offset by possible in
accuracy in 21. Inaccuracy can be in the di
rection of moving an area to a proportional 
overcount, as well as undercount, so inaccu
racy is not necessarily harmful to the area. 
The states where accuracy would be im
proved contain two-thirds (67 percent) of the 
nation's population enumerated in the cen
sus. 

Adjustment would improve the propor
tional accuracy of the counts for approxi
mately 54 percent of cities and places with 
populations of 100,000 or more and 72 percent 
of counties with 100,000 or more. Demog
raphers reviewed adjusted counts for these 
places and compared them to other data-
1980 counts, intercensal estimates and demo
graphic characteristics-to see whether 
these adjusted counts have "face validity," 
that is, do they make sense? The vast major
ity do, but there are some exceptions. Ad
justment will improve the accuracy of the 
1990 population for the majority, but not for 
all places. 

In addition to Loss Function Analysis 
computed by statisticians, demographers 
made an independent evaluation of the ad
justed population counts for states. To do 
this they compared the adjusted state counts 
with counts simulated by Demographic Anal
ysis. To make the simulations (because De
mographic Analysis is only at the national 
level), they disaggregated census counts for 
each state by race and Hispanic ethnicity. 
They then applied DA national undercount 
rates to Black and Non-Black subpopulations 
and PES rates to Hispanic and Asian and Pa
cific Islanders. Then they built up new state 
estimates by recombining the racial and eth
nic groups. These simulated state estimates 
further confirmed the "face validity," or 
reasonableness, of the adjusted state counts. 

The Census Bureau examined proportional 
distribution for places of under 100,000. There 
is little direct evidence to judge whether ad
justed counts are more accurate for places 
under 100,000. However, Loss Function Analy
sis shows that for metropolitan places of less 
than 25,000, 25,000-49,999 and 50,000 or more, 
and for nonmetropolitan places less than 
25,000, and 25,000-49,999 in total, by these .size 
categories, adjusted counts are more accu
rate than the census. However, there are 
concerns about the accuracy of the loss func
tion assumptions for small areas. 

The Census Bureau's nine member 
Undercount Steering Committee majority 
judges that the improvement in counts on 
the average for the Nation, States, and 
places over 100,000 population outweights the 
risk that the accuracy of adjusted counts 
might be less for smaller areas. The minority 
on that Committee have concerns about 
whether the Total Error Model is accurately 
measuring all sources of error. 

Loss Function Analysis, based on the 
method of estimating the "true" population 
used, shows that adjustment is better than 
the census for apportionment. It is more 
likely that the corrected apportionment 

based on an adjusted count would be closer 
to the truth than further from the truth. 

The Census Bureau subjected the PES and 
resultant DSEs to test after test to find fatal 
flaws in procedures. The Census Bureau did 
not find fatal flaws. 

Evaluations show that the PES is of suffi
ciently high quality to use as an adjustment 
tool. In the professional judgment of the 
Census Bureau's Undercount Research Com
mittee, this survey and the Selected PES 
model for adjustment improve the count 
over the census. 

The adjusted count would improve accu
racy by correcting major differentials in cov
erage by race and ethnicity compared to the 
census. Existence of these differentials is 
supported by Demographic Analysis and his
torical data. Using the adjusted numbers 
would not totally close the gap in the 
undercount of Black children aged 0-9 and 
Black men aged 20-M, but it would be an im
provement over the census. Since minority 
undercounts impact on many local areas, ad
justed counts would clearly improve the 
count for places with major minority popu
lations. Offsetting these gains, Demographic 
Analysis suggests that adjustment may over 
correct for females. Taking into account 24 
age-sex-groups, the similarity between the 
Post-Enumeration Survey and Demographic 
Analysis (though there are some differences) 
suggests that the PES is reflecting real 
undercounts in the census that adjustment 
would substantially, though not completely, 
correct. 

The PES, supported by Demographic Anal
ysis, estimates that the resident population 
of the United States on April 1, 1990 was ap
proximately 5.3 million greater than was 
counted in the census. The fact that both 
these Census Bureau research projects, in
cluding the one based on administrative 
records rather than census data, produce 
nearly the same 5 million number is strong 
evidence that these residents of the United 
States exist. Logic also supports the exist
ence of people who cannot or will not be 
counted, although logic cannot confirm their 
numbers. In my opinion, not adjusting would 
be denying that these 5 million persons exist. 
That denial would be a greater inaccuracy 
than any inaccuracies that adjustment may 
introduce. 

Guideline 2. The 1990 Census may be ad
justed if the adjusted counts are consistent 
and complete across all jurisdictional levels: 
national, state, local and census block. The 
resulting counts must be of sufficient qual
ity and level of detail to be usable for Con
gressional reappointment and legislative re
districting, and for all other purposes and at 
all levels for which census counts are pub
lished. 

The adjustment model as designed allows 
adjustment to be carried out across all juris
dictional levels. As described earlier, each 
individual is classified into one of 1,392 post
strata. The PES and matching to census 
questionnaires plus use of the DSE measure 
the under/overcount of each post-stratum so 
that an adjustment factor can be calculated 
for each. Each individual is then weighted by 
the adjustment factor for his or her post
stratum to create the adjusted populations 
at all levels. This is called synthetic adjust
ment. The model carries out adjustment con
sistently and completely all jursdictional 
levels. 

Because of the problems of correcting a 
census with a survey, an adjusted count can
not be accurate in each of the 4 million occu
pied blocks, or at all larger aggregations of 
them. There is no PES system-short of one 
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which took a second perfect census-that 
could say adjusted counts are more accurate 
for all blocks. 

Relevant to whether counts can be carried 
to all levels is the question of whether the 
assumption approximat ely holds that the 
probability of being counted in the census is 
the same for all persons in the same post
strata classification. When people are com
bined by age and sex, these 1,392 post-strata 
are subdivisions of 116 larger post-strata. To 
test whether the people living on blocks 
within these 116 larger post-strata are homo
geneous, that is, alike, on factors related to 
being counted or not, the Census Bureau con
ducted an analysis of the homogeneity of 115 
of the 116 larger post-strata (the 116th is per
sons living on Indian reservations). This was 
done using a regression prediction model to 
predict an adjustment factor for block parts, 
then comparing that with the factor of 1.0 
(no adjustment) representing the census 
counts. This predicted adjustment factor was 
also compared with the measured factor for 
the post-strata to be used for adjusted 
counts. For 24 of the 115 post-strata the cen
sus count was superior while for 91 post-stra
ta the adjusted count was superior. This 
gave support to the accuracy of the Selected 
PES adjustment model for carrying adjust
ment out at the block level within post-stra
ta. 

Two studies examined the validity of using 
post-strata based on census division, rather 
than states, for estimation. The synthetic 
adjustment uses post-strata based on census 
divisions. The two studies gave different re
sults. One study showed that in 8 of the 9 re
gions there were no significant differences 
among states within post-strata. The other 
showed significant state effects within post
strata. The Census Bureau put more weight 
on the first study. 

Professional judgment of the majority of 
the Census Bureau's Undercount Steering 
Committee is that the probability of having 
been counted or not in the census is suffi
ciently homogeneous among block parts 
within post-strata to support adjustment. 
The minority on the Committee are con
cerned about the prediction model and the 
differences by states. I stand with the major
ity in use of the Selected PES adjustment 
model. 

Guideline 3: The 1990 census may be ad
justed if the estimates generated from the 
pre-specified procedures that will lead to an 
adjustment decision are shown to be more 
accurate than the census enumeration. In 
particular, these estimates must be shown to 
be robust to variations in reasonable alter
natives to the production figures, and to 
variations in the statistical models used to 
generate adjusted procedures. 

Pre-specification: Procedures for 
postcensus research and the model for ad
justment were pre-specified in April 1990. 
Census Bureau statisticians set specifica
tions well before field work for the PES and 
long before there were any census data. Thus 
there was no possibility of the model being 
designed to attain a desired outcome. 

The Census Bureau report, which follows 
this one, documents on pages ~10 that proce
dures were carried out according to pre-spec
ification with one exception. A method need
ed to be developed to treat some unusually 
large variances in the operation called 
"smoothing." These large variances had not 
been anticipated. Census Bureau statisti
cians discussed the method they selected to 
handle these with the Special Advisory 
Panel, who also agreed these large variances 
should be handled separately. 

Accuracy: The section on Guideline 1 
states reasons why I believe that adjusted 
numbers are more accurate than the census. 

Robustness: "Robustness" refers to the 
strength of a statistical model, that is, will 
reasonable variations produce the same re
sults? Census Bureau statisticians examined 
robustness of components of the adjustment 
procedures at several levels, as described on 
pages 10-12 of their report. They simulated 
alternatives to the model used for imputa
tion of missing data from the PES. There 
were very little missing data in this survey. 
The Dual System Estimates of population 
showed little differences between the model 
used and the simulated alternative ones. 

The robustness of the adjustment model to 
variations in post-strata by alternatives of 
census division or state were tested to see if 
either stratification treatment produced dif
ferent estimates of state populations. This 
was done following production of prelimi
nary PES adjustment factors, which showed 
states within census divisions had similar 
undercounts. Only 3 states showed dif
ferences in population estimates when the 
poststratification was done by states rather 
than the pre-specified census divisions. How
ever, this analysis was limited because the 
PES was not designed to support direct state 
estimates. Some of the work discussed for 
Guideline 2 indicated that, in general, the 
post-stratification was robust. 

Company alternative adjustment models 
which did not use census divisions for strati
fication, the Undercount Steering Commit
tee felt that alternative methods, though dif
fering, were still more accurate than the 
census. In effect, any bias in making state 
estimates by division would be offset by 
other gains. 

As I discussed earlier, the Census Bureau 
used a "smoothing" procedure to reduce the 
effect of sampling errors on the adjustment 
factors. The smoothing model did prove to be 
sensitive, that is, not robust, to variations in 
handling of the small number of unusually 
large variances. There is also concern that 
different sets of predictor variables could 
produce a different set of adjustment factors. 
Thus, the weakness of the pre-specified PES 
adjustment model is in its sensitivity to 
changes in the smoothing procedure. (See 
pages 11-12 of the Census Bureau report). In 
that report the Undercount Steering Com
mittee says, "The Committee is concerned 
about the lack of robustness in the strictest 
sense and potential problems in the smooth
ing process. On balance, the majority finds 
there is no evidence to conclude that con
cerns about the smoothing model would af
fect their overall assessment about the accu
racy of the adjusted numbers. . . The minor
ity cannot conclude that lack of robustness 
in the smoothing model is a small enough 
problem not to affect the accuracy of ad
justed numbers." 

For a final test, statisticians compared the 
Selected PES adjustment model that -used 
the smoothed variances with two other mod
els that based post-strata on different vari
ables (for example, owner/renter). These two 
models produced DSEs closer to those in the 
Selected PES model than to the census. 

Guideline 4. The decision whether or not to 
adjust the 1990 Census should take into ac
count the effects such a decision might have 
on future census efforts. 

Accurate measurement of actions individ
uals might take 9 years in the future is not 
possible. We did try to get some "feeling" for 
the impact a 1991 decision to adjust or not 
adjust the 1990 census might have on the 
next census. This was done by contracting 

with National Opinion Research Center 
(NORC) for a short telephone survey to 
recontact persons in a representative na
tional sample of 2,478 households interviewed 
last year, shortly after the census, for a 
study of census participation. Both NORC 
and I agreed that measuring a "what if situ
ation cannot predict participation in the 
year 2000 census. What can be measured is a 
sense of how people feel now about what 
their participation might be. 

NORC was able to complete interviews 
with persons in 1,612 (or 65 percent) of the 
households between May 3 and June 3, 1991. 
Those dates were after release of preliminary 
PES adjustment figures (on April 18) and be
fore release of the final ones (on June 13). 

What the study shows is that the con
troversy over whether to adjust or not erodes 
individual intentions to participate, but that 
intentions to participate would be little dif
ferent whether the census were to be ad
justed or not.2 

First of all, the survey shows that the ad
justment issue is not high in public con
sciousness or well understood. Only one
quarter (23.4 percent) of persons said they 
had been or heard anything about the census 
in the past few months. When probed about 
what they had seen or heard, only 14.1 per
cent spontaneously mentioned anything to 
do with adjustment, undercount or errors in 
the census count. This overall 14.1 percent 
level ranged from 7.6 percent of those with 
less than a high school graduate education 
to 22.9 percent of those who are college grad
uates. When told that people are talking 
about whether or not to adjust the results of 
the census to correct for errors in counting 
the population, 22.3 percent then recalled 
they had seen or heard something about this. 
Probing questions showed that only 4.9 per
cent understand the adjustment issue. 

Thus for many, the survey itself became 
the educational tool about the adjustment 
issue. Table C shows measures of likelihood 
of participating in the next census. The Ini
tial Measure was the first question in the 
survey, before any mention of adjustment. 
There were two Final Measures, one asking 
about likelihood of participating if the 1990 
census were not adjusted and one about like
lihood if it were adjusted. While all measures 
show high intentions of participating in the 
next census (higher than the proportion who 
returned mail questionnaires in 1990), there 
is a drop between the Initial Measure and 
both Final Measures. Between the two meas
ures, there was explanation of the issue of 
adjustment, several measures of potential 
participation under different scenarios for 
census-taking, and then the Final Measure. 

The big dropoff between Initial and Final 
Measures is among those in the top category. 
Approximately 40 percent of those who ini
tially said they were "extremely likely to 
participate" shifted to "very" or "some
what." About 35 percent of the "very 
likelys" split to shift both up to "ex
tremely" and down to "somewhat likely to 
participate." 

TABLE C.-PARTICIPATION IN THE NEXT CENSUS 

Initial FinaVnot ad- FinaVadjust just 

Extremely likely ........................ 48.5 31.9 33.4 
Very likely ............................... 35.8 39.4 42.1 

Total extremely and· 
very ........................ 84.3 71.3 75.5 

2Nattonal Opinion Research Corporation, The Po
tential Impact of Adjusting or Not Adjusting the 1990 
Census, June 19, 1991. 
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TABL£ C.-PARTICIPATION IN THE NEXT CENSUS-

Continued 

Initial FinaVnot ad
just FinaVadjust 

Somewhat likely ..................... . 
Not very likely ......................... . 
Don't know/refused ............... .. 
Percent ................................... . 

9.2 
5.5 
1.0 
100 

18.4 
8.6 
1.7 
100 

17.2 
'5.3 
2.0 
100 

Note.-lnitial measure: How likely is it that your household will partici
pate in the next census? That is, when you receiw the next census ques
tionnaire in the mail, how likely is it that a member of your household will 
fill it out and mail it back? Final measure of likelihood of participating in 
next census: What if the decision is made to not adjust/adjust the 1990 
census figures this year? How likely would your household be to participate 
in the next census? 

Source: NORC, June 10, 1991. 

Based on all the data in the survey, my 
summary is that if the next census were 
being taken today, the damage to participa
tion comes from the controversy surround
ing adjustment rather than what the deci
sion is. Intention to participate is margin
ally higher if the census is adjusted than if 
it is not. Three-quarters (75.5 percent) are 
"extremely or very likely to participate" if 
the census is adjusted compared to 71.3 per
cent if it is not. This difference is greater 
than could be caused by sampling error.3 

However, NORC points out in its conclu
sions: "While large numbers remain very fa
vorably disposed to participating in the next 
and future censuses, this intention is a very 
slippery, ephemeral and changeable one ... 
subject to influence by factors like the ad
justment decision or, more likely, from the 
controversy or fallout emanating from the 
events that follow that decision." 

Guideline 5. Any adjustment of the 1990 
census may not violate the United States 
Constitution or Federal statutes. 

As I have no legal training, I cannot make 
a professional judgment on this Guideline. 

Guideline 6. There will be a determination 
whether to adjust the 1990 Census when suffi
cient data are available, and when analysis 
of the data is complete enough to make such 
a determination. If sufficient data and anal
ysis of the data are not available in time to 
publish adjusted counts by July 15, 1991, a de
termination will be made not to adjust the 
1990 census. 

I feel sufficient data now exist to make the 
decision. The Census Bureau has completed 
all of the pre-specified evaluation studies of 
both Demographic Analysis and Post-Enu
meration Survey results. The Census Bureau 
has run adjusted numbers using the PES 
data three ways: raw data, an initial modi
fication, and finally choosing the Selected 
PES model as the best adjustment model
given pre-specification in April 1990-that 
could be evaluated and used to produce ad
justed counts by July 15, 1991. 

I share with researchers at the Census Bu
reau the wish that there were more time to 
evaluate these studies and adjustment mod
els in greater depth. However, it is always 
the case with research that each exploration 
suggests future work. 

Over the coming years, perhaps even with
in the current year, Census Bureau statisti
cians are likely to develop an adjustment 
model, using the 1990 PES data, which im
proves on the Selected PES model. However, 
such a model is more likely to modify than 
to radically change the population adjust
ments of the Selected PES model. 

New computer tapes with adjusted counts 
at all jurisdictional levels (PL 94-171 tapes 
used for redistricting) for 50 states and the 
District of Columbia will be available 
July 15. 

s95 percent confidence level. 

Guideline 7. The decision whether or not to 
adjust the 1990 Census shall take into ac
count the potential disruption of the process 
of the orderly transfer of political represen
tation likely to be caused by either course of 
action. 

The question of whether or not to adjust 
the 1990 census count has already caused 
some disruption. Some states have moved 
ahead with redistricting while others are 
waiting for the adjustment decision. Redis
tricting is always a difficult, and often con
troversial, process. If the decision is made to 
adjust, clearly existing plans will require re
vision, most particularly in the states for 
which the number of seats in the House of 
Representatives changes. 

The best case scenario is that the decision 
either to adjust or not adjust affects only re
drawing of plans or moving ahead with redis
tricting. Redistricting is now a computerized 
process. New and alternative plans can be 
produced quickly. It is the political negotia
tions, not the production of redistricting 
plans, that cause delays. 

The worst case scenario would be any 
court or Congressional action which pre
vented timely reapportionment and redis
tricting. 

There are suits in court both pro and anti
adjustment, although the suit that has 
precipitated the July 15, 1991 deadline for de
cision was brought by 'plaintiffs with a pro
adjustment position. There will be con
troversy in Congress whatever the decision. 
Therefore, I do not think that the decision to 
adjust is potentially more disruptive than 
the decision not to adjust. 

Guideline 8. The ability to articulate clear
ly the basis and implications of the decision 
whether or not to adjust shall be a factor in 
the decision. The general rationale for the 
decision will be clearly stated. The technical 
documentation lying behind the adjustment 
decision shall be in keeping with profes
sional standards of the statistical commu
nity. 

The task is to articulate the use of either: 
A count with a measured undercount; or 
A count with a statistical adjustment to 

correct undercount. 
While explaining the first may be some

what easier to do in layman's terms than ex
plaining the second, either requires the Sec
retary of Commerce, the Department of 
Commerce, the Economics and Statistics Ad
ministration and the Bureau of the Census to 
defend the position taken. 

I view articulation of the basis of the deci
sion to adjust or the decision not to adjust as 
equally challenging. Therefore, this Guide
line does not weigh in my recommendation. 
There will need to be both a layman's and a 
statistical explanation of either choice. 

The Census Bureau has maintained tech
nical documentation of all research and pro
cedures. 

I close by repeating what I said at the be
ginning: I recommend statistical adjustment 
to improve the accuracy of the 1990 census. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I suggest the ab
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, I want 
to speak in opposition to the amend-

ment offered by the Senator from 
South Carolina. In effect, what we are 
arguing about here is whether the sta
tistical models that were later devel
oped by some of the Census and, spe
cifically, the models developed by the 
Director of the Census, would be any 
more accurate than the enumeration 
itself. 

It is clear that everybody recognizes 
that in a count of 253 million people 
there are going to be miscounts and 
undercounts and mistakes. I will read 
from a statement of Secretary 
Mosbacher regarding that: 

I think it is important to note, that, even 
with the statistical adjustment, there are 
going to be miscounts. The count is not nec
essarily more reliable. So whatever model we 
have, none of them are perfect, but there is 
nothing that demonstrates that one particu
lar model, or a more recently developed 
model, is better than the one we were work
ing with before. 

In his statement regarding his census 
decision, Secretary Mosbacher stated 
that reaching a decision on the adjust
ment of the 1990 census has been among 
the most difficult decisions that he has 
ever made. He went on talking about 
strong arguments, equity arguments 
for and against the adjustment. But, 
basically, the census counts are the 
basis for the political representation of 
every American in every State and city 
across the country. He pointed out that 
if we changed the counts by computer
ized or statistical process, we abandon 
a 200-year tradition of how we actually 
count people. "Before we take a step of 
this magnitude," he went on, "we have 
to be certain that it would make the 
census better and the distribution of 
the population more accurate." That is 
the point. We do not know whether this 
would make it more accurate or better. 

So the Secretary said he found the 
evidence in support of an adjustment 
to be inconclusive. He found the evi
dence to support an adjustment to be 
unconvincing, and therefore went for
ward with the 1990 census count as 
originally enumerated. 

The 1990 census count is said to be 
one of the best ever taken in this coun
try. We did locate over 98 percent of 
the people living in the United States, 
as well as the U.S. military personnel 
living overseas. 

There are a number of estimates the 
Secretary missed. I know the Senator 
from South Carolina understands that, 
based on even the estimates of Depart
ment of Commerce, a number of 
groups, including blacks, Hispanics, 
Asian Pacific islanders, and American 
Indians, seemed to have been 
undercounted by varying percentages. 

But I think it is important to recog
nize that the 1990 census-and the Sec
retary said this-is not the vehicle on 
which to address a number of equity 
concerns that are raised by the under
cut. So I think it is important to rec
ognize that any one of these models we 
pick is not perfect. But what we have 
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now is the best of the overall sets of 
possible figures and the one that the 
Department of Commerce went forward 
with. 

We have spoken with the Department 
of Commerce this afternoon, and Sec
retary Mosbacher has informed us that 
if the amendment were to be adopted, 
it would alter the census statistics, and 
that Secretary Mosbacher would rec
ommend a veto to the President. The 
point here is that we do not know that 
any of these particular models are per
fect. In fact , Mr. President, we know 
that none of these particular models 
are perfect. None of these particular 
models are exact. But what we have 
right now is the best that we can do. 

I want to finally point out to the 
Senate that the Secretary, in his state
ment with regard to the adjustment of 
the 1990 census, said that he was re
questing that the Census Bureau incor
porate the appropriate information 
leading from the postenumeration sur
vey into its intercessional estimates of 
the population. In other words, they 
are going on with a study to determine 
if we can make improvements, and if 
we can, 10 years from now move for
ward. 

He pointed out that there was a di
versity of opinion among his advisers. 
The Senator from South Carolina 
pointed that out in the debate today. 
There was a special advisory panel; it 
split as to whether there was convinc
ing evidence that the adjusted counts 
were more accurate. There was a dis
agreement among the professionals in 
the Commerce Department, in the Of
fice of Economic and Statistical Ad
ministration, and the Census Bureau. 

Overall, these differences were 
cleared. In the end, the Secretary was 
compelled to conclude that we cannot 
proceed on unstable ground in such an 
important matter of public policy. 

So I am hopeful that either the 
amendment will be defeated or, even 
better, I believe, would be that the 
amendment could be in some cases 
amended or redrawn, so that the appro
priate committees of Congress could in 
fact work through these different mod
els, recognizing that none of them are 
perfect, and at the same time they are 
working downtown in the Department 
of Commerce, trying to determine how 
to make the next census more accu
rate. 

We also could be working here in the 
appropriate committees in the Con
gress, which I think would com
plement, not compete with, the work 
to be going on in the Department of 
Commerce, particularly the Economic 
and Statistical Administration, and 
also the Census Bureau. If we in the 
Congress could be working, and down
town they could be working also, we 
might be able to find a model that we 
could all agree would improve the over
all result. 

Right now, there is no such model. 
The closest and best we have, in the 

opinion of the Secretary and in the 
opinion of the experts, although the ex
perts admittedly are divided, is the one 
that the Secretary agreed to. I am 
hopeful that we will not change that 
agreed-to position today by adopting 
the amendment of the Senator from 
South Carolina. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask 
unaniomus consent that the distin
guished Senator from Hawaii [Mr. 
AKAKA] and the Senator from South 
Carolina [Mr. THURMOND] be included 
as cosponsors on the amendment. 

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

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I also 
ask unanimous consent that a letter of 
the U.S. Conference of Mayors to Dr. 
Barbara Bryant, dated July 26, be 
printed in the RECORD. 

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

THE UNITED STATES 
CONFERENCE OF MAYORS, 

Washington, DC, July 26, 1991. 
Dr. BARBARA BRYANT, 
Director, Bureau of the Census, Suitland, MD. 

DEAR DR. BRYANT: As you know' The Unit
ed States Conference of Mayors, representing 
Mayors of American cities with population 
exceeding 30,000, have long advocated a sta
tistical correction of the 1990 census. We be
lieve that recent evidence of an historically 
high undercount necessitates that the most 
accurate count possible be made of the popu
lations of American cities. 

We strongly disagree with Secretary 
Mosbacher's decision not to readjust the 1990 
census. Without a readjustment, American 
cities are adversely impacted into the next 
century. Current budgetary constraints and 
the prospect for continued budgetary auster
ity on the part of the federal government 
combined with the reduction in federal dol
lars to American cities during the decade of 
the 1980s, have placed enormous hardships on 
our cities. While federal funds decline, urban 
needs increase and, as this census shows, 
cities are losing substantial revenues due to 
the flight of tax-paying citizens to the sub
urbs. Thus, a statistical correction becomes 
the best way to ensure fair federal funding 
and political representation. 

On behalf of the nation's cities, we thank 
you for your position that a census readjust
ment can, and should be made. Your position 
adds to our determination to continue to 
seek a readjustment to the 1990 census. 

Once again, we thank you for your profes
sionalism and look forward to working with 
you as we prepare for the Year 2000 census. 

Sincerely, 
RAYMOND L. FLYNN, 

President, Mayor of 
Boston. 

DAVID N. DINKINS, 
Co-Chair, Census Task 

Force, Mayor of New 
York City. 

VICTOR ASHE, 
Co-Chair, Census Task 

Force, Mayor of 
Knoxville. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. When the Senator 
from Wisconsin talks of agreed, that 
was ordered. There was not any agree
ment. The agreement was the 72 votes 
and the recommendation of the special 

study committee of the professionals. 
And when they talked of winners and 
losers, they talked of counts, demog
raphy, miscounts, expert procedures, 
and remedies to try to find minorities 
and those who were missing persons. 

It was only when it got to the Sec
retary, the Secretary ordered it-he did 
not agree to it-when he ordered that, 
that ended it, unless we in the Con
gress want to agree to let 5.3 million 
Americans wait another 10 years for 
the next census to be counted. We 
spent some $60 million on this model. I 
just put in the RECORD what Dr. Bryant 
put in along with the others. The vote 
was 72 when divided. That is a good 3-
to-1 vote. That is a pretty strong rec
ommendation, unless something is 
there; and all that has been said so far 
is there have been differences. 

We find it is not quite what we want. 
That is acknowledged and would be ac
knowledged. In an imperfect world, I do 
not think we are going to get an exact 
count, but we can certainly draw near
er to the count and truth with the par
ticular model at hand and not be mak
ing the mistake. 

That is the point of the Senator from 
South Carolina. It was not just a won
derful thing, and this was all agreed to. 
The Secretary of Commerce is the one 
who politicized about winners and los
ers because of the fact of the matter, 
under the model, everybody wins. 
Every State has more counting but the 
residents of one State under the pro
posal of the Senator from Wisconsin is 
looking at all the other States and say
ing, wait a minute, they are gaining 
more than I and that is true of the 
State of South Carolina. 

I have other States that gained more 
than I. I have States that gained less 
than I. Everybody is talking about fair
ness and what you ought to be looking 
at in that vein and attitude. 

I say, on the one hand, let us elimi
nate waste and quit spending $60 mil
lion in the model and let Dr. Bryant 
and all her personnel go ahead else
where after doing a good job and being 
ignored, and be brought into the realm 
of winners and losers and politicization 
of the $60 million expenditure which 
has been bipartisan up until this par
ticular point. Otherwise, come around 
with an accurate count of fairness and 
hear citizens that we know under every 
realistic approach are not being count
ed and we are not getting them all yet. 
We certainly should not have, as Dr. 
Bryant, says 248 million when it is near 
253 million Americans in this country. 

So I would plead strongly for the 
amendment. But let me see if we can 
reconcile the difference here. 

I understand, and I have the highest 
respect for the distinguished Senator 
from Wisconsin, who is the chairman of 
the subcommittee on Governmental Af
fairs. So that all the colleagues will 
understand, yes, the Commerce Com
mittee has the confirmation of the dis-
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tinguished Secretary of Commerce. 
Yes, this Subcommittee State-Justice
Commerce has the appropriation for 
the census. But yes, the Governmental 
Affairs Committee and the subcommit
tee of the distinguished Senator from 
Wisconsin [Mr. KOHL] has the author
ization and the expertise on his sub
committee that has been looking into 
it. 

I understand that he is disturbed by 
the undercount and is ready to submit 
a substitute amendment for his com
mittee to make a study in conjunction 
with the Secretary of Commerce and 
report back within 6 months from now, 
which is plenty of time-the end of this 
session, which apparently is going to 
Thanksgiving and the beginning of the 
next session, by February 1. 

So we do not affect reapportionment 
this year, but we do something about 
these cities. These mayors are right, 
and heaven above, we have cut out rev
enue sharing, we offloaded everything 
on to them and said you have to do this 
and you have to do that, but you have 
to do this and do that. By the way, the 
money you have we take from you. 
Read our lips; we are against taxes. 

It is a total irresponsible approach of 
the National Government. Then to · 
come along with the census and have 5 
million mostly in these cities that are 
undercounted and nothing said for 
them, I just think it is unforgivable 
and we have to do something about it. 
I want to do it in a deliberate fashion. 

I would be glad to yield the floor so 
the distinguished Senator from Wiscon
sin can submit an amendment or take 
his position. 

The PRESIDTh,rG OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Wisconsin. 
AMENDMENT NO. 935 TO AMENDMENT NO. 933, AS 

AMENDED 

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I send an 
amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. KOHL] 

proposes an amendment numbered 935 to 
amendment No. 933, as amended. 

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
Strike all after "Sec." and insert: 
The Subcommittee on Government Infor

mation and Regulation, of the Committee on 
Governmental Affairs, shall report to the 
Senate on the use of the postnumeration sur
vey of the 1990 census for purposes other 
than political apportionment and shall rec
ommend such changes as necessary. Such re
port shall be made after consultation with 
the Secretary of Commerce and shall be 
made by February 1, 1992. 

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, as the dis
tinguished Senator from South Caro
lina has discussed, we share, along with 
many other Senators, mutual concerns 

about the census and how it is going to 
be used for apportionment of funds and 
other things. 

I raised this issue of Federal funding 
with Secretary Mosbacher at a hearing 
I held after he reported to us with re
spect to reapportionment. He has com
mitted, and I am committed, the Sen
ator from South Carolina is commit
ted, to finding appropriate ways to al
locate Federal dollars based on ad
justed numbers. 

Given the fact that we are talking 
about S40 to S50 billion, it seems to me 
and I believe it also seems to the Sen
ator from South Carolina that we need 
to handle this in a careful and appro
priate manner. 

What we are going to do if the 
amendment is adopted is take until 
February 1 to do that careful evalua
tion, to have hearings, and to take into 
consideration all necessary facts so 
that when we do report back on Feb
ruary 1, we will be able, hopefully, to 
make a recommendation that will sat
isfy the needs and the concerns of the 
Senator from South Carolina, as well 
as many other Senators. 

I also ask unanimous consent that 
Senator RUDMAN and Senator KASTEN 
from Wisconsin be made cosponsors of 
the amendment. 

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

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Senator 
McCAIN be made a cosponsor of my 
amendment. 

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

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I strong
ly support the amendment offered by 
my esteemed colleague the Senator 
from South Carolina [Mr. HOLLINGS]. 
Thomas Paine wrote in the "Disserta
tion on First Principles of Govern
ment," 1795, that "The right of voting 
for Representatives is the primary 
right by which other rights are pro
tected. To take away this right is to 
reduce man to slavery, for slavery con
sists in being subject to the will of an
other, and he that has not a vote in the 
election of representatives is in this 
case." 

Al though I believe Thomas Paine's 
argument is reason enough to accept 
the postenumeration survey results, 
the General Accounting Office recently 
determined that there was "gross error 
in the 1990 census." Further, the GAO 
determined that the 1990 census missed 
a minimum of 9. 7 million persons. 

Every American must be counted and 
we must do whatever we can to ensure 
that representative government re
mains exactly that. 

Additionally, I want the record to be 
clear that should the Senate adopt this 
amendment, and I hope it will, that 
any subsequent court decisions on this 
issue should thoroughly examine the 
issue of reapportionment in light of the 
constitutional mandate on the subject 

and the words of Thomas Paine, and 
not based on the "political reappor
tionment" clause of this amendment. 
Our Founding Fathers made it per
fectly clear in the Constitution that 
congressional apportionment should be 
based as accurately as possible on the 
population of our Nation. 

I believe it is abundantly clear that 
the PES figures are more accurate 
than the original 1990 decennial census. 
Thus, I believe any court decisions 
should accept the PES figures and rule 
on any cases accordingly. 

Mr. President, again, I strongly urge 
my colleagues to support the Hollings 
amendment. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I take it the pending 
question would be the Kohl amendment 
in the nature of a substitute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
any further debate? 

If not, the question is on agreeing to 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Wisconsin [Mr. KOHL]. 

The amendment (No. 935) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. HATFIELD. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I rise 
in strong support of the Hollings 
amendment which calls for the use of 
statistically adjusted figures of the 
1990 census for the purpose of determin
ing the allocation of Federal funding. 
By using the adjusted figures, this 
amendment will ensure that cities and 
comm uni ties are not penalized by a 
census which failed to count millions 
of their residents. 

I was deeply disappointed with Sec
retary Mosbacher's decision not to 
make a statistical adjustment of the 
1990 census in spite of the fact that the 
postenumeration survey results showed 
5 million Americans were missed. Sec
retary Mosbacher's decision was espe
cially disappointing given the rec
ommendation of the Director of the 
Census, Dr. Barbara Bryant, to make 
the statistical adjustment. The PES re
sults confirm doubts about the accu
racy of the 1990 census figures and re
veal even deeper inaccuracies for par
ticular populations and regional areas. 
I believe the Hollings amendment ad
dresses the extremely negative con
sequences the Mosbacher decision 
would have on communities through
out the country which will not receive 
their fair share of Federal funding as a 
result of the Secretary's decision. 

Using the statistically adjusted fig
ures to determine the allocation of 
Federal funding is essential to com
pensate for the fact that the 1990 cen
sus did not include 5 percent of the 
American Indian population, 5.2 per
cent of the Hispanic population, and 4.8 
percent of the black American popu
lation. These figures demonstrate that 
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the adjusted figures must be used for 
determining the fair allocation of Fed
eral funds for the next decade. 

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, it is my 
pleasure to join my colleague from 
South Carolina [Mr. HOLLINGS] in co
sponsoring this amendment to H.R. 
2608, the Commerce, Justice, State, and 
Judiciary appropriations bill, which 
would require the Secretary of Com
merce to adjust the 1990 census. 

On July 15, Commerce Secretary 
Robert 'Mosbacher had an opportunity 
to set things right by making this dif
ficult decision. Instead, he chose to re
ject the advice of Dr. Barbara Bryant, 
Director of the Bureau of the Census, 
and the results of the postenumeration 
survey, which indicated that 5.3 mil
lion Americans were undercounted, and 
not adjust the 1990 census. 

On that occasion, I voiced my strong 
opposition to his decision on the Sen
ate floor after his announcement. Once 
more, I would like to reiterate my con
cerns now. 

The Hollings amendment takes a 
courageous step toward rectifying the 
inability of the Secretary of Commerce 
to make tough decisions. The debate 
before us is not about making things 
better for the next census; that's a 
given. The question today is what can 
we do to make sure that the 5.3 million 
Americans who were not counted in the 
1990 census are heard. It is about fair
ness; it is about equal representation; 
it is a matter of simple equity. 

My deep concern over the undercount 
is equally heightened by the number of 
minorities and the poor who will be 
disproportionately affected by the 
unadjusted 1990 figures. Most of these 
individuals are blacks, Hispanics, 
Asian-Pacific Islanders, and native 
Americans. As a native Hawaiian, I can 
tell you how much an accurate census 
count means to me. 

Let's work on the 2000 census seems 
to be the convenient catch phrase that 
administration officials and opponents 
of a census adjustment seem to be 
using. I hope my Senate colleagues can 
see through this facade. The decision 
by the Department of Commerce to 
withhold the final results of the 
postenumeration survey clearly dem
onstrates the administration's unwill
ingness to address the concerns of 
these groups and the concerns of the 
States and cities which have requested 
such figures. 

Mr. President, we have a chance to 
ensure that 5.3 million Americans are 
counted in the 1990 census. I strongly 
urge my Senate colleagues to follow 
Senator HOLLINGS' courageous step by 
adopting this amendment. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I 
thank my distinguished chairman of 
the subcommittee of Governmental Af
fairs for his cooperation and assistance 
in this particular regard. 

I know of only one amendment rel
ative to legal services. 

Let me urge adoption of the Hollings 
amendment, as amended, on the cen
sus, and I vitiate the yeas and nays. 

I ask unanimous consent to vitiate 
the yeas and nays. 

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

Without objection, the amendment, 
as amended, is agreed to. 

The amendment (No. 933), as amend
ed, was agreed to. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. HATFIELD. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the pending 
committee amendment be set aside 
temporarily in order to take up other 
business. 

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

AMENDMENT NO. 936 
(Purpose: Sense of the Senate with regard to 

the Metropolitan Detention Center in Sun
set Park, Brooklyn, NY) 
Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I send 

an amendment to the desk on behalf of 
Senator D'AMATO of New York and I 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Oregon [Mr. HATFIELD], 
for Mr. D'AMATO, proposes an amendment 
numbered 936. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 

the following: 
SEC •• 

Findings: 
(1) the report accompanying H.R. 5021, the 

fiscal year 1991 appropriations bill for the de
partments of Commerce, Justice, State, the 
Judiciary and related agencies, included lan
guage regarding the Bureau of Prisons' pro
posed construction of a Metropolitan Deten
tion Center (MDC) on 29th Street and Third 
Avenue in the Sunset Park Community of 
Brooklyn, New York; and 

(2) the Senate report urged the Bureau of 
Prisons to "work closely with the city of 
New York, other relevant government juris
dictions, and local community groups in lo
cating a site that is consistent with local 
land use policies and long-range plans while 
also meeting operating requirements of the 
Federal criminal justice system." ; and 

(3) the report also stated that the commit
tee "believes that plans for developing the 
detention facility should not go forward 
until an agreement is reached with State and 
local government officials."; and 

(4) no such agreement has been reached. 
Therefore, it is the sense of the Senate 

that the Bureau of Prisons should not pro
ceed with construction of the Brooklyn MDC 
until it has ascertained that all efforts to 
reach agreement with State and local gov
ernment officials have been exhausted, and 
that the proposed site continues to be the 
only viable location for a detention center. 

Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, this 
amendment is a sense of the Senate 
that states that the Bureau of Prisons 
should not proceed with construction 
of the Brooklyn Metropolitan Deten
tion Center until all efforts to reach 
agreement with State and local govern
ment officials have been exhausted and 
that the proposed site continues to be 
the only viable location for a detention 
center. 

The Federal Bureau of Prisons has 
decided to go ahead with their plans of 
building a 1,000 bed metropolitan de
tention center on 29th Street and Third 
Avenue in the Sunset Park community 
of Brooklyn, NY. 

Last year, Senate report language 
which accomplished H.R. 5021, the fis
cal year 1991 Commerce, Justice, State, 
and Judiciary appropriations bill, stat
ed "plans for developing the detention 
facility should not go forward until an 
agreement is reached with State and 
local government officials." 

The report also urges that the Bu
reau "work closely with the city of 
New York, other relevant govern
mental jurisdictions, and local commu
nity groups in locating a site that is 
consistent with local land use policies 
and long range plans while also meet
ing operating requirements of the Fed
eral criminal justice system." 

According to the Bureau of Prisons, 
the metropolitan detention center will 
serve New York and New Jersey, in
cluding the areas of Trenton, Newark, 
Riverhead, and the counties of Kings, 
New York, Staten Island, Queens, the 
Bronx, Nassau, and Suffolk. I am hard 
pressed to believe that all viable op
tions for the detention center's loca
tion have been exhausted. 

While the Bureau of Prisons has un
dertaken a search for alternative loca
tions in the Brooklyn community, I 
strongly urge that additional consider
ation be given to where this facility 
will be located. Simply put, a deten
tion facility should be situated where 
residential neighborhoods would suffer 
the least impact. 

Not only will the detention center be 
housing dangerous criminals, these 
criminals will have to be transported 
over 3 miles in order to appear for 
court proceedings in the Brooklyn 
Court District, posing dangerous and 
unnecessary risks to those who live 
and work in the surrounding commu
nity. 
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Sunset Park currently is home to, 

among other things, a methadone cen
ter serving all of Brooklyn, a shelter 
for battered women and their children, 
four industrial parks, and a sanitation 
dump. While residents acknowledge the 
need for an additional detention center 
in New York City, they feel that Sun
set Park already provides enough com
munity services for not only the citi
zens of Sunset Park but also the larger 
Brooklyn community. 

It is my understanding that this 
amendment has been cleared on both 
sides. I thank my colleagues for accept
ing this important amendment. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, this 
is a sense-of-the-Senate resolution urg
ing close cooperation between the New 
York prison organizations and the Fed
eral Bureau of Prisons in the matter of 
determining the feasibility of a metro
politan detention center. 

This has no budgetary impact. It is a 
statement suggesting this on behalf of 
the Senate. It has been cleared on both 
sides of the aisle, and I would ask that 
it be agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate? If not, the question is 
on agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 936) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. (Mr. 
SHELBY). Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 937 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. This 
amendment is on behalf of Senator 
DOLE. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Oregon [Mr. HATFIELD], 
for Mr. DOLE, proposes an amendment num
bered 937. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 3, line 23, after the word "peti

tions" insert the following: ": Provided fur
ther, That, $150,000 of the funds made avail
able in Fiscal Year 1992 under subpart 2 of 

part E of title I of the Omnibus Crime Con
trol and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amend
ed, shall only be available for a grant to 
Project Freedom in Wichita, Kansas, for its 
Drug Affected Babies Prevention Initiative". 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, this 
is an amendment to earmark $150,000 
within the appropriation-it has no 
budgetary impact-for a drug-testing 
center in Kansas. 

Mr. President, this has been cleared 
on both sides of the aisle. I ask that it 
be agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment. 

The amendment (No. 937) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I 
sought recognition to speak on the 
issue raised by the distinguished Sen
ator from South Carolina, the chair
man of the subcommittee, which has 
already been modified with a com
promise amendment. The compromise 
that has been agreed to in effect sends 
this issue back for a study as to wheth
er the postenumeration survey would 
be used instead of the enumeration 
count for the purposes of determining 
allocations of Federal funding, and per
haps for other purposes, since the 
amendment excludes only political re
apportionment. 

I heard of this amendment just mo
ments ago and was concerned when I 
was advised that my State, Pennsylva
nia, would be a significant loser if the 
amendment was adopted. I sought, on 
short .order, to acquaint myself with 
the legal and statistical basis for the 
action by the Secretary of Commerce 
on his determination to rely on the 
1990 enumeration count. 

Mr. President, I would start with the 
Constitution as a legal basis for an ap
propriate determination on the census, 
with article I, section 2, and the lan
guage which says: 

The actual Enumeration shall be made 
within three Years after the first Meeting of 
the Congress of the United States, and with
in every subsequent Term of ten Years, in 
such Manner as they shall by Law direct. 

So that the Constitution itself, the 
original text, refers to an actual enu
meration and has no provision for any 
postenumeration survey. 

The 14th amendment provides, in sec
tion 2: 

Representatives shall be apportioned 
among the several States according to their 
respective numbers, counting the whole 
number of persons in each State, excluding 
Indians not taxed. 

So that here again, there is a specific 
reference to "respective numbers" and 
a reference to "counting the whole 
number of persons in each State." 

So, on the face of the constitutional 
provision, we are looking for an actual 
count. 

I had conferred briefly with Dr. Mi
chael Darby, who is the Under Sec
retary for Economic Affairs and the 
Administrator of the Economics and 
Statistical Administration, who ad
vised about the procedures used to 
come to the determination on the cen
sus. There was an exhaustive effort 
made by the Commerce Department to 
have an actual count. And, beyond the 
calculation on those which were re
turned, there was an effort made to 
find those who did not actually make 
the return by having census counters 
go to houses, check tax records, have 
administrative housing records 
checked, and a very exhaustive deter
mination to make an actual count. 

The concept of the survey, as an al
ternative, was tried on the selected 
postenumeration survey, with a statis
tical base of one-sixth of 1 percent on a 
random sample using block clusters in 
a way which, according to Dr. Darby
who had the ultimate responsibility to 
make a recommendation to the Sec
retary of Commerce-had an enormous 
number of statistical errors and an 
enormous bias. So that the 
postenumeration survey was discarded 
by the Secretary after the exhaustive 
consideration which he had made. 

Mr. President, it is my thought that 
we really ought not to be revisiting 
this issue even under the substitute 
amendment; that there has been a de
termination made by the Secretary of 
Commerce in a very elaborate way. 

Of course, the substitute amendment 
is a much preferable course than offer
ing an amendment to the floor, trying 
to find in short order what is going on. 
It is extremely difficult to do. Some 
Members are concerned mainly by who 
are the winners and who are the losers. 
Surveys are provided in the well of the 
Senate, where we look to see how their 
States come out. But I suggest in a 
matter of this importance, or for that 
matter on any issue which comes be
fore the U.S. Senate, there ought to be 
a close analysis as to what is fair and 
what is accurate on a census enumera
tion count, without having to deter
mine it as a matter of which State 
gains more. We have a responsibility, 
beyond what windfall may come to our 
own State based on how the statistics 
are allocated, to do what is fair and 
what is just. There has been this very, 
very elaborate determination. 

When I left my office and came to the 
floor I had expected the initial amend-
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ment to be at issue and subject to a 
rollcall vote. At least I am glad to see 
we are not going to be voting on this 
issue this afternoon based on the rush 
to judgment which comes here, where 
every Senator has a right, I understand 
fully, to offer any amendment at any 
time on any issue under any cir
cumstance. Then it becomes a matter 
of scurrying around to try to find out 
something about the underlying facts 
and underlying procedure on what is 
being offered in the amendment. That 
gives us very, very short notice. But in 
the course of a relatively brief period 
of time, it seems to me the constitu
tional mandate is reasonably clear. 

When the Constitution, in article I 
and in the 14th amendment, refers to 
an actual enumeration, that actual 
enumeration was done. And then on 
the survey the statistical analysis was 
subjected to a great deal of consider
ation and the survey was rejected. If 
this matter is to be considered before 
the Committee on Governmental Af
fairs, we are going to have to litigate 
this matter all over. I am prepared to 
do that if the need arises. 

But it seems to this Senator once the 
Secretary of Commerce has made that 
determination and there has been liti
gation on it, in addition, that ought to 
put the matter to rest. But I emphasize 
the need for, perhaps, some notice, and 
opportunity to study these issues in 
advance where there are such big dollar 
amounts involved for our States. There 
is tremendous difficulty in financing 
affairs. We need to have an opportunity 
to make a careful analysis and see 
where the facts lie. 

On the brief survey which I have 
made, I think the law is plain. It 
should be an actual enumeration, and 
the survey in summary has so many 
holes in it that it ought not to be 
adopted. 

If we start to go the course of a post
enumeration survey with all of the sta
tistical assumptions which are made, 
there is just no limit to what assump
tions may be made either on this sur
vey or some further survey, further 
survey, to the detriment of many peo
ple. The court was fairly made, as fair
ly as it could be, under the actual 
cou~t. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, what is 
the pending business? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
pending business is the first remaining 
committee amendment, page 9, lines 2 
through 5. 

AMENDMENT NO. 938 
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I send 

this amendment to the desk and then I 
will ask unanimous consent it be in 
order to offer this to another commit
tee amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the 
Senator from North Carolina asking 
unanimous consent that the pending 
business temporarily be set aside? 

Mr. HELMS. Correct. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
The clerk will report the amendment. 
The assistant legislative clerk read 

as follows: 
The Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 

HELMS] proposes an amendment numbered 
938 to the committee amendment. 

On page 39, line 15, insert after the word 
"law" a comma and the following: "no per
son incarcerated in a federal or State penal 
institution shall receive any funds appro
priated to carry out subpart 1 of part A of 
title IV of the Higher Education Act of 1965 
and, notwithstanding any other provision of 
law". 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, let me 
begin by reading to the Senate a hand
written letter that I received from a 
hard-working, average citizen of North 
Carolina, who wrote: 

Hon. JESSE HELMS: For the past 6 or so 
years we've been trying to get 3 children 
thru college. (At one point au 3 at the same 
time.) Now I find out there was an easy way 
to have accomplished this. I could have 
bought each one a gun and sent them out to 
commit a crime and their education prob
ably would have been paid for. At the same 
time I learn of this, every governing body 
that affects us has either already raised our 
taxes or is in the process, claiming that they 
have cut all spending to the bare bone. The 
honest hard working taxpayer is being blast
ed from all sides while the criminal gets 
light sentences, early release, lawyers paid 
for, air conditioned cells with color TV and 
carpet; plus a college education. It is no won
der we're having a crime wave. The better it 
is made for them, the more crime you're 
going to get. 

Please answer one question for me, Why? 
BILLY TETTERTON. 

PLYMOUTH, NC. 
I might add, Mr. Tetterton is a small 

businessman who works hard and pays 
his taxes. He does not understand a lot 
of things that go on in Washington, DC, 
just as this Senator does not under
stand a lot of things that go on in 
Washington, DC. 

Billy Tetterton is the owner of a 
small restaurant which he has named 
"The Little Man Restaurant" in Plym
outh, NC. 

Mr. President, Americans may find it 
difficult to believe, as, frankly, I did, 
that criminals are able to receive Pell 
grants to pay for their college edu
cations while they are in prison. Mr. 
President, Mr. Tetterton has it right; 
the American taxpayers are being 
forced to pay taxes to provide free col
lege tuitions for prisoners at a time 
when so many law-abiding, tax-paying 
citizens are struggling to find enough 
money to send their children to col
lege. 

The pending Helms amendment, 
which is at the desk, would end this 
anomaly by making incarcerated 
criminals ineligible for Pell grants. 

I would note that the pending bill 
contains an accepted committee 
amendment prohibiting the payment of 
Federal witness fees to prisoners. The 
committee first approved that prohibi
tion last year, and in this year's report 
on the pending bill, the committee 
stated that it, "still believes that in
carcerated persons should not receive 
witness fees." 

Mr. President, I agree with the com
mittee on that. However, I also believe 
that incarcerated persons should not 
receive Pell grants to pay their college 
tuition. In H.R. 2707, the Labor, Health 
and Human Services appropriations 
bill, the Appropriations Committee 
proposes spending $5.460 billion on Pell 
grants in this year alone, which is 
$14.282 million less than last year. 

Discussions concerning this year's re
authorization of the Higher Education 
Act have also included various propos
als to increase maximum Pell grants 
that a student can receive from the 
current $2,400 to as much as $4,500. 
Some are even asking that Pell grants 
be made an entitlement program, while 
other proposals would restrict eligi
bility for the grants to students in the 
lowest income brackets, a bracket sure 
to include most prisoners since the ma
jority of them have little, if any, in
come while they are in prison. 

I do not know the total amount of 
money the Federal Government spends 
on giving Pell grants to prisoners, but 
I do have an article, that appeared in a 
North Carolina newspaper, indicating 
that it is a significant amount of 
money, even by Washington standards. 

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi
dent, that this story, published in the 
Raleigh paper on July 14, be printed in 
the RECORD at the conclusion of my re
marks. The headline of the story is: 
"Inmates Get Student Aid for College 
Courses." 

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

(See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, accord

ing to the article-and we have 
checked it for accuracy, and it is accu
rate-college professors were sent into 
four prisons in North Carolina to teach 
223 inmates this year. Those prisoners, 
altogether, received a total of $689,246 
in student financial aid, $345,000 of 
which came directly in the form of Pell 
grants. 

How did the inmates obtain so much 
Federal student aid money? Because 
the convicts' lack of annual incomes 
made them eligible for the maximum 
Pell grant award. 

Mr. President, I guess it is lucky for 
the taxpayers the cost of tuition in 
this particular college program was 
less than the $2,400 per prisoner that 
the taxpayers could have been forced to 
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fork over. However, the taxpayers were 
still stuck with paying close to $1,550 
per inmate in the program. 

The fact remains that the American 
people still spent $345,000 for just 223 
prisoners in four prisons in North Caro
lina. Multiply that by the 50 States and 
my colleagues can begin to see what I 
am talking about. If we want to mul
tiply that amount for all the inmates 
in every prison across the country who 
are taking college courses at Federal 
expense, we are talking about millions 
upon millions of dollars. 

The question is, and Mr. Tetterton 
raised it, is why a struggling law-abid
ing man trying to educate his three 
children must turn around and help the 
Federal Government subsidize college 
education for incarcerated prisoners. 
He is being required, along with other 
taxpayers, to foot the bill for these 
prisoners' college tuition while Mr. 
Tetterton and other Americans like 
him are forced to take out thousands of 
dollars in loans to send their own chil
dren to college. I do not think this 
state of affairs can be justified, and I 
agree with Mr. Tetterton's outrage 
about it. 

Mr. President, it is important that 
prisoners be made ineligible for Pell 
grants now. The number of prisoners in 
this one program in North Carolina 
jumped from 158 last year to 223 this 
year. And I say again, multiply that by 
50 States. The point is, the word is get
ting around and we can expect, unless 
this amendment is approved, that more 
and more inmates will take advantage 
of this free college education in the fu
ture. 

I anticipate that we may hear argu
ments about prisoner rehabilitation 
and sundry other concerns about the 
plight of the poor prisoners. But the 
fact is, Mr. President, that the Federal 
Government already spends an enor
mous amount of money-the taxpayers' 
money-on prisoner rehabilitation and 
prison literacy programs, and other 
programs of that sort. 

Congress has already, as a part of the 
Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1988, denied 
Pell grants and numerous other Fed
eral benefits to individuals who are 
convicted of possessing or trafficking 
in drugs. The act also denies any grant, 
contract, loan, professional license, or 
commercial license to convicted drug 
criminals. I see no reason whatsoever 
why other convicted criminals, includ
ing murderers-or especially mur
derers-should be treated any better or 
any differently. 

Some may argue that the measure of 
whether a prisoner should get student 
aid is based on the benefit it provides 
society; that is to say, does a college 
diploma change prisoners? The inter
view conducted by the Raleigh news
paper tells us a little bit about that. 

The newspaper interviewed a 65-year
old student prisoner, a man identified 
as David Ellis. The interview was at 
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least candid and honest. Ellis stated 
that his college classmates and his col
lege classes seemed like something out 
of a remedial high school. Ellis went on 
to say that one student was kicked out 
of class when he raised his hand during 
the test, forgetting that he had scrib
bled cheat notes all over his wrist and 
his palm. 

Mr. President, this 65-year-old stu
dent, getting money from Federal tax
payers, observed that many of the in
mates were taking the classes just for 
so-called gain time because for every 
course that a prisoner passes, the pris
on knocks 20 days off the inmate's sen
tence. 

Mr. Ellis made one other comment 
which I think I ought to confess admi
ration for in terms of its honesty and 
truthfulness. He said regarding his own 
tuition assistance, "I really don't de
serve this." 

Mr. President, this amendment is not 
intended to be spiteful. It is intended 
to speak for Mr. Tetterton in Plym
outh, NC, and all the other American 
taxpayers who wonder why they have 
to borrow money and struggle to send 
their children to school, while so many 
prisoners are attending college at Mr. 
Tetterton's expense. 

If one inmate, receiving the largesse 
of this program, can understand the 
fundamental moral inconsistency in 
what the Federal Government is 
doing-and Mr. Ellis obviously does
then I think that we who claim to rep
resent the people should understand it 
as well. If we do not, I am confident 
that the criminals will understand-in 
fact, I'm sure they do indeed under
stand-the message that this program 
sends. 

In short, Mr. President, I think our 
duty in providing Federal funds for stu
dent financial assistance, particularly 
in this era of budget deficits at both 
the State and Federal levels, is first to 
satisfy those seeking a college edu
cation who are not in prison. Other
wise, we will be sending a message to 
the public, as Mr. Tetterton put it, 
that if you commit a crime serious 
enough to be sent to prison, you can be 
rewarded with a free college education, 
something that thousands of tax
paying, law-abiding, hardworking 
Americans are unable to afford. 

I urge the adoption of my amend
ment. 

ExHIBIT 1 
INMATES GET STUDENT AID FOR COLLEGE 

COURSES 

(By Billy Warden) 
In a drab room heavy with stale air one 

floor below death row, David Ellis leans for
ward as if to confide a secret. 

"I really don't deserve this," he says. 
He's not talking about the life sentence 

he's serving for first-degree sex offense. He's 
talking about his education. First, taxpayers 
put Mr. Ellis in prison. Now they're putting 
him through college. 

Mr. Ellis, 65, entered Central Prison on 
Nov. 4, 1988. A year later he began going to 

cla.ss in a spartan room, just past a row of 
cramped steel cages. 

Shaw University provides the teachers, the 
materials and the diplomas. Federal and 
State a.id programs provide the money. Mr. 
Ellis receives a federal Pell Grant, the chief 
means of financial aid for poor students, as 
well as several state grants that benefit the 
poor. 

He points out that most prisoners will one 
day be back in society and will need a col
lege diploma to lead productive lives. 

"These programs," he says, "don't hurt 
anybody." 

But they have rankled many. Lt. Gov. 
James C. Gardner fired off a letter to Sen. 
Jesse A. Helms this month opposing grants 
for prisoners. 

"I find it outrageous that our government 
is paying for what amounts to a free college 
education for criminals," Mr. Gardner wrote. 
"It sends the message that if you commit a 
crime serious enough to be sent to prison 
you can be rewarded with a free college edu
cation, something that many law-abiding 
citizens cannot afford. * * * I would rather 
see prisoners apply for student loans and be 
required to pay * * * the government back." 

State Sen. Daniel R. Simpson isn't pleased 
either. 

"I am upset about tuition money going to 
prisoners when I don't think everyone in this 
state who isn't in prison and who wants and 
needs help can get it," says Mr. Simpson a 
Republican from Morganton. 

"First, we've got to satisfy those who 
aren't in prison. If there's any money le~ 
over, and the prisoners want an education, I 
think that's fine." 

Last year, Shaw sent profe88ors into four 
prisons to teach 223 students. The inmates 
received $689,246 in a.id, all of which went to 
Shaw. Inmates usually are eligible for the 
maximum amount allowed through Pell 
Grants, $2,400 a year. Last year the grants, 
named for U.S. Sen. Claiborne deB. Pell of 
Rhode Island, accounted for $345,000 of the 
aid Shaw received. 

DEMAND GROWING 

Pell Grants are a federal entitlement pro
gram, meaning that a needy college stu
dent-generally defined as coming from a 
family making le88 than $35,000 a year-prob
ably can get a grant. For the next academic 
year, the grants are scheduled to go to 3.4 
million students. 

The amount Congre88 sets aside for the 
program and the number of applicants deter
mines the maximum amount of each grant. 
The current maximum is $2,400. 

The problem has been that the maximum 
has not kept pace with inflation. Poor stu
dents often take on several loans to make 
ends meet. Inmates don't take out loans. As 
one official in the State Department of Cor
rection put it, "What bank, what busine88 
would take the risk of loaning inmates that 
kind of money?" 

Exact figures are not available, but more 
inmates are lining up for Pell Grants, ac
cording to the Chronicle of IDgher Edu
cation. 

At Shaw, the number of prisoners using 
Pell Grants jumped from 158 in 1989-90 to 223 
in 1990-91. The overall rise could hinder ef
forts to raise the dollar value of the grants 
by increasing the number of hands grabbing 
for the dollars. 

Many students not in prison are counting 
on grants. Ha.son! Andrews is a junior at N.C. 
State University who depends on a $7,000 aid 
package, including a Pell Grant. La.st month 
Ms. Andrews sat before a Congressional com
mittee bemoaning the shortage of grant 
money. 
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Is she worried that prisoners using Pell 

Grants might jeopardize her aid? 
"I think the measure of whether prisoners 

get grants should be what the benefit is to 
society," she says. "Does a diploma change 
prisoners, or do they get out and go back to 
crime?" 

GETTING OUT, STAYING OUT 

"Nobody," Robert Powell proudly says, 
"Nobody who graduated from one of our pro
grams and got out is back in prison." 

Dr. Powell is the assistant academic affairs 
officer at Shaw and co-founder of the prison 
program. In 1983, Sha.w, a private, histori
cally black college in downtown Raleigh, 
started offering a two-year Associate of Arts 
degree and a four-year bachelor's degree in 
business management at the N.C. Correc
tional Institute for Women in Raleigh. 

Shaw now offers associate degrees at 
Central Prison, bachelor's degrees at the 
Harnett and Eastern correctional institutes, 
and associate and bachelor's degrees at wom
en's prison. 

Since 1983, 167 inmates have received asso
ciate or bachelor's degrees from Shaw at 
ceremonies on prison grounds. But only a 
handful of the graduates have been released. 

Education directors at the prisons say that 
as far as they know, none of the graduates 
released since the mid-1980s has returned to 
prison. If they're right, that's a zero recidi
vism rate. The average rate of recidivism in 
North Carolina is about 33 percent. 

Massachusetts also gives prisoners free col
lege educations. The overall recidivism rate 
there is 50 percent. For men who earn de
grees in prison, it's about 10 percent. 

Ex-convicts at least have a chance with a 
degree, Dr. Powell says. 

As soon as the prison program comes up, 
Dr. Powell turns from bureaucrat to impas
sioned advocate. 

"Helping the downtrodden is a part of this 
university's mission," he says. 

The prison program is misunderstood and 
underappreciated, he thinks. 

"We're a black institution," he says 
brusquely. "The prison is where the black 
male is. If you want to educate the black 
men, if you want to reclaim that talent out 
there, you have to go into the prisons. 

"Look, man, it took us a long time to get 
inside those walls. People told us it would 
never work. But it does work, Shaw is on the 
cutting edge." 

A BETTER PERSON? 

Far from being cutting edge, Mr. Ellis says 
his first year of Shaw classes seemed like 
something out of a remedial high school. 

One student was kicked out of class when 
he raised his hand during a test, forgetting 
that he had scribbled cheat notes all over his 
wrist and palm. 

Many of Mr. Ellis' classmates were in it 
just for "gain time." For every course a pris
oner passes, the Department of Correction 
knocks 20 days off the inmate's sentence. 

Mr. Ellis took four classes. Each class met 
once a week from 6:20 p.m. to 9 p.m. 

After class, Mr. Ellis found himself and his 
classmates ostracized by other inmates. 
"The men in the program are looked down 
on," he says. "People say, 'Oh, you're a 
sissy,' The black men tell the black stu
dents, 'That's a white thing to do.' " 

By the second year, the slackers had 
flunked out or dropped out. The homework 
that Mr. Ellis took back to his cell got 
tougher. Shaw's classes aren't as "intensive" 
as he would like, but Mr. Ellis says he is 
learning. 

Both UNC-Chapel Hill and N.C. State Uni
versity accept course credits from Shaw, but 

not all the program's graduates feel particu
larly erudite. 

"I didn't learn a lot," says Lynn Adams, 
28. "What you learn you can't really apply to 
the real world. It's not college-level edu
cation. It's more for people who just got 
their high school GED and want to learn a 
little more." 

Another graduate feels she pushed her life 
forward with the courses she took at wom
en's prison. Because she wants a "normal 
life," she would not speak for attribution. 

She left prison in 1988 with a bachelor's de
gree from Shaw. She was trying to start over 
after being convicted of second-degree mur
der and serving five years. "I was devastated 
going into prison," she says. "Being in the 
Shaw program, I didn't feel so isolated any
more; I got self-esteem." 

A month after going free, she landed a job 
as an administrative assistant. She makes 
$20,000 a year, $5,000 more than she made be
fore going to prison. She got a loan and 
bought a house. She now supports her high 
school-age daughter and is working toward a 
master's degree in public administration. 

"I don't think that when I got out, I would 
have turned to a life of crime without a de
gree," she says. "But it kept the focus on the 
positive, and now I can teach my children 
about striving to be a better person." 

Mr. HELMS. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

Mr. HATFIELD. Will the Senator 
yield first before that request? 

Mr. HELMS. Yes, certainly. 
Mr. HATFIELD. As the Senator 

knows, we have a great difficulty in 
the whole appropriations process keep
ing our 13 bills on track and maintain
ing the integrity of each one of those 
bills. I am wondering if the Senator 
would be willing to consider this, or 
raise this as it comes to our appropria
tions subcommittee on Labor-HHS. 
That is the Labor, Health, and Human 
Services education bill. That is where 
the Pell grant money is funded, not 
under this bill. 

This bill really has no relevance to, I 
believe, what the Senator is trying to 
accomplish because in the Labor-HHS 
subcommittee that we will be reporting 
soon-in fact we have sent it to the 
floor. That bill has been sent out of our 
committee. It is now on the calendar 
here in the Senate. 

I do not know what the leadership's 
schedule is to take it up, whether it is 
going to be taken up before the August 
recess or after. But nevertheless, the 
full appropriations committee has re
ported it to the floor. It is in that bill 
that we have the account relating to 
the Pell grants. 

Therefore, it seems to me, since it is 
a matter of appropriation, ought to be 
addressed on that bill. Or the Senator 
would have a second possibility. That 
is, we are going to be getting the reau
thorization of the Higher Education 
Act which authorizes the Pell grants. 

What I am suggesting is the Senator 
is dealing with an authorization for 
certain use of the Pell grants that 
seems to me would be better taken up 

on the authorization bill, or if it is to 
restrict the spending of the Pell grant 
account, the moneys that we appro
priate to the Pell grants, it seems to 
me this would still be a better vehicle 
than on State, Justice, Commerce. I 
understand the Senator understands 
and feels this because the prisons are 
administered under the Justice Depart
ment. But basically we do not appro
priate those moneys and those Pell 
grants are not granted to the Justice 
Department. They are granted to the 
individuals. It is a pass-through from 
the Labor-HHS appropriations account. 

All I am trying to do is not address 
the merits of the case or the sub
stantive issue the Senator raises and 
legitimately is his right to do. I am 
just urging the Senator, as one who 
wrestles with the inner workings of the 
appropriations process, try to keep on 
the right track and not legislate on ap
propriations bills and all that, to con
sider withdrawing it at this time and 
then possibly raising it under the 
Labor-HHS appropriations bill where 
we really have the account to which he 
is trying to reach to make a restric
tion, or on the Higher Education Au
thorization Act which would again put 
a restriction on the authorizing of the 
Pell grant moneys that we appropriate. 

Mr. HELMS. I will say to the Senator 
that I may do it on all three. I am try
ing to get the Senate's attention, and I 
will say to the Senator that this appro
priations bill has money for prison ex
penses in it. We will address the Pell 
grants again and again maybe. 

I think we need to send a message 
whenever we can. It will not take long 
to vote on this, and let Senators ex
press themselves one way or another 
on it. That is the reason for my offer
ing the amendment. I am not going to 
lecture the distinguished Senator from 
Oregon on the uniqueness of the Sen
ate, because he knows it better than I 
do. But that is the reason we have the 
right of nongermane amendments; even 
if this amendment were nongermane 
under the Senate rules, it does not 
matter. A lot of things we do around 
here are intended to send a message. I 
want to send one of this because I 
agree with Mr. Tetterton down in 
Plymouth, NC. 

Now, if we do not get the Senate's at
tention on this one, sure, we will come 
back on one or both of the other two 
pieces of legislation that the Senator 
has identified. 

Mr. HATFIELD. I am really not talk
ing strategy as much as I am trying 
t~ 

Mr. HELMS. I know the Senator is 
not. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Indicate the proce
dure that keeps the appropriations 
process both accountable as well as I 
think more effective in its functioning, 
to try to keep these addressed within 
the context of 13 separate bills. That is 
all I am suggesting is the procedure. 
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Mr. HELMS. I understand. I under

stand. 
Mr. HATFIELD. I am not arguing the 

rights of the Senator nor the merits of 
his case, or the signal, or the strategy 
of making his message heard. I am sure 
already people have heard the Sen
ator's message. 

Mr. HELMS. I understand. 
Mr. HATFIELD. I am, as an unbiased 

appropriator, trying to keep our sys
tem somewhat in some logical, reason
able process. 

Mr. HELMS. I understand, and I 
thank the Senator. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Will the distin
guished Senator yield? 

Mr. HELMS. You bet. 
Mr. HOLLINGS. As an individual 

Senator, I would agree with the thrust 
of this amendment. I see the distin
guished Senator from Rhode Island, for 
whom these grants are named, Senator 
PELL, and he will be speaking. Let me 
state why, as an individual Senator, I 
support the amendment and then why I 
cannot accept it as the manager. 

With respect to Pell grants, as the 
Senator from Rhode Island will tell us, 
I know that we have been cut back. I 
know that when the presentation was 
made about increasing Head Start, we 
took money out of Pell grants and 
higher education to increase that par
ticular program in an effort to keep 
the measure what they call revenue 
neutral. So we are not providing the 
amount for Pell grants that I would 
want right now. And, in that light, and 
in the light of trying to maintain 
credibility of the Pell Grant Program, 
and trying to extend it, trying to em
bellish it, trying to increase it, I would 
agree with the Senator from North 
Carolina. You cannot defend 65-year
olds under a life sentence, being sent a 
college professor for him to study these 
nice programs and everything else 
when law-abiding citizens are not af
forded that opportunity. 

Mr. HELMS. That is exactly the 
point. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. That is exactly the 
point. 

However, I agree with the senior Sen
ator from Oregon. The Senator's 
amendment does not refer to anything 
in our bill. It happens to have the word 
"prisons" but there is no money. There 
is the appropriations for prisons. And 
the Senator's restriction does not re
strict anything within this appropria
tions bill. If it goes on another bill-I 
and the Senator from Oregon are both 
members of the Labor, Health and 
Human Resources Subcommittee of Ap
propriations. The Senator will find me 
with him if we come back then or 
whenever-if not on this, supporting 
him in that regard-because I believe 
in the Pell grants and maintaining 
their credibility. I think they do an 
outstanding job. 

I know the struggle that Senator 
PELL and this Senator from South 

Carolina is having in getting more 
money for student financial aid. We are 
all talking about being education Sen
ators and Presidents, but we are not 
providing the money. 

I believe in education in prisons, but 
not at the higher education level. At 
the high school level, there is a need 
that we see as Governors administering 
prisons. It is the only way we are going 
to have to cut down on the recidivism 
and make them useful citizens-that is 
to teach them to read and write. 

When I was Governor, 90 percent of 
my prisoners in South Carolina were il
literate. So I immediately sent in 
teachers there. l graduated them all 
the way from high school. I can see 
them getting that kind of education. 

While I support the Senator from 
North Carolina's intent, the amend
ment does not belong on this bill. It is 
not a restriction of any kind on any 
dollar appropriated in this particular 
State, Justice, Commerce appropria
tions, bill. You might as well put in a 
bill with relation to the Pentagon and 
the B-2 bomber, and say we ought not 
to be spending money on the B-2 bomb
er under the provisions of the defense 
act, whatever it is. 

There is nothing in this bill before us 
now relating to Pell grants. So, as the 
manager of the bill I would urge sin
cerely that the Senator look to see 
whether he wants to press the point 
here or more legitimately press the 
point on the appropriations bill which 
contains funding for Pell grants. 

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Senator. 
Let me parenthetically say that I my
self have managed bills year after 
year-the Senator and I-and we use 
the same argument. Do not put it on 
my bill; put it on another bill. I under
stand that. 

But let me read page 35 of the report 
for the Departments of Commerce, Jus
tice and State, the Judiciary and relat
ed agencies appropriations bill for fis
cal year 1992 to show that the commit
tee has already gotten its feet wet. At 
the bottom of the page it says: 

In section 110, the Committee has included 
bill language which continues in 1992 the 
prohibition on payment of witness fees to in
carcerated persons testifying in Federal 
cases. 

I have already alluded to that. The 
committee continues to believe that an 
incarcerated person should not receive 
witness fees. 

This is the first cousin; this is a ben
efit that is being denied when incarcer
ated people are denied witness fees. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Of course, we pro
vide funding for witness fees in this 
bill. 

Mr. HELMS. Yes. The bill also pro
vides money for the operation of the 
Federal prisons. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. That is right; but, 
there are no Pell grant moneys for edu
cation. 

Mr. HELMS. I understand. Let me 
make the point. Maybe the wardens 

and anybody else connected with the 
prisons will not be so enthusiastic 
about running out to some college and 
say come in here and give a 65-year-old 
man a free college degree. Maybe they 
will understand that the Senate of the 

·United States has spoken on this busi
ness, that we do not like it, if indeed 
the Senate does approve my amend
ment. 

I do not know whether the Senate is 
going to approve my amendment. But I 
will be interested in hearing somebody 
explain-when they go home-why they 
voted against the amendment. 

I tell you what. Let me hear from 
Senator PELL, and we will then talk 
further about this. 

Mr. PELL addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Rhode Island. 
Mr. PELL. Mr. President, thank you. 

I have the greatest respect, yes, I say 
affection, for the Senator from North 
Carolina, but this is one of the areas 
where we must agree to disagree. 

I think the real strength of our Na
tion is the sum total of the education 
of the people. To my mind, the reason 
for educating our people is not to give 
them little social kudos. The reason to 
educate them is because they add to 
the strength of our Nation as a whole. 
If you can take some of the people who 
are in prisons now-we have 1 million 
young Americans presently behind 
bars-if you can take some of them and 
educate them a bit more, the chances 
of ricidivism, going back to jail after
ward, will be less. 

Of course, it costs more to send a 
young man or young woman to jail 
than it does to Yale, to make a bad 
pun. It is a very, very expensive oper
ation. Anything that can be done to re
duce the rate of recidivism is to the ad
vantage of the unfortunate taxpayers. 

I know in my own State I have done 
all that I can to urge prisoners to take 
advantage of some of the courses in the 
junior colleges-maybe some not very 
glamorous, not French literature-but 
they may be automobile mechanics and 
things of that sort, but they learn 
something. They should do it. We have 
been urging them to do it because the 
cost to the taxpayer is less in the end 
and the improvement in the young man 
is such that he is less likely to go back. 

I believe the rate of recidivism is 
something like 70 percent, something 
in that range. This should be reduced. 
Jails have become schools for crime. 
What we should do when people are 
there is educate them a bit more. 

So for this reason I think it would be 
an error to prohibit any opportunity 
for further education for people incar
cerated. To prohibit that-to deny 
that-would go against our national in
terest. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I thank 
my friend and the chairman of the For
eign Relations Committee. Obviously I 
am the ranking member. We have a de-
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lightful relationship. He is a good 
chairman and a good Senator, but he 
has made my point. At least he has 
made Mr. Tetterton's point. 

Let me read part of Mr. Tetterton's 
letter again: 

For the past 6 or so years we've been try
ing to get 3 children thru college. (At one 
point all 3 at the same time.) Now I find out 
there was an easy way to have accomplished 
this. I could have bought each one a gun and 
sent them out to commit a crime and their 
education probably would have been paid for. 

It is not novel to deny Pell grants to 
prisoners. As I said earlier, Congress 
has already-as part of the Anti-Drug 
Abuse Act of 1988----denied Pell grants 
and numerous other Federal benefits to 
individuals who are convicted of pos
sessing or trafficking in drugs. There 
are some crimes that are equal to traf
ficking in drugs. I cannot think of one 
except murder, but it depends on your 
priorities. 

Mr. Tetterton raised this question to 
me and I am raising it for him. Why 
does he have to work and slave to 
make enough and borrow enough 
money to send his three children to 
college, while guys sitting in prison 
take free college courses almost as a 
lark and then get a reduction in their 
sentences to boot. 

There are not three Senators in this 
Chamber whom I admire more, or have 
a better relationship with, than the 
two managers of this bill and my friend 
from Rhode Island, Senator PELL. 

But I just think it is a principle that 
we need to pass on and, if it does not 
work here, I am going to keep on try
ing because I think this state of affairs 
is wrong. You may teach inmates how 
to fix automobiles, you may teach 
them how to write, certainly how to 
read-and the Federal Government 
funds such programs-but a college 
education free of charge? No, sir. I just 
do not think that is right, and I think 
Mr. Tetterton is exactly right, that 
such a policy is an outrage. 

Mr. President, were the yeas and 
nays ordered on my amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas 
and nays have not been ordered. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I request 
the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair, and I 

thank my friends from Rhode Island, 
South Carolina, and Oregon, respect
fully. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate on the amendment? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I listened 
carefully to the arguments of my col
league from North Carolina, and he 
makes a very good point. I wish all of 
our citizens could be educated. But the 
point I still make is that, from the 
viewpoint of the ·taxpayer and the 
viewpoint of the Nation, if there is 
anything we can do to avoid the recidi
vism and the cost of people being in 
jail, that would be, I think, a good 
thing, and I believe that the more peo
ple who leave jail with some kind of 
skill or education, the better off we 
are. But this is a point of disagree
ment. 

My intention, when the Senator 
comes in, is to move to table. I will not 
do so until he is here. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I object, 
temporarily. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec
tion is heard. 

The bill clerk continued calling the 
roll. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, what is the 
pending business? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
pending business is the Helms amend
ment. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I move to 
table that amendment, and ask for the 
yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
KOHL). Is there a sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays are ordered, and 

the clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk called 

the roll. 
Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen

ator from Minnesota [Mr. WELLSTONE] 
is necessarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator 
from Arkansas [Mr. PRYOR] is absent 
because of illness. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? · 

The result was announced-yeas 38, 
nays 60, as follows: 

Ada.ms 
Akaka 
Btden 
Btnpma.n 
Bradley 
Cha.fee 

[Rollcall Vote No. 161 Leg.] 
YEAs-38 

Cochran 
Conrad 
Cranston 
Danforth 
Daschle 
Duren berger 

Glenn 
Gore 
Harkin 
H&tneld 
Inouye 
Jeffords 

Kassebaum 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Lugar 
Metzenbaum 

Baucus 
Bentsen 
Bond 
Boren 
Breaux 
Brown 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Burdick 
Burns 
Byrd 
Coats 
Cohen 
Cra.tg 
D'Amato 
DeConcin1 
Dixon 
Dodd 
Dole 
Domenici 

Mitchell 
Moynihan 
Pell 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Sanford 
Sarbanes 

NAYS--60 
Exon 
Ford 
Fowler 
Garn 
Gorton 
Ora.barn 
Gramm 
Grassley 
Hatch 
Heflin 
Helms 
Hollings 
Johnston 
Kasten 
Kerrey 
Kohl 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lott 
Mack 

NOT VOTING-2 
Pryor Wellstone 

Simon 
Specter 
Stevens 
Wallop 
Wirth 
Wofford 

McC&in 
McConnell 
Mlk:ulsk1 
Murkowskt 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Pressler 
Reid 
Riegle 
Roth 
Rudman 
Sasser 
Seymour 
Shelby 
Simpson 
Smith 
Symma 
Thurmond 
Warner 

So, the motion to table the amend
ment (No. 938) was rejected. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the mo
tion was rejected. 

Mr. HATCH. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate? 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Oregon [Mr. HATFIELD]. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the yeas and 
nays on the Helms amendment be viti
ated. 

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

Is there any further debate? 
If not, the question is on agreeing to 

amendment No. 938. 
The amendment (No. 938) was agreed 

to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 939 

(Purpose: To protect health care profes
sionals from infection with the etiologic 
agent for the human immunodeficiency 
virus) 
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 

HELMS] proposes an amendment numbered 
939. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 9, line 5, insert after the word "ex

penses" a semicolon and the following: 
"SEC. . (a) Notwithstanding any other 

provision of law, a State shall, not later than 
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one year after the date of enactment of this 
Act, certify to the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services that such State has in effect 
regulations, or has enacted legislation, to 
protect licensed health care professionals 
from contracting the human immu
nodeficiency virus and the hepatitis B virus 
during the performance of exposure prone 
invasive procedures. 

"(b) The regulations or legislation referred 
to in subsection (a) shall permit licensed 
health care professionals to require that, 
prior to the commencement of or during the 
conduct of an exposure prone invasive proce
dure, a patient may be tested for the etio
logic agent for the human immunodeficiency 
virus. Such regulations or legislation shall 
not apply in emergency situations when the 
patient's life is in danger. 

"(c)(l) The result of tests conducted under 
subsection (b) shall be confidential and shall 
not be released to any other party without 
the prior written consent of the patient. 

"(2) The regulations or legislation referred 
to in subsection (2) shall contain enforce
ment provisions that subject an individual 
who violates the provisions of paragraph 
(c)(l) to a $10,000 fine or a prision term of not 
more than one year for each such violation. 

"(d) Except as provided in subsection (e), if 
a State does not provide the certification re
quired under subsection (a) within the 1-year 
period described in such subsection, such 
State shall be ineligible to receive assistance 
under the Public Health Service Act (42 
U.S.C. 301 et seq.) until such certification is 
provided. 

"(e) The Secretary of Health and Human 
Services shall extend the time period de
scribed in subsection (a) for a State, if-

"(1) the State has determined not to pro
mulgate regulations to adopt the guidelines 
referred to in subsection (a); and 

"(2) the State legislature of such State 
meets on a biennial basis and has not met 
within the one-year period beginning on the 
date of enactment of this Act. 

"(0 As used in this section, the term 'expo
sure prone invasive procedure' means such 
procedures as listed in guildeline promul
gated by the centers for Disease Control con
cerning recommendations for preventing the 
transmission by health care professionals, of 
the human immunodeficiency virus and hep
atitis B virus to patients during exposure 
prone invasive procedures." 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, this 
amendment is keeping a promise which 
fulfills my assurance to the Nation's li
censed health care professionals that I 
made July 18 when 89 Senators sup
ported my amendment requiring health 
care professionals who know they have 
AIDS to inform their patients before 
performing invasive medical proce
dures. I said then that we would make 
it a two-way street, and with this 
amendment I am endeavoring to do 
that. When the Senate passed the 
Helms amendment on July 18, I empha
sized that the work was not finished 
and this pending amendment closes the 
loop, as far as I am concerned. 

The Helms amendment required the 
States to create regulations or pass 
legislation to allow licensed health 
care professionals who perform expo
sure-prone invasive procedures to test 
their patients for the presence of the 
AIDS virus both before and during the 
procedure. This amendment contains 

an exception which precludes a doctor 
or other health care worker from re
quiring a test if there is an emergency 
during which the patient's life may be 
in danger. 

The information obtained from this 
AIDS test is confidential and may not 
be distributed to any agency or third 
party without prior written consent of 
the patient. Failure to comply with the 
confidentiality provisions of this 
amendment will result in a fine of up 
to $10,000 or up to 1 year in prison. 
Under this amendment, both the safety 
of the health care professional and the 
privacy of the patient are protected. 

This amendment also uses as an en
forcement mechanism a proposal first 
offered by the distinguished Republican 
leader, Mr. DOLE, on July 18. The 
Helms amendment, as the Dole amend
ment did before it, ties passage of these 
health worker protection measures to 
the receipt of moneys under the Public 
Health Service Act. If the States do 
not protect the doctors and the nurses, 
they will not receive assistance under 
the Public Heal th Service Act. 

Let me say this for the record. The 
Helms amendment does not, does not, 
require mandatory patient testing. It 
leaves to the discretion of the doctor, 
the nurse, clinic, or the hospital as to 
whether or not and AIDS test will be 
performed on the blood of a patient 
about to undergo what the Centers for 
Disease Control determine to be an ex
posure prone invasive procedure. 

Mr. President, on July 18, Senator 
HATCH, the distinguished Senator from 
Utah, noted that over 6,000 health care 
workers, doctors, dentists, and nurses 
have contracted AIDS. More than 40 of 
them have died. Yet, attempts to pro
tect these men and women through the 
disclosure of the HIV status of their 
patients have been hooted down by the 
AIDS lobby as a threat to the so-called 
civil rights of this or that group. If I 
may borrow a favorite word from the 
lexicon of the distinguished senior Sen
ator from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN
NEDY], "nonsense." 

Let me say parenthetically that I 
speak here and act here today as the 
father of a health care worker. Nancy 
Helms Stuart heads one of the depart
ments at Rex Hospital in Raleigh. She 
is a registered nurse, as I say, and I 
want her protected. That is one of my 
major motivations, frankly, for push
ing this amendment today, because, 
Mr. President, how many more doctors 
and patients will have to die in the 
stampede to appease that outfit known 
as ACT-UP, the National Gay and Les
bian Task Force, and the ACLU. 
Enough is enough. 

A newspaper in my State, the Char
lotte Observer, laid out the case for pa
tient disclosure in an editorial on July 
22 supporting my first AIDS proposal. 

Let me quote what the Charlotte Ob
server said: 

The health professionals who are often 
splashed with blood, stuck with needles or 

cut with scalpels are at a much greater risk 
than the patients. The routine use of protec
tive procedures is essential, but knowledge 
of the patient's condition is an invaluable 
safeguard. The Senate bill-

And they were referring to my AIDS 
amendment on July 18-
makes no provisions for patients undergoing 
invasive procedures. It should. 

Then the Charlotte Observer contin
ued: 

AIDS is the first lethal communicable dis
ease in American history that has been 
treated as a secret disease. Testing is no 
guarantee: A person can be infected with 
HIV, the virus that causes AIDS, for months 
with no sign of it. But the fact a test cannot 
tell everything does not diminish the value 
of what they can tell. A lot of unnecessary 
testing may be done but tests wouldn't have 
to prevent many AIDS infections to pay 
back the cost. 

By the way, the Charlotte Observer 
conducted a poll on July 17 and found 
that 93 percent of North Carolinians 
believe that a doctor should tell a pa
tient if he or she, the doctor, has AIDS. 
The same poll also found that the same 
number of North Carolinians believe 
that a patient should tell a doctor if he 
or she, the patient, is infected with 
AIDS. And a June 20 Gallup Poll found 
that 97 percent of Americans believe 
that an infected patient should tell a 
doctor if he or she has AIDS. As usual, 
the people are ahead of the politicians. 

Mr. President, during the debate on 
the first Helms AIDS amendment, the 
chairman of the Labor and Human Re
sources Committee charged that this 
Senator was doing nothing to protect 
the thousands of health care workers 
who are exposed to the deadly AIDS 
virus every day of their lives. Well, I 
will respond to the able Senator from 
Massachusetts in two ways. 

First, let me say a.gain I think I care 
more about medical workers than just 
about any other Member of the Senate. 
I refer again to my daughter, Nancy 
Helms Stuart, who is a registered nurse 
in Raleigh. Her life and safety, of 
course, are very dear to me. She is the 
apple of my eye. I worry about her. 
And I want her protected because she 
has on a number of occasions been put 
at risk by patients with AIDS whose 
conditions was hidden from doctors and 
nurses because the law treats AIDS as 
a political issue rather than a public 
health issue. 

According to the Centers for Disease 
Control, 1,358 nurses across this coun
try have AIDS. 

For 6 years I have stood on this floor 
and watched common sense and Fed
eral dollars being thrown to the winds 
to appease the appetite of the AIDS 
lobby and the political movement driv
ing it. 

Take a look at the current Labor
HHS appropriations bill. What disease 
has its own chapter in that report? 
Just one. Not cancer, which kills hun
dreds of thousands. Not heart disease, 
the Nation's leading killer. Of course 
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that one disease that has a chapter is 
AIDS. And according to the report in 
front of me the Federal Government 
will spend $4.4 billion to fight it. Yet 
each day a new Kimberly Bergalis ap
pears and each day doctors and nurses 
like Nancy Helms Stuart, my daughter, 
remain in danger while politicians sit 
on their hands and throw money and 
words at the issue. 

Now, I repeat what I said on July 18. 
The Senate Labor Subcommittee is 
chaired by the Senator from Massachu
setts, and so far as is perceptible to me 
and other Senators, that committee 
has done absolutely nothing to protect 
the rights and lives of patients and 
health care workers. Here is Senator 
KENNEDY'S chance to stand up and do 
something positive, something that the 
American people support. 

Senators need not worry about Helms 
requiring mandatory testing. It is not 
in the amendment. Thus they do not 
have to worry about the privacy of peo
ple with AIDS. There are stiff penalties 
for anyone who discloses the HIV sta
tus of an AIDS patient. 

Well, some Senators may say, we 
adopted the Dole amendment which re
quires universal precautions to prevent 
the spread of AIDS from the doctor to 
the patient, and that is good enough. 

It is not good enough. The Charlotte 
Observer put it exactly right: "It is not 
good enough." Knowledge of the pa
tient's condition is the safeguard which 
this Helms amendment provides. If 
that knowledge leads just one nurse to 
be extra careful, thereby avoiding the 
prick of an infected needle, then I will 
consider that my promise on July 18 
has been fulfilled. 

I urge the adoption of the amend
ment, of course, Mr. President, and I 
ask unanimous consent that three arti
cles to which I have alluded, two from 
the Charlotte Observer and one from 
the Fayetteville Observer Times and a 
chart showing the number of health 
care workers with AIDS be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[From the Charlotte Observer, July 22, 1991] 

DOCTORS AND AIDS 
Ask yourself the fundamental question: If 

your doctor has AIDS and knows it, should 
he or she tell you? Answer yes? We did. Sen. 
Jesse Helms wants to require that disclosure 
by law, with long prison terms and big fines 
for doctors who know and don't tell. His pro
posal passed the Senate 81-18 last week, but 
its future in the House is unclear. 

But Sen. Helms and Congress for once are 
moving in similar directions. The Senate 
unanimously passed a bill the House is likely 
to approve. It would virtually order states to 
require health professionals involved in 
invasive procedures (surgery, etc) to be test
ed for the AIDS virus. Those who test posi
tive would be required to stop performing 
invasive procedures unless a panel of experts 
approved them, and to tell patients of their 
condition. 

Though some patients are worried, there's 
hardly any danger of getting AIDS in an op-

era.ting room or dentist's chair. But as the 
disease spreads, the odds may worsen. Now 
there are frequent reports of AIDS-infected 
surgeons and dentists who didn't tell their 
patients. 

The American Medical and American Den
tal Associations now says surgeons and den
tists infected with HIV have an ethical obli
gation to tell their patients. That's not 
enough. The protection of the public 
shouldn't depend solely on the ethics of the 
profession. 

Health professionals are worried, too, As 
Dr. Francis Robicsek, a renowned Charlotte 
heart surgeon, said, "We are the ones who 
are in blood up to our elbows." In fact, 
health professionals who are often splashed 
with blood, stuck with needles or cut with 
scalpels are at much greater risk than pa
tients. The routine use of protective proce
dures is essential, but knowledge of the pa
tient's condition is an invaluable safeguard. 
The Senate bill makes no provision for pa
tients undergoing invasive procedures. it 
should. 

AIDS is the first lethal communicable dis
ease in American history that has been 
treated as a secret disease. Nobody knows 
how to cure it, but ignorance certainly won't 
help stop the spread of it. Testing is no guar
antee: A person can be infected with HIV, 
the virus that causes AIDS, for months with 
no sign of it. But the fact that tests can't 
tell everything doesn't diminish the value of 
what they can't tell. A lot of unnecessary 
testing may be done, but tests wouldn't have 
to prevent many AIDS infections to pay 
back their cost. 

To date, much of the debate has been over 
whether there should be any mandatory test
ing. The Senate bill, by writing into law the 
recommendations of the Centers for Disease 
Control, would settle that. Now the task is 
to determine how to use testing in the way 
most beneficial to public health. 

[From the Charlotte Observer, July 21, 1991] 
Doc, DON'T LECTURE ME ON AIDS 

(By Allen Norwood) 
I recently had lunch with two Charlotte 

doctors and an emergency medical services 
director from a nearby county. 

They weren't armchair experts. They were 
lifesaving soldiers on the front lines. 

And all three said they wouldn't perform 
CPR on a sick or injured stranger without a 
breathing tube or other protective device to 
prevent direct mouth-to-mouth contact. 

If they saw a stranger lying on the side
walk, they agreed, they wouldn't bend and 
put their lips directly to his. 

The three didn't stand up and loudly pro
claim they wouldn't perform CPR. Theirs 
was a thoughtful discussion about the dan
gers, after which they reached a consensus. 

Still, I was stunned. 
The medical establishment, citing odds, 

tries to make the rest of us feel guilty about 
our fear of AIDS. 

And pros I respect hugely won't perform 
CPR without protection? 

Last week, the U.S. Senate endorsed an 
amendment by Sen. Jesse Helms, R-N.C., 
that would fine and jail .health-care workers 
who don't tell patients they have AIDS. 

Helms' proposal might be unenforceable. 
But he's correct about the most important 
point: Having certain contact with others 
without informing them you carry the AIDS 
virus is a crime. 

Helms' bill was opposed by the American 
Medical Association and the American Civil 
Liberties Union. Opponents cited minuscule 
odds of catching AIDS, and accused Helms of 
playing on irrational fears. 

Irrational-like the same fears that keep 
medical experts from performing CPR. 

Also last week, the Centers for Disease 
Control recommended that doctors and den
tists who do certain procedures, such as sur
gery or pulling teeth, should get AIDS tests 
and stop doing such procedures if they're in
fected. 

Predictably, doctors said they didn't like 
the CDC guidelines. 

"You're not going to get voluntary compli
ance among health-care workers unless all 
patients can be tested," said Dr. Jared 
Schwartz, a Charlotte pathologist active on 
AIDS committees. 

Fine. Test me. 
Doctors, with their ha.nds in the blood of 

drug users, are in more danger from patients 
than the other way around. 

Just don't lecture me-if the people who're 
supposed to save lives won't perform CPR. 

I called Dr. Michael Thomason, a surgeon 
at Carolinas Medical Center and one of the 
health-care workers at that lunch table. 

"Do you understand how patronizing it 
sounded to hear you wouldn't perform CPR," 
I asked, "after all these years of being 
preached to by the AMA, the CDC and others 
that my fears about AIDS are unfounded?" 

He paused a moment, then said, "I do." 
Thomason and his colleagues take pre

cautions and operate on those with AIDS 
every day. But he said each doctor must 
measure the risk and make decisions about 
protecting his or her own family. 

Exactly like the rest of us. 
"If I clearly saw I could save a life, if a lit

tle lady in a shopping center clutched her 
chest and fell over," he said, "I would do 
CRP on that lady. 

"If it was a shooting on a street where the 
odds were that the victim was a drug user, 
no. 

"Yes, the odds are low. But once you catch 
this particular virus, it's basically a death 
sentence." 

Exactly. 

[From the Fayetteville Observer-Times] 
HELMS IS RIGHT ABOUT AIDS 

Sen. Jesse Helms is being afflicted with a 
good deal of unfair and illogical criticism of 
his proposal to hit HIV-positive medical care 
workers with criminal penalties if they fail 
to inform their patients. 

Most specious is the argument that health
care workers who have learned that they 
have the human immunodeficiency virus and 
are thus almost certain to develop a full
blown case of acquired immune deficiency 
syndrome will be unmoved by the possibility 
of Sl0,000 fine and 10 years in prison. 

This idea is that anyone who has just re
ceived a death sentence is unlikely to be mo
tivated to do anything by the possibility of 
prison or a fine. 

That idea is kept alive by its strong emo
tional appeal, but it has little basis in fact. 

First, many years may separate infection 
with HIV and the appearance of AIDS. Those 
are years that no sane person would want to 
spend in federal prison. Second, even if AIDS 
appeared immediately, a few people yearn to 
die in a prison hospital. Third, HIV-positive 
h,ealth-care workers are unlikely to want to 
fork over to the state money they could 
spend on treatment. 

It is obvious, then, that the fine and prison 
sentence retain their deterrent value for peo
ple who have received the indeterminate 
death sentence of a positive test for HIV. But 
opponents further argue that its effect will 
be to drive medical care workers "under
ground" as they seek to evade testing. That 
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is equivalent to arguing that criminal pen
alties do not suppress criminal behavior. 

Most unfair is the argument that the Re
publican senator from North Carolina is just 
grandstanding at the expense of a thor
oughly responsible medical care community 
that has always been adequately concerned 
about protecting its patients from infection. 

Many doctors may be concerned about 
their patients first and foremost. But there 
are well-publicized cases of doctors who con
cealed the fact of the HIV-positive tests from 
their patients for the obvious reason that 
disclosing it would have destroyed a lucra
tive practice. One has even gone to court to 
protect his privacy and did not of his own vo
lition seek to warn his many former pa
tients, a burden that was assumed by the 
hospital at which he worked. 

It is true that the likelihood that an HIV
infected doctor or dentist will infect his pa
tients is apparently very small, but it is real. 
The ethical obligation of the infected 
caregiver to inform those whom he is putting 
at risk so that they can make a free decision 
about whether to take the small risk of con
tinuing to do business with him is clear. 

Failure to do so is killing people, as the 
case of Kimberly Bergalis demonstrates. 

Criminal penalties are an entirely appro
priate response to an outbreak of willfully 
reckless behavior that endangers the lives of 
innocent people, whether that behavior is 
drunken driving or failure to disclose an HIV 
infection to one's patients. 

It is not grandstanding to insist on doing 
something that promises to be effective 
about a real and apparently growing prob
lem. 

WHERE THE CASES ARE 

Here's a breakdown, by profession, of all 
reported cases of AIDS in health-care work
ers since the epidemic began in the early 
1980s. 
Profession: AIDS cases 

Nurses ........ .... ................. ....... ......... 1,358 
Health aides ................. ............ ....... 1,101 
Technicians . . . . . . .. .. . .. .. .. . .. .. . . . . . . . .. .. . .. 941 
Physicians . .. ... . .. . .. . .. .. .. ... .. .. . . . . . . . .. . .. 703 
Paramedics .... ................. .... ............ 116 
Therapists . . .. .. .. ... .. . . .. . .. ... .. .. . .. . . .. .. . .. 319 
Dentists and hygienists ...... ............ 171 
Surgeons ... ...................... .... ............ 47 
Miscellaneous health workers (so

cial workers, administrators, 
etc.) ................................. .......... .. 1,680 

Total ............................................ 6,436 
Source: CDC da.ta as of March 31, 1991. 

Mr. HELMS. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There is not a suffi
cient second. 

Mr. HELMS. I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chair recognizes Senator HOL
LINGS. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, here 
we go again with a little bit of mis
chief. 

Mr. President, I think the body 
should understand-I am sure the Sen
ator from Massachusetts momentarily 
will come to the floor because he is not 
only experienced in this particular 
health measure, but I think he has al
ready worked out a compromise within 

his committee-our Health and Human 
Resources Committee. Authorization 
for matters of this kind is within his 
jurisdiction, and I am confident he has 
already worked out an agreement with 
the administration on this particular 
subject. And so this in a way I guess · 
would preempt, and should not, the or
derly procedure of the authorization 
because this bill, State, Justice, Com
merce appropriations, does not have 
the word "health" in it. 

We do not have anything to do with 
health care professionals. Any yet this 
Senator would be prepared just to ac
cept the amendment and knock it out 
in conference. It is not going to be ac
cepted in conference because we have 
nothing to do in the State, Justice, 
Commerce appropriations measure 
with heal th or heal th care profes
sionals. 

Now, as the Senator from North 
Carolina comes and says he wants to 
close the loop to protect professionals. 
Certainly the Senator from South 
Carolina wants to protect professionals 
but not on this bill. 

But the Senator has me caught up in 
this thing. I will give the Senator from 
Massachusetts a chance. I know he is 
vitally concerned, and has been work
ing on it as chairman of the commit
tee. But, it does not belong on this bill. 

The Senator from North Carolina is 
engaging in mischief. Yes, he is; he 
knows it does not belong. He has a 
smile for me. He and I know each 
other, from North and South Carolina. 
He is playing games with this Senator. 

The leaders keep coming up here. 
"When are we going to get through 
with the bill?" We will never get 
through with the bill if we take up B
l bombers, heal th care professionals, 
and any and everything that may be of 
concern to the Senator and to me. I am 
mutually concerned. But it certainly is 
not a subject of State, Commerce, Jus
tice. The word "health" is not any
where in this bill. 

Mr. HELMS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from North Carolina. 
Mr. HELMS. I ask for the yeas on the 

amendment. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 

sufficient second? 
There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair. I sug

gest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SAR
BANES). Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I 
apologize to the membership for delay
ing the response to the amendment of 

the Senator from North Carolina. The 
Senator from North Carolina gave us a 
copy of the amendment about 20 min
utes ago and, given the importance of 
this subject, I wanted an opportunity 
to look closely at the amendment so I 
would be able at least to give a reac
tion to Members of the Senate. 

I indicate now just for the inf orma
tion of the Members that I intend to 
speak very briefly on the amendment 
and then make a motion to table the 
amendment. 

Mr. President, perhaps the Members 
remember the debate and discussion on 
the different amendments affecting the 
medical profession that were offered on 
the Treasury appropriation bill a week 
or so ago. The Senate spoke on two dif
ferent measures, and now those meas
ures will go to conference. During the 
course of that debate, a number of us 
mentioned the importance of protect
ing health care workers. 

At that time, during consideration of 
the leadership proposal by Senator 
MITCHELL and Senator DOLE to imple
ment the Centers for Disease Control 
recommendations in order to provide 
protections for patients, the minority 
leader and I pointed out the impor
tance of also providing protections for 
health care workers. 

This is an issue which has been be
fore the public for some period of time. 
But I wanted to take a moment to give 
the status of current proposals for pro
tecting medical personnel and other 
health care workers from transmission 
of the HIV virus and other bloodborne 
diseases. 

In May 1989, OSHA promulgated a 
proposed occupational health and safe
ty standard to prevent transmission of 
bloodborne diseases, and that proposed 
standard has been out for comment 
over a period of many months. This 
was a standard that was proposed after 
a very extensive review by the Centers 
for Disease Control and by OSHA as 
the most effective means of preventing 
transmission of all bloodborne diseases 
in healthcare settings. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to print in the RECORD at this 
point the basic recommendations that 
were made by OSHA. 

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

OSHA'S BLOODBORNE DISEASE STANDARD 
PROTECTS PATIENTS AND WORKERS 

WHAT IS INFECTION CONTROL? 

Infection control systems are designed to 
prevent healthcare workers from transmit
ting infections to patients and to protect 
healthcare workers from acquiring infec
tions themselves. Since 1987, infection con
trol programs have been based on universal 
precautions, which means that all patients 
are treated as though they are potentially 
infectious for a bloodborne disease. Univer
sal precautions improves on traditional in
fection control programs because it is not 
possible to tell whether someone is infected 
just by looking at them. 
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WHY IS INFECTION CONTROL IMPORTANT? 

Infection control is the most important 
element used to reduce healthcare worker 
and patient risk of infection by minimizing 
or eliminating exposure incidents to 
bloodborne infectious diseases such as hepa
titis B and mv. 

HOW WOULD AN OSHA STANDARD IMPROVE 
INFECTION CONTROL? 

The proposed standard requires healthcare 
facil1ties to implement an infection control 
program based on universal precautions. 
Healthcare facilities would be required to 
provide gloves and other protective equip
ment such as masks, gowns and goggles to 
workers who come in contact with blood. 
Gloves would have to be changed between pa
tients and would be replaced whenever torn 
or punctured. Equipment would have to be 
sterilized. Employers would be required to 
repair or replace damaged equipment. Work
ers would be offered the hepatitis B vaccine 
free of charge, and would be trained on the 
proper procedures to follow to prevent trans
mission of bloodborne infectious diseases. 

HOW WOULD THE STANDARD BE ENFORCED? 

Under the OSHA Act of 1970, the Occupa
tional Safety and Health Administration has 
the authority to inspect workplaces to en
sure that employers are in compliance with 
OSHA's standards to provide a healthy and 
safe workplace. Employers who are not in 
compliance are cited by OSHA and fined 
based on the seriousness of the violation. 
Willful or repeated violations of the 
bloodborne disease standard could lead to 
fines of up to $70,000 for each violation. Cita
tions for serious violations could result in 
penalties of up to $7,000 per violation. Any 
employer that fails to correct a violation for 
which a citation has been issued can be fined 
up to $7,000 per day that the hazard is not 
abated. 

In addition, OSHA has the authority to 
issue criminal penalties against employers 
whose willful violation of OSHA's standards 
result in the death of an employee. Legisla
tion is pending in the Senate to expand 
OSHA's authority to issue criminal pen
alties. 

OSHA initiates workplace inspections 
based on employee complaints and agency 
priorities. In the past, OSHA has developed 
Special Emphasis Programs for enforcement 
of specific standards in specific industries. 
Such a Special Emphasis Program could be 
developed to enforce the bloodborne disease 
standard in private doctors and dentists of
fices and other healthcare facil1ties. 

WHO SUPPORTS REQUIRING UNIVER.SAL 
PRECAUTIONS? 

Countless public health organizations, 
labor unions, government officials, infection 
control experts, and association of 
healthcare professionals, including the Asso
ciation of Practitioners in Infection Control, 
the American Public Health Association, the 
American Nurses Association, and the U .s. 
Centers for Disease Control. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I will 
review quickly for the Members the 
colloquy between the Republican lead
er and myself, which took place last 
week. I stated at that time that: 

Everyone agrees that strict adherence by 
healthcare workers to universal precautions 
against bloodborne infection is the best way 
to protect both patients and workers against 
lllV-the virus that causes AIDS. 

For 5 years, the Department of Labor has 
been working on regulations that would 
make employers supply the equipment and 

training needed for universal precautions. 
They have held extensive hearings and com
pleted an exhaustive record. It is my under
standing that the work on this standard has 
been completed but for some reason the De
partment has continually missed its own 
deadlines for issuing a final standard. 

I am no less frustrated than the Sen
ator from North Carolina by the fact 
that we have not been able to get the 
final standards from the Department of 
Labor. 

I then continued: 
The OSHA bloodborne disease standard 

would not only provide the most effective 
means for guarding against infection, it also 
would establish uniform national standards 
and activate an already-existing enforce
ment mechanism. If this regulation were 
law, then OSHA inspectors could imme
diately begin inspecting the offices of den
tists and physicians and other facilities to 
make sure universal precautions are strictly 
adhered to. 

The distinguished minority leader re
sponded: 

I agree with Senator KENNEDY that univer
sal precautions are necessary to guarantee 
maximum protection for patients as well as 
workers. At this point, the urgency of this 
matter supports prompt implementation of 
the OSHA universal precaution regulations. 
We should work together to enact legislation 
before the recess which establishes a dead
line for putting these regulations into effect. 

The minority leader and I have 
worked closely together. We were 
under the impression that we would 
have the Labor-HHS appropriations bill 
on the floor this week and we were pre
pared to have the Senate consider a 
Dole-Kennedy amendment which would 
achieve that objective. We had indi
cated to all interested Members that 
this was something that we were com
mitted to doing. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
amendment, which we intended to offer 
had we considered the HHS appropria
tions prior to the recess be printed in 
the RECORD. 

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

On page 50, between lines 15 and 16, insert 
the following new section: 

SEC. . (a) Notwithstanding any other pro
vision of law, on or before November 1, 1991, 
the Secretary of Labor, acting under the Oc
cupational Safety and Health Act of 1970, 
shall promulgate final rules and regulations 
concerning the standard on occupational ex
posure to bloodborne pathogens as pubished 
in the Federal Register on May 30, 1989 (54 
FR 23042), to reduce the number of occupa
tional exposures to the hepatitis B virus, the 
human immunodeficiency virus and other 
bloodborne pathogens. 

(b) In the event that the rules and regula
tions referred to in subsection (a) are not 
promulgated by the date required under such 
subsection, the proposed standard on occupa
tional exposure to bloodborne pathogens as 
published in the Federal Register on May 30, 
1989 (54 FR 23042) shall become effective as if 
such proposed standard was promulgated as 
a final rule or regulation by the Secretary of 
Labor, and remain in effect until the date on 
which such Secretary promulgates final 
rules and regulations under subsection (a). 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I 
point out that this amendment that 
has been offered by the Senator from 
North Carolina would depend upon sep
arate implementation actions by each 
individual State in order for its provi
sions to become effective. That is in 
contrast to the OSHA standard, which 
would establish uniform nationwide re
quirements that would go into effect 
with the force of law immediately upon 
implementation. 

Under the Helms amendment, health 
care professionals might well find that 
the protections provided pursuant to 
this amendment would vary from State 
to State. 

As a matter of sound public health 
policy, we should be establishing uni
form protections for members of the 
health professions across the United 
States. And the Helms amendment 
would not do that. It would result in a 
crazy quilt of different State rules, reg
ulations, and laws attempting to sat
isfy the objectives set out by the Sen
ator from North Carolina. 

Finally, I point out that if you were 
a healthcare professional and you did 
insist as contemplated by this amend
ment that a certain patient be tested 
before you would treat or assist that 
patient, and you got a negative reac
tion from that test you would be mis
taken if you thought that test result 
somehow assured that you were pro
tected from possible transmission of 
the HIV virus. 

As we all know, there is a period of 
time before the presence of the HIV 
virus is detectable through these tests 
and this can create a false sense of se
curity. 

In contrast, the OSHA bloodborne 
disease standard would require all em
ployers with employees who can rea
sonably be expected to be exposed to 
bloodborne diseases in the normal 
course of their work to implement in
fection control programs based on uni
versal precautions. 

These precautions are designed to 
prevent transmission not just of the 
HIV virus which causes AIDS, but the 
whole range of bloodborne pathogens 
that can be transmitted through expo
sure to blood or bodily fluids including, 
for example, the viruses that cause 
hepatitis, syphillis, and malaria. 

In fact, healthcare workers are at 
much greater risk of contracting hepa
titis B from patients than contracting 
the HIV virus. CDC estimates that ap
proximately 12,000 healthcare workers 
with occupational exposure to blood 
are infected with hepatitis Beach year, 
resulting in 500 to 600 hospitalizations 
and over 200 deaths a year. Essentially, 
to treat all blood and other potentially 
infectious fluids as if they were con
taminated. The OSHA standard would 
protect patients and healthcare profes
sionals from transmission by requiring 
doctors, dentists, hospitals, clinics, and 
any other employer whose employees 
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have exposure to blood and other bod
ily fluids. In other words, employers 
would have to presume that for every
kind of exposure that a doctor or other 
healthcare worker might deal with, 
these kinds of' fluids are the most dan
gerous. That is included in the pro
posed OSHA standard. 

Among other things, employers 
would be required to: 

Provide exposed workers with per
sonal protective equipment such as 
fluid-proof gloves, masks, gowns, 
eyegear, and other protective equip
ment; 

Sterilize equipment and regularly 
disinfect work areas; 

Place potentially infectious wastes 
and laundry in leak-proof, color-coded 
containers and treat as if contami
nated; 

Train workers in proper procedures 
to prevent disease transmission and ex
posure; and 

Provide the hepatitis B vaccine to 
employees free of charge. 

The universal precautions are con
sistent with the precautions rec
ommended in the CDC guidelines to 
protect patients. However, as opposed 
to the CDC guidelines, the OSHA 
standard has an enforcement mecha
nism. As with any other occupational 
health or safety standard, OSHA will 
have full authority to enforce the 
standard through inspections and the 
imposition of civil penalties for viola
tions. 

It is again the public health profes
sion's belief that the best kind of pro
tection for the health care profession is 
to follow those kinds of recommenda
tions, not only with regards to the HIV 
virus but other kinds of bloodborne dis
eases that would endanger health care 
providers. These requirements would be 
put into effect by the amendment that 
the minority leader and I and others 
intend to offer on the Labor-HHS bill. 
These precautions provide the best 
kind of protection. I think the Mem
bers know that that has been our in
tention and we announced that to the 
Members of the Senate for that reason. 

And that is, I believe, the soundest 
public health policy. Under our amend
ment, you will have uniform protec
tions across the country, enforced by 
OSHA, and you will have inspections to 
ensure that employers and employees 
are complying with those responsibil
ities. There will be accountability and 
an enforcement mechanism. That, I be
lieve and public health officials be
lieve, provides the greatest level of 
protection for health care providers. 

It is for that reason, Mr. President, 
that I would offer a tabling motion. It 
is our intention, and we give that as
surance to the Members, that when we 
consider the Labor-HHS appropriations 
bill we will offer the amendment which 
will effectively implement the OSHA 
standard which is based upon a very 
considerable amount of study by OSHA 

as well as the Centers for Disease Con
trol. 

Mr. President, I am prepared to make 
that motion. I do not want to termi
nate reasonable discussion of this mat
ter, but I do believe that the floor man
agers want to move on to other mat
ters since this is not an issue which is 
directly related to the substance of 
this bill. 

So, Mr. President, I move to table 
the amendment and' I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from Massachusetts 
[Mr. KENNEDY] to table the amendment 
of the Senator from North Carolina 
[Mr. HELMS]. The yeas and nays have 
been ordered and the clerk will call the 
roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. FORD. I also announce that the 
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. PRYOR], is 
absent because of illness. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 44, 
nays 55, as follows: 

Adams 
Akaka 
Baucus 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bradley 
Burdick 
Chafee 
Cohen 
Cranston 
Daschle 
Dodd 

[Rollcall Vote No. 162 Leg.) 
YEAs-44 

Harkin Mikulski 
Hatch Mitchell 
Hatfield Moynihan 
Inouye Pell 
Jeffords Robb 
Kassebaum Rockefeller 
Kennedy Sanford 
Kerrey Sar banes 
Kerry Sasser Kohl 
Lau ten berg Simon 

Leahy Specter 

Duren berger Levin Wellstone 
Wirth Gore 

Gorton 

Bentsen 
Bond 
Boren 
Breaux 
Brown 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Burns 
Byrd 
Coats 
Cochran 
Conrad 
Craig 
D'Amato 
Danforth 
DeConcini 
Dixon 
Dole 
Domenici 

Lieberman 
Metzenbaurn 

NAYS-55 
Exon 
Ford 
Fowler 
Garn 
Glenn 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grassley 
Heflin 
Helms 
Hollings 
Johnston 
Kasten 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Murkowski 

NOT VOTING--1 
Pryor 

Wofford 

Nickles 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Pressler 
Reid 
Riegle 
Roth 
Rudman 
Seymour 
Shelby 
Simpson 
Smith 
Stevens 
Symms 
Thurmond 
Wallop 
Warner 

So, the motion to table the amend
ment (No. 939) was rejected. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mr. RUDMAN. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now occurs on the Helms 
amendment. The yeas and nays have 
been ordered. 

Mr. RUDMAN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the Senator from New 
Hampshire. 

Mr. RUDMAN. I ask unanimous con
sent that the yeas and nays be vitiated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. ls there 
objection to the unanimous-consent to 
vitiate the yeas and nays on the 
amendment? 

The Chair hears none, and it is so or
dered. 
Th~ PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the amend
ment. 

The amendment (No. 939) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mr. RUDMAN. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Florida. 

AMENDMENTS NOS. 940, 941, AND ~ 

(Purpose: To require the Attorney General to 
issue certain regulations) 

(Purpose: To develop a tracking system for 
"l-94" forms, relating to periods of admis
sion to the United States) 

(Purpose: To require the timely parole of 
certain aliens detained at the Krome Proc
essing Center, Florida) 
Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I rise 

for the purpose of sending a block of 
three amendments to the desk. I ask 
for their immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair informs the Senator that there 
are committee amendments pending at 
the desk, and it would take a unani
mous-consent request to make the of
fering of the Senator's amendments in 
order. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the pending 
amendments be set aside for purposes 
of considering this block of three 
amendments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. ls there 
objection to the unanimous-consent re
quest? Hearing none, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report the amend
ments offered by the Senator from 
Florida. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Florida [Mr. GRAHAM], 
for himself and Mr. MACK, proposes amend
ments numbered 940 through 942 en bloc. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendments be dispensed with. 

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

The amendments are as follows: 
AMENDMENT NO. 940 

At the end of the bill, add the following 
new section: 
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SEC. • REGULATIONS REQUIRED. 

(a) The Attorney General shall prescribe 
regulations under title 5, United States 
Code, to carry out section 404(b)(l) of the Im
migration and Nationality Act, including a 
delineation of (1) scenarios that constitute 
an immigration emergency, (2) the process 
by which the President declares an immigra
tion emergency, (3) the role of the Governor 
and local officials in requesting a declara
tion of emergency, (4) a definition of "assist
ance as required by the Attorney General", 
and (5) the process by which States and lo
calities are to be reimbursed. 

(b) The Attorney General shall prescribe 
regulations under title 5, United States 
Code, to carry out section 404(b)(2) of such 
Act, including providing a definition of the 
terms in section 404(b)(2)(11) and a delinea
tion of "in any other circumstances" in sec
tion 404(b)(2)(11i) of such Act. 

(c) The regulations under this section shall 
be published for comment not later than 30 
days after the date of enactment of this Act 
and issued in final form not later than 15 
days after the end of the comment period. 

AMENDMENT NO. 941 
On page 99, between lines 7 and 8, insert 

the following new section: 
SEC. • TRACKING SYSTEM FOR "1-94" FORMS. 

(a) TRACKING SYSTEM.-The Attorney Gen
eral shall develop a tracking system for the 
Department of Justice form designated "I-
94" or any other successor form that speci
fies the date to which an alien is admitted to 
the United States. 

(b) REPORT.-Not later than 45 days after 
the date of enactment of this Act, and every 
12 months thereafter, the Attorney General 
shall submit to the Congress a report on the 
progress made in carrying out this section 
and a statistical report on visitors 
overstaying their visas. 

AMENDMENT NO. 942 
At the end of the bill, add the following 

new section: 
SEC. • TIMELY PAROLE OF CERTAIN ALIENS DE· 

TAINED AT THE KROME PROCESS
ING CENTER, FLORIDA. 

Not later than 90 days after an alien begins 
detention at the Krome Processing Center, 
Florida, the Attorney General shall exercise 
his authority under section 212(d)(5) of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act (relating 
to parole) to release such alien from deten
tion if such alien (1) is determined to have 
family ties in the community; (2) is not con
sidered to be a danger to the community; (3) 
is likely to participate in the resolution of 
his immigration claims; and (4) has posted a 
reasonable bond. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, in the 
interest of time, and also in apprecia
tion for the effort on behalf of the man
agers of the bill who have reviewed 
and, it is my understanding, cleared 
these three amendments, I will be very 

• brief. 
These amendments go, Mr. President, 

to a single concern, and that is that we 
face the prospect, particularly in the 
southern region of this country, of an
other wave of immigration, particu
larly as conditions deteriorate in Cuba. 
Since the beginning of the year, Mr. 
President, 1,400 Cubans have arrived by 
small boats and rafts. This compares 
with 467 who came in all of 1990. 

We have had a dramatic increase in 
the number of persons who arrived 

under legal visas and then overstayed 
their visas. It is estimated that some 
25,000 to 35,000 persons have done that 
since the beginning of the year. 

These three amendments will do the 
following: One, they will direct the De
partment of Justice to issue regula
tions under the existing Immigration 
Emergency Fund Program, a program 
that has been in effect since 1985. Con
gress has appropriated money for this 
Fund, but there are no regulations to 
govern access to that money. 

Second, they will direct the INS to 
establish a tracking system for those 
persons who arrive in the United 
States under a legal visa, so that there 
can be a determination as to if and 
when they exit the country. INS will 
also be required to compile statistical 
information on those visitors who over
stay their visas. 

And third, they would provide for a 
cap on the population of the principal 
refugee retention center, the Krome 
Processing Center in Miami. Krome 
was intended to be for a short-term de
tention and has become, for much of its 
life, a long-term detention center. 
Thus, the Immigration Service is de
nied the opportunity to have what 
would be a critically needed short-term 
detention and processing center in the 
event that the tide that we are cur
rently experiencing were to become a 
flood. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD an 
article from the July 27, 1991, New 
York Times. 

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

[From the New York Times, July 27, 1991] 
NEW INFLUX OF CUBAN REFUGEES IS CREATING 

STRAINS FOR FLORIDA 
(By Larry Rohter) 

MIAMI, July 26.-Almost daily, newspapers 
and television stations here tell of Cuban ref
ugees plucked by planes or cruise ships from 
the Florida Straits as they bob along in rafts 
or inner tubes. But deteriorating conditions 
on the island have also provoked a much 
larger and virtually invisible emigration
tourist charter flights from Havana-that 
has begun to strain this city's resources. 

Because a growing number of Cubans are 
arriving here as visitors and overstaying 
their visas, Florida officials are pressing the 
Federal Government for access to S35 million 
placed in an Immigration Emergency Fund 
that was established after the last big influx 
of Cubans a decade ago. 

But to their frustration, so far the Bush 
Administration has refused to authorize re
lease of any of the money, even as American 
and Cuban policies continue to encourage 
people to flee one of the last bastions of or
thodox Communism. 

"It is unfair in the extreme to ask one 
community to bear the consequences of a na
tional policy on refugees, just as it would be 
if there were an emergency brought on by a 
hurricane or flood," Senator Bob Graham, a 
Florida Democrat, said recently in an inter
view. "A natural disaster is an act of God, 
but this immigration crisis is primarily an 
event controlled by the Federal Govern
ment." 

BACKLOG OF VISA REQUESTS 
According to the State Department, which 

processed a total of 38,000 visa requests from 
Cuba in 1990, American diplomats in Havana 
have issued 36,000 visas since the 1991 fiscal 
year began Oct. 1 and still face a backlog of 
28,000 applications. The figures include nei
ther Cubans who have obtained visas at 
other embassies, like Caracas and Mexico 
City, nor the 1,378 Cuban rafters who have 
been officially admitted to the United States 
this year. 

No precise figures exist on how many of 
the Cuban tourists, whose airfares and proc
essing fees are paid by relatives here, have 
overstayed their visas to settle in Miami. 
But Federal and local officials estimate, 
based on immigration and other statistics, 
that at least one-third of the visitors do not 
return to Cuba on their scheduled flights. 
This creates what Mr. Graham called "a si
lent, gradual influx" that has gone unde
tected because the Immigration and Natu
ralization Service does not monitor com
pletely departures of foreigners from this 
country. 

"We're looking at an influx of approxi
mately 40,000 people this calendar year," said 
Joaquin Avino, who as county manager is 
the chief government executive of Dade 
County, which includes Miami. "If we can 
put people on the moon, why can't we meas
ure people going out?" 

In May, the most recent month for which 
data are available, 7,600 Cubans arrived in 
Miami on chartered flights, as against 2,500 
in May 1990. "The number of flights has in
creased, as has the size of the aircraft being 
used and the number of companies involved," 
said Antolin Carbonell, who tracks the situa
tion for the Dade Country Aviation Depart
ment. 

FEARS OF A NEW MARIEL 
Among local officials, the upsurge has led 

to fears of what they call "a new Mariel," a 
reference to the 1980 boatlift that brought 
125,000 Cubans to the United States. The cost 
of assimilating that influx of asylum-seekers 
was borne largely by city, county and state 
governments here, and Florida officials say 
the Federal Government still owes them S50 
million or more. 

The Miami area is already seeing "an in
creased demand for the whole spectrum of 
medical and social services, from job train
ing to emergency housing" because of the 
new arrivals, Mr. Avino said. "If you sud
denly put an additional 30,000 people in a 
community, that creates an additional stress 
on the fire department, the police depart
ment, the parks and public works." 

Government officials here said that what
ever money they get from the Federal Gov
ernment will be destined for hospitals, emer
gency housing programs and schools. Sen
ator Graham, who plans to introduce legisla
tion next week that would make it easier for 
Florida to obtain money from the fund, and 
other members of Florida's Congressional 
delegation are continuing to lobby both the 
White House and the Department of Justice. 

Leaders of the Cuban-American commu
nity and government officials expect the ex
odus to continue, perhaps at an even faster 
pace. Deprived of Soviet subsidies, Cuba is 
facing its worst economic crisis since Fidel 
Castro seized power in 1959, and his govern
ment has responded with increased political 
repression and declaration of a ''period of 
special austerity" that includes food and fuel 
rationing. 

As a safety valve, the Cuban Government 
has over the last 18 months gradually low
ered to 35 from 65 the age at which Cuban 
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men qualify to visit relatives in this coun
try. Lisandra Perez, a professor of sociology 
at Florida International University who has 
studied Cuban emigration, said the younger 
Cuban arrivals who have grown up under 
Communism are likely to prove more dif
ficult to absorb than previous waves of 
Cuban refugees because "their readiness for 
competition in the United States" is limited. 

Under existing legislation, both the Presi
dent and the Attorney General have the 
power to declare an "immigration emer
gency," the latter when the number of re
quests for political asylum rises by 1,000 in 
any quarter. But many of the new arrivals 
apparently prefer to bypass the long and 
complicated asylum process in favor of a spe
cial adjustment program that exists only for 
Cubans, thereby keeping the number of asy
lum requests below the legal threshold. 

"We don't solicit political asylum claims," 
said Duke Austin, a spokesman for the immi
gration service. ('That is not a function of 
the I.N.S." Mr. Austin also said it would be 
unfair to entering Cubans to deny them the 
right to the quicker and easier adjustment 
procedure "only to force the asylum num
bers up just so a community can get the im
pact funds." 

DADE COUNTY'S PROBLEMS 
The next influx of Cubans comes as Dade 

County is still struggling to absorb a pre
vious wave of politically inspired immigra
tion which flooded the Miami area in 1989. 
County officials estimate that more than 
100,000 Nicaraguans, the bulk of them anti
Sandinista refugees requiring public assist
ance, have settled in southern Florida in the 
last decade. 

The rapid increase of the Nicaraguan popu
lation in 1989 forced one major hospital here 
to write off more than $5 million dollars in 
health care bills and also led to an enroll
ment surge in the Dade County public school 
system. Senator Connie Mack, Republican of 
Florida has estimated the total long-term 
costs of settling just the Nicaraguans at 
more than $100 million. 

"We just can't continue to foot the bill," 
said Kate Hale, director of the Metro-Dade 
Office of Emergency Management. "There 
are Federal Government programs in place 
for just this type of situation, and we are 
frustrated by what appears to be the Federal 
Government's attempt to manipulate loop
holes that "preclude us from gaining access 
to funds designated for this purpose." 

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, I would 
like to express my support for the 
three amendments offered by my col
league, Senator GRAHAM. 

Florida's immigration/refugee prob
lems are relentless. While the State's 
response has been exemplary, the Fed
eral response has left me disappointed. 

The first amendmen~to require the 
Justice Department to issue regula
tions on section 113 of the Immigration 
Reform and Control Ac~is a nec
essary step toward releasing emer
gency immigration funds to Florida. 
Approximately 4 years have passed 
since this statute was enacted, leaving 
no excuse for a failure to issue these 
important regulations. 

The second amendmen~to require 
the Immigration and Naturalization 
Service [INS] to develop a tracking 
system for "I-94" forms--addresses a 
fundamental issue the INS has failed to 
resolve. I was stunned to recently learn 

the INS does not have a system to 
track who enters and leaves the United 
States on nonimmigrant visas. This 
seems so basic, it is unfortunate Con
gress is forced to address a problem one 
would assume the INS would be doing 
on its own. -

The third amendmen~to require the 
timely parole of certain aliens detained 
at the Krome Processing Center
strikes at an issue that has deeply con
cerned me for some time. The recent 
reports regarding the treatment of Hai
tians in south Florida should force 
Congress to take a serious look at its 
policy toward Haitians fleeing their 
country. I plan to visit Krome next 
month and will explore carefully fur
ther solutions to this very serious 
problem. 

I urge my colleagues to accept these 
amendments. 

Mr. HOLLINGS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the Senator from 
South Carolina. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, these 
amendments have been checked on 
both sides of the aisle, and they are 
agreeable with the managers. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ments offered by the Senator from 
Florida. 

The amendments (Nos. 94~942) were 
agreed to. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I move to lay the 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 943 

(Purpose: To provide funding for U.S.-Soviet 
Exchange Program) 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk on behalf of 
Senator MITCHELL, Senator BOREN, and 
Senator BRADLEY-it has been cleared 
on both sides. The amendment provides 
funding for exchange programs, and I 
ask the clerk to report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to setting aside the pending 
committee amendments to consider 
this amendment? 

Mr. RUDMAN. No objection. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, the amendment will be re
ported. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 

HOLLINGS], for Mr. MITCHELL, for himself, 
Mr. BOREN, and Mr. BRADLEY proposes an 
amendment numbered 943. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 75, line 19, strike "(Including 

Transfer of Funds)". 
On page 76, line 18, strike; and in addition 

$8,000,000 shall be derived by transfer from 

Acquisition and Maintenance of Buildings 
Abroad. 

On page 89, line 2, in-between the head 
"Educational and Cultural Exchange Pro
grams" and "For" insert ''(Including Trans
fer of Funds)". 

On page 89, line 20, before the period insert 
the ·following: and in addition $13,000,000 
shall be derived by transfer from Department 
of State, Administration of Foreign Affairs, 
Acquisition and Maintenance of Buildings 
Abroad to remain available until expended of 
which $7,000,000 shall only be available for 
support of the U.S.-Soviet Exchange Pro
gram and of which $4,000,000 shall only be 
available for the Educational Exchanges En
hancement Act of 1991 and of which $2,000,000 
shall be available only for the Federal En
dowment for High School Student Exchanges 
and Democracy. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I urge 
adoption of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate on the amendment? If 
not, the question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

The amendment (No. 943) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. RUDMAN. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, they 
are arranging a unanimous consent 
agreement with the distinguished lead
ers. As I understand it, we have two 
amendments and final passage. There 
will be three votes. The leaders will ex
plain this. 

We have the Gramm amendment that 
Senator RUDMAN and I will contest. I 
take it the Senator from New Hamp
shire is going to table the amendment. 
We will have the yeas and nays on it; 
right? Or I will move to table. 

Mr. RUDMAN. We will discuss it, I 
say to the Senator. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. All right. We have 
the Seymour amendment on the border 
patrol, which I will be constrained to 
move to table. There are 20 minutes on 
Seymour, equally divided; 15 minutes 
on Gramm, equally divided; and final 
passage. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I suggest the ab
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
WIRTH). The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

THE IMPORTANCE OF 1990 DECENNIAL CENSUS 
PRODUCTS 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, the 
Joint Economic Committee has a long
standing interest in the quality and in
tegrity of the Federal infrastructure. 
As chairman of the committee, I would 
like to take this time to raise an im
portant issue with respect to the Com
merce, Justice and State Appropria-
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tions bill, which is being considered on 
the Senate floor today. It is my under
standing that the Senate Appropria
tions Committee recommended funding 
for the Bureau of the Census periodic 
programs account $30,011,000 below the 
administration request and $27 ,357 ,000 
below the House appropriation. I am 
concerned that a cut of this magnitude 
could seriously hamper the ability of 
the Census Bureau to analyze and dis
seminate the data collected in the 1990 
decennial census. 

According to the Census Bureau, a 
S30 million cut would cause the Bureau 
to delay or cancel further evaluations 
of the 1990 Census data. This includes 
product development and distribution, 
and research and evaluation of pro
grams, which are needed to improve 
the quality and coverage of the 2000 
census. The Bureau also will not be 
able to produce any cross-tabulated 
data products for information collected 
on the long form questionnaire. Loss of 
the long form data will restrict access 
to a major source of data used by Fed
eral and State agencies. Critical data 
on income, poverty, disability and edu
cation will not be available for analy
sis and policymaking. In addition, 
these data are used by individuals from 
all sectors of our society, from aca
demic researchers to State and local 
officials to marketing executives. After 
the enormous resources we have de
voted to the census over the last dec
ade, it would be simply illogical to 
throw away much of that effort now. 

It is my understanding that the Cen
sus Bureau has a small unobligated 
balance due to procurement delays. Ac
cording to the Office of Management 
and Budget, the balance was substan
tially overestimated by the Appropria
tions Committee, and is not a suffi
cient amount to make up for the loss of 
a S30 million cut. In addition, the unob
ligated balance is fiscal year 1991 
money that was authorized and appro
priated for specific programs which are 
due to be completed shortly. Half of 
the balance is targeted for data proc
essing procurement which will be spent 
in the next 2 or 3 months. Therefore, I 
urge that my distinguished colleague 
from South Carolina reconsider and 
fully fund the fiscal year 1992 budget 
for the Bureau of the Census. 

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, my distin
guished colleague from Maryland has 
eloquently stated the importance of 
the data collected in the census, and 
the problem we face today. I thank him 
for that. 

As chairman of the Governmental Af
fairs Subcommittee on Government In
formation and Regulation, I have spent 
considerable time working with the 
Census Bureau and studying the cen
sus. There is no information collection 
activity that our Government carries 
out that is as widely used and affects 
as many people as the decennial cen
sus. 

Data from the decennial census will 
be used by the business community to 
develop marketing plans and plant lo
cations. 

Census data will be used by local 
communities to plan for the future. 
Without these data it would be impos
sible to plan roads and water treat
ment plans. 

And, census data will be used by indi
viduals to learn about their neighbor
hood and community. 

The tragedy of this funding cut is 
that it will make much of the census 
data inaccessible or delay its release. 
Years of planning went into the census. 
Hundreds of millions of dollars were 
spent collecting the data. Now, for 
want of a small sum, we are wasting 
that effort. 

I urge the Appropriations Committee 
to reconsider and to fully fund the 1992 
budget for the decennial census. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I appreciate the con
cern my colleagues have just expressed 
regarding the decennial census. The 
committee's action regarding the Cen
sus Bureau's periodic programs takes 
account of procurement delays that re
duce requirements for funding in fiscal 
year 1992. Therefore, it is my under
standing that the Census Bureau will 
have the funds necessary to complete 
the 1990 census. Nevertheless, I will 
look into this matter further. If, as the 
Senator said, the carryover funds do 
not appear to be sufficient, then I 
would be prepared to make an effort to 
restore funds to this account. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, as the 
ranking minority member of both the 
subcommittee that appropriates the 
Bureau of the Census and the sub
committee that authorizes it, I have a 
unique understanding of its mission 
and operations. Under severe budget 
constraints, I believe the Appropria
tions Committee made every effort to 
ensure that the Bureau of the Census 
has adequate funding to fully complete 
the 1990 census, and I wholly concur 
with my distinguished colleague from 
South Carolina. 

SECTION 108 
Mr. SIMPSON. I have a brief question 

for my colleague regarding section 108, 
at page 31, of H.R. 2608, as amended by 
the committee. 

Mr. RUDMAN. I am pleased to an
swer any question the Senator from 
Wyoming may have. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I thank my colleague. 
My concern is this. As section 504(f) of 
the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe 
Streets Act of 1968 now reads, States 
like my home State of Wyoming stand 
to lose all of their Federal grants be
cause that provision limits Federal as
sistance to only 4 years for a single 
program. Rural States, unlike 18.rge 
metropolitan areas, often do not create 
law enforcement teams that are spe
cialists in a given area but, rather, cre
ate multijurisdictional teams that are 
generalists. 

In Wyoming, our fine team, under the 
control of the State attorney geneal's 
office, is simply referred to as a re
gional drug enforcement team. This 
team is responsible for drug enforce
ment across the entire State. One week 
the team may be investigating traf
ficking on the highways in one corner 
of Wyoming, and the next week inves
tigating a lab in some other remote 
part of the State. The problem is that 
under current law, this team will lose 
its funding after 4 years of operation. 

My question to my colleague is this: 
On page 31, and continuing to page 32, 
the committee has amended that stat
ute to provide an exemption for grants 
awarded to State and local govern
ments for the purpose of participating 
in multijurisdictional drug task forces, 
* * *." Would this language, and the 
definition of "multijurisdictional drug 
task forces" include the program of re
gional drug enforcement teams such as 
the one I described in Wyoming? 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I would 
inform the Senator from Wyoming that 
he is exactly right. This amendment 
would, indeed, exempt the Wyoming 
multijurisdictional drug enforcement 
team from the 4-year funding limita
tion in section 504(f). In fact, it was our 
intention in crafting this amendment-
which the Senator will recall is iden
tical to my amendment on the crime 
bill recently passed by the Senate-to 
address that specific concern. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I thank my colleague 
for his courtesy and would take this 
opportunity to commend him for his 
able efforts in addressing this very real 
concern of many State and local law 
enforcement agencies. At this point, I 
ask unanimous consent that a copy of 
a letter I received from the director of 
the Wyoming State Attorney General's 
Office, Division of Criminal Investiga
tion, be printed in the RECORD. 

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

OFFICE OF THE A'ITORNEY GENERAL, 
DIVISION OF CRIMINAL INVESTIGA-
TION, 

Cheyenne, WY, June 26, 1991. 
Hon. ALAN K. SIMPSON, 
U.S. Senator, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR SIMPSON: I have enclosed a 
copy of a letter I sent in response to a re
quest from the Office of National Drug Con
trol Policy for input into the 1992 National 
Drug Control Strategy. The letter should be 
self explanatory. 

It is important, however, to emphasize the 
problems created by the four year restriction 
imposed by 42 U.S.C. 3754. Sec. 504(0. 

(f) No funds may be awarded under this 
subpart to a grant recipient for a program or 
project for which funds have been awarded 
under this title for four years (in the aggre
gate), including any period occurring before 
the effective date of this subsection. 

One way we may be able to avoid the prob
lem is to change the primary purpose of our 
Regional D_rug Enforcement Teams. BJA al
lows a change of purpose or realignment of 
jurisdictions to restart the clock and pos
sibly give us another four years. We could 
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state that the purpose of the DET's was now 
street sales, major traffickers, or clandestine 
labs, but in reality we are generalists and 
would still handle all cases and only be cir
cumventing the system. 

It would seem that an exemption for rural 
or frontier states would be more appropriate. 
Since there is a minlmal federal drug en
forcement presence (four agents) in Wyo
ming, the primary drug enforcement respon
sibility falls to the state and the Regional 
Drug Enforcement Teams. 

We are left with three possible options. Op
tion number one is for the Wyoming state 
and local governments to assume 100% of the 
costs for the DET's. This is not a very realis
tic option. 

Option number two is for the Division of 
Criminal Investigation to realign the juris
dictional boundaries or the purpose of the 
DET's and cleverly circumvent the system. 
This option could prove embarrassing during 
an audit. 

The third and most reasonable option 
would be for BJA to allow exemptions for 
frontier or rural states and waive the four 
year limitation. 

If something is not resolved in the six 
months, we stand to lose the most effective 
federal, state, and local cooperative law en
forcement effort ever initiated in Wyoming. 

If I can be of further assistance, please 
don't hesitate to call. We appreciate your 
time and concern. 

Thank you. 
Sincerely yours, 

THOMAS J. PAGEL, Director, 
Division of Criminal Investigation. 

OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL, 
DIVISION OF CRIMINAL INVESTIGA
TION, CHEYENNE, WY, JUNE 25, 
1991. 

HERBERT C. JONES, 
Acting Associate Director for State and Local 

Affairs, Office of National Drug Control 
Policy, Executive Office of the President, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR Sm: The State of Wyoming, again, 
appreciates the opportunity to offer ideas 
and suggestions for consideration in develop
ing the 1992 National Drug Control Strategy. 
Illicit drug trafficking is a major concern to 
frontier and rural states, as well as the more 
urban states. 

The first point to realize is that the Na
tional Strategy is a general guideline and 
not a specific plan. Unfortunately, some fed
eral agencies try to neatly categorize pro
grams into specific areas, such as crack 
street sales, major conspirators, or domestic 
cultivation. 

In a frontier state, such as Wyoming, we 
are generalists more so then specialists. It is 
not uncommon for a Wyoming Regional Drug 
Enforcement Team to work a gram dealer, 
kilo dealer and/or domestic growth operation 
all in the same month. 

The point is that guidelines must not be 
written so restrictive as to take discretion 
away from states in addressing their specific 
problem areas. We all have problems but not 
necessarily the same problems. 

The greatest threat to the current drug en
forcement effort is a statute which the Bu
reau of Justice Assistance currently operates 
under 42 U.S.C. 3754, Sec. 504(f). This statute 
states that BJA will only fund a program for 
four years. After four years, the state and/or 
local departments must pick up the entire 
cost and federal grant money must be used 
for other programs. 

This poses a couple of problems for Wyrr 
ming. The first problem is that we do not 

have sufficient manpower or resources to 
pick up the total cost of the drug enforce
ment effort. We certainly do not have the 
manpower or resources to pick up the cur
rent program and develop additional pro
grams. 

The second problem may be more philo
sophical. If there is currently a "War on 
Drugs" and if it is a national priority, it 
seems ludicrous to force the closure of an ef
fective program (Regional Drug Enforcement 
Teams) and begin a new program, simply be
cause four years have expired. 

I doubt that General Schwartzkopf consid
ered changing his attack plans when they 
proved to be so effective against the Iraqi's. 
We should also be allowed to stay with our 
Regional Drug Enforcement Teams. 

Every year there is discussion over wheth
er or not the 75125 match should be changed 
to 50/50. With the current economic picture, 
this would also kill our program. Many of 
the small rural counties and towns in our 
state have a difficult time matching 25%, let 
alone 50%. 

This program is especially important to 
Wyoming due to the limited presence of DEA 
in our state. For years, DEA operated with 
two agents in Wyoming. Finally, they are up 
to a supervisor and three agents. I appreciate 
their added manpower but it hardly makes 
them the lead drug enforcement agency in 
the state. 

Since the federal government cannot com
mit more manpower to Wyoming, it makes it 
even more important that they continue 
their drug grant commitments, to be used 
for the regional Drug Enforcement Teams. 

Another issue is direct funding to local 
municipalities. Direct drug grant funding to 
local municipalities would be as significant a 
problem in Wyoming as it would be in every 
other state. Each state must develop a state
wide strategy to comply with federal re
quirements. If local municipalities received 
direct funding however, their priorities 
might not be the same as the state strategy. 

The current system encourages coopera
tion between states and local municipalities. 
Direct funding would adversely affect this 
cooperative effort. 

If, and I would urge against it, Congress 
decides to use direct funding, it should be 
limited to cities with a population of 500,000 
or more. 

Another negative impact that direct fund
ing would have on Wyoming would be in the 
area of staff positions. We simply do not 
have sufficient staff to monitor local pro
grams if direct funding was authorized. Nei
ther do local law enforcement departments 
have staff to monitor the grant programs. 
They are satisfied with the state handling 
administrative matters. 

For the past several years, Congress has 
fortunately defeated bills which would pre
vent state and local law enforcement agen
cies from using the federal adoptive forfeit
ure process. It would seem that Congress 
would like to force states to adopt forfeiture 
laws similar to federal laws. 

While this would be nice, in our particular 
state, and many others, it would require a 
constitutional change. This is a lengthy and 
difficult process, at best. 

It is also frequently the case that drug in
vestigations are joint federal/state efforts. 
Therefore, it is appropriate that federal 
adoptive forfeiture proceedings be used by 
state and local law enforcement agencies. It 
only seems fitting that the drug traffickers' 
assets be turned around and used against 
them at all levels. 

Again, we appreciate the opportunity to 
offer comments on the National Drug Policy. 

I sincerely hope that the significance of the 
four year restriction is realized. 

Thank-you. 
THOMAS J. PAGEL. 

TITLE IV MARINE RESEARCH FUNDS 

Mr. MITCHELL. I would like to seek 
a clarification on an item referred to in 
the committee report. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I will be pleased to 
respond to whatever concern the Sen
ator from Maine may wish to raise. 

Mr. MITCHELL. The Committee Re
port on page 63 refers to title IV of the 
Marine Protection, Research, and 
Sanctuaries Act. The reference is to 
legislation which I authored establish
ing Federal support for regional marine 
research programs. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. That is correct. 
Mr. MITCHELL. The Report lan

guage refers to regional marine re
search centers. However, I believe the 
intent of the provisions is to fund re
gional programs as opposed to physical 
centers. In New England's Gulf of 
Maine, the program will be adminis
tered through a regional marine re
search board in coordination with the 
Maine/New Hampshire Sea Grant Pro
gram. These are minor clarifications 
which are consistent with the title IV 
authorization. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. The Senator from 
Maine is correct in that clarification. 
The provision is intended for research 
programs rather than physical centers, 
and the Gulf of Maine program will be 
coordinated with the Maine/New Hamp
shire Sea Grant Program. 

Mr. RUDMAN. I agree with my col
leagues that this program should be co
ordinated with the Maine/New Hamp
shire Sea Grant Program. 

Mr. HATFIELD. I would like to take 
this opportunity to ask some questions 
of the distinguished subcommittee 
chairman, Senator Hollings, about the 
National Marine Fisheries Service's ac
tivities associated with fish hatcheries 
on the Columbia River. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I would be pleased to 
respond to the questions of the Senator 
from Oregon. 

Mr. HATFIELD. AB the chairman 
knows, this year's bill includes a total 
of $14.249 million for the Mitchell Act 
hatcheries which were constructed as 
mitigation for loss of fish caused by 
the construction of the Federal 
hydroelectic dams on the Columbia 
River System. This funding level rep
resents a significant increase over 
prior years' funding, and I want to 
thank both Senator HOLLINGS and the 
ranking member on the subcommittee, 
Senator RUDMAN, for their assistance 
in securing these greatly needed re
sources. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I thank the Senator 
for his remarks. 

Mr. HATFIELD. AB my colleagues 
know, three separate runs of Snake 
River salmon have been proposed for 
listing under the Endangered Species 
Act, and the National Marine Fisheries 
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Service is playing a significant role in 
both the listing process and the reha
bilitation of those salmon runs. The 
operation of the Mitchell Act hatch
eries can be an integral part of a man
agement plan to address the issue of 
declining stocks. As part of a manage
ment plan to address the issue of de
clining stocks, would the distinguished 
chairman agree with me that hatchery 
management practices should be re
viewed and, if necessary, modified con
sistent with existing mitigation re
sponsibilities to assure that hatchery 
operations are producing juveniles 
which will grow into healthy and di
verse returning adults? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Yes, I would agree 
that hatchery management practices 
should be a major part of efforts to ad
dress the declining stocks in the Pa
cific Northwest, and that current man
agement practices should be reviewed. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Would the chairman 
also agree that to accomplish this, the 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
should, within 120 days of enactment of 
this act, consult with the appropriate 
Federal and State fish management 
agencies and provide a report to the 
Committee on Appropriations of the 
House and the Senate regarding oppor
tunities to improve hatchery practices 
in the Pacific Northwest to address fish 
health, productivity, and especially to 
ensure hatchery fish do not interfere 
with the genetic integrity of wild fish? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. The Senator is cor
rect, I agree that this is a wise course 
of action. 

Mr. HATFIELD. In adiditon, I would 
ask that the Senator from South Caro
lina join me in requesting that the 
agency take immediate actions to im
plement the appropriate no- or low
cost recommendations resulting from 
this report, and that the report should 
identify funding levels required to 
carry out needed program and facility 
modifications and identify responsible 
agencies. The agency should ensure 
that States which operate federally 
funded hatcheries receive the nec
essary resources to do so in a way that 
is consistent with the goal of protect
ing and conserving wild fish, particu
larly species which are candidates for 
listing under the Endangered Species 
Act. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. The proposal of the 
Senator from Oregon is reasonable and 
timely, and I am in agreement with 
this course of action. 

Mr. HATFIELD. I thank the distin
guished Senator for his assistance on 
this issue of great interest to the Pa
cific Northwest. 

MOSCOW EMBASSY 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, in 
1987 Senator SARBANES, Senator SAN
FORD, and this Senator traveled to 
Moscow to examine the new Embassy 
there at the request of Senate Majority 
Leader BYRD because of revelations 
that the building had been thoroughly 

compromised by the Soviet intel
ligence services. We returned from that 
visit strongly opposed to tearing down 
the Embassy. There were, however, 
others who strongly supported tearing 
down the Embassy. The debate went on 
and on and, in the meanwhile, nothing 
was done to resolve the problem. 

Then, a little over a year ago, the De
partment of State approached the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations with a 
proposal and a request. The Depart
ment proposed tearing down the new 
bug-ridden Embassy building in Mos
cow. The request, quite properly, was 
for a statutory authorization for this 
plan. In testimony before the commit
tee on May 23, 1990, Under Secretary of 
State Ivan Selin explained that the 
State Department felt that it was abso
lutely essential to obtain an authoriza
tion for this program from the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations: 

[W]e are seeking an authorization of $270 
million so that we can seek the appropria
tion to let us begin construction properly. 
* * * [W]e are trying to use the authoriza
tion process the way it is intended. It is not 
an annual amount of money that is coming 
up. We are supposed to identify programs 
and when we have the data come up to the 
Senate and the House, discuss them fully, 
have them vetted, have them agreed, and go 
ahead. * * * [B]ut we were not going to ask 
for authorization until we had all our ducks 
in order. 
That, as I said, was very much the 
proper way to proceed. 

The problem was that the Committee 
on Foreign Relations disagreed with 
the Department's plan. Disagreed over
whelmingly. By a vote of 16 to 0, the 
committee rejected the request in its 
entirety and voted instead for an alter
nati ve offered by this Senator to au
thorize $50 million to complete the ex
isting building and build additional se
cure space. To repeat, the State De
partment could not find a single sup
porting voice on the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. The rejection of the 
request was completely bipartisan. And 
devastatingly complete. 

The basis for the Committee on For
eign Relation's decision was obvious 
from Secretary Selin's testimony. He 
told the committee-I quote here from 
the printed transcript of the hearing: 

We could in fact salvage the existing build
ing * * * [A)s flawed as this building is, it 
has several advantages. It has a foundation 
that is perfectly adequate. It has utilities 
that a.re perfectly adequate * * * (p. 4) 

It bothers me at lea.st as much as it both
ers you, Mr. Chairman, to tear down a build
ing-it is not a terrific building, but it is an 
adequate building* * * (p. 5) 

I am probably twice as dismayed as you 
a.re at the thought of tea.ring down a reason
ably good building * * * (p. 23) 

There is a strong intuitive feeling that it is 
wasteful to tear down the perfectly good 
structure. (p. 26) 
Thus, we can say that the Department 
of State wanted to tear down a build
ing which the Department itself de
scribed as: 

"not* * * terrific, but* * *adequate"; 
"a reasonably good building"; and, 
a "perfectly good structure". 

Secretary Selin also conceded that the 
United States was going to have a tre
mendous need for space for unclassified 
activities in Moscow in the coming 
years: 

[W]e do not expect [the need for a secure 
space] to grow in very large degree over the 
next few years, whereas the unclassified 
space needs will continue to grow over the 
next decade. 
Therefore, it was difficult to under
stand why this building could not be 
completed and used for unclassified 
purposes. 

He also told that committee that he 
could not guarantee-even if the De
partment of State received all of the 
money it had requested-that the foun
dation of a new embassy would be se-
cure: 

We cannot protect the foundation. We can
not protect this one. If we build a new build
ing, we cannot protect the new foundation 
* * *It is too easy to tunnel into it. 
He maintained that the Department 
could deal with this problem, but Sen
ator MURKOWSKI-the current vice 
chairman of the Select Committee on 
Intelligence-sharply questioned this 
assertion during the committee mark
up and cited this problem as his basis 
for rejecting the administration's re
quest for a new building. In short, why 
tear down the existing structure if the 
Department cannot be sure that the 
new building will be any better from a 
security point of view? 

At the committee's hearing a year 
ago the chairman of the Committee on 
Foreign Relations stated: 

I personally believe that tearing down the 
nearly complete new office building would be 
a dreadful waste of money. It seems to me 
that the new office building could be finished 
and used as unclassified office space. 
Senator SIMON stated: 

I share the Senator from North Carolina's 
unease on the Moscow building situation, 
and I think we ought to be exploring other 
options before we tear down a building and 
build something else. Dwayne Andreas of 
ADM has suggested using it as a trade center 
* * * [I]t seems to me we have found an aw
fully expensive option in tearing down this 
whole thing and building another building. 

Mr. President, we are now in a new 
Congress and the State Department 
has reversed its position and requested 
funds to complete the Moscow Embassy 
along the lines of the top hat plan 
whereby several of the top floors of the 
Embassy would be removed and re
placed with secure space. At a hearing 
before the Subcommittee on Terror
ism, Narcotics and International Oper
ations of the Foreign Relations Com
mittee held on March 7, 1991, Under 
Secretary Selin announced that the 
Department of State had abandoned its 
plans to raze the U.S. Embassy in Mos
cow due to congressional opposition 
and he conceded that the top hat plan 
will "meet the administration's mini-
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mum space and security requirements 
at a significantly lower cost than the 
teardown and rebuild option-$200 mil
lion versus almost $300 million." 

The distinguished chairman of the 
subcommittee held several hearings on 
this issue which was carefully consid
ered by the authorizing subcommittee 
and, subsequently, by the full commit
tee. At that time, the committee de
cided that it would allow the Depart
ment of State to choose the most ap
propriate course of action. Let me re
peat, however, that the committee was 
already firmly on record as stating 
that the Congress should not authorize 
funds to tear down the Embassy. While 
the committee was willing to let the 
State Department decide which option 
is best-without mandating a specific 
course of action-I am certain that if 
the matter were put to a straight up or 
down vote the members of the commit
tee would not support ordering the De
partment of State to do precisely what 
the committee had rejected a year be
fore, namely, tear down the Embassy. 

In the spirit of compromise, the 
House of Representatives did not man
date a solution at either the authoriza
tion or appropriation stage. The au
thorizing committee in the Senate, the 
Committee on Foreign Relations, fol
lowed suit. Now, however, we have a 
mandated solution, and one strongly 
opposed by the authorizing committee 
in the Senate and the appropriating 
committee in the House. I fear, there
fore, that this action sets the stage for 
little more than continued delay de
spite the fact that the one thing that 
everyone involved in the debate agrees 
about is that we need to resolve this 
issue one way or another. For that rea
son, even more than my own opposition 
to the teardown option, I regret the de
cision reflected in this legislation to 
mandate that the Embassy be razed. 

MICROLOAN DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I 
should like to engage in a colloquy 
with my good friends the majority 
leader, Mr. MITCHELL, and subcommit
tee chairman, Mr. HOLLINGS, concern
ing the Small Business Administration 
Microloan Demonstration Program for 
which funds will be appropriated by the 
Commerce, Justice, State appropria
tions bill now before the Senate 

I wish to commend Chairman HOL
LINGS for including in this appropria
tions bill $15 million for loans and $3 
million for grants to establish a Small 
Business Microloan Demonstration 
Program. This program is consistent 
with my recently introduced bill, S. 
1426, the Small Economic Oppportunity 
Enhancement Act. This 5-year dem
onstration program, as described in my 
bill and in the report accompanying 
this appropriations bill, will authorize 
the Small Business Administration to 
make direct loans to nonprofit 
intermediaries for the purpose of mak
ing very small loans to start up, newly 

established and ·growing small busi
nesses. As an intergral part of the pro
gram, the intermediaries will be re
quired to provide intensive marketing, 
management, and technical assistance 
to the small business borrowers. 

I believe that this innovative pro
gram holds the promise of expanded 
economic opportunity for thousands of 
Americans at the bottom of the eco
nomic ladder. This program has been 
strongly supported by our majority 
leader, as well as Senators BAucus, 
HARKIN, LIEBERMAN, WELLSTONE, 
DIXON, GRASSLEY, and WOFFORD, who 
are also cosponsors of S. 1426. 

In drafting my bill, Small Business 
committee staff worked closely with 
the staff of the majority leader and the 
Appropriation subcommittee, SBA and 
representatives of several exemplary 
microloan programs. In order to ensure 
that these existing successful programs 
participate in the demonstration pro
gram, Mr. President, it was our inten
tion that both the appropriations re
port and my bill identify the States in 
which these outstanding programs are 
located. Those States are Illinois, 
Iowa, Maine, Minnesota, New York, 
North Carolina, South Carolina, and 
Arkansas. 

These States were selected because 
their microloan programs have been 
successful, and because those program 
managers had been very cooperative 
and helpful in providing advice and 
counsel about drafting this legislation. 
Inadvertently, the State of Maine was 
omitted from the listing in the appro
priations report. This was an obvious 
and purely inadvertent omission. 
Maine has one of the oldest microloan 
programs in the Nation, and we had a 
witness for that microloan program 
who testified before the Small Business 
Committee on May 6, 1991. I intend to 
work to make certain that the con
ference report which will accompany 
the Appropriations bill will correct 
this omission, Mr. President. I think 
we all agree that it will well serve the 
purposes of the demonstration program 
to include those programs with proven 
successful track records. 

Mr. MITCHELL. I welcome the assur
ance of the chairman that the con
ference report will be corrected to in
clude the State of Maine in the listing 
of microloan demonstration program 
participants. Maine . is the home of 
Coastal Enterprises, Inc. [CEI], which 
has been promoting economic develop
ment of low-income individuals, fami
lies and comm uni ties in Maine for 13 
years. They have . provided loans of all 
sizes, including very small loans, to 
small borrowers. They have experience 
managing loan funds and providing 
loans and technical assistance to small 
borrowers. They are certainly well
sutied to participate in this Microloan 
Demonstration Program. 

As my friend from Arkansas stated, 
representatives of certain existing 

microloan programs worked closely 
with staff in developing the bill. It is 
on the basis of CEI's expertise and suc
cessful experience that its representa
tives were consulted during the design 
stage of the demonstration program. It 
is, therefore, appropriate that Maine, 
CEI's situs, be included in the listing of 
microloan participant States. 

I would also like to draw the chair
man's attention to an error in the Ap
propriations report concerning the per
missible size of microloans. To ensure 
that the loans will remain microloans, 
the authorizing legislation ensures 
that intermediaries will provide loans 
of not more than $25,000, and each 
intermediary shall strive to maintain 
an average loan size of not more than 
$10,000 in its microloan portfolio. These 
parameters are the agreed upon limits 
in the authorizing legislation, and it is 
the intent that the funds appropriated 
be available within those guidelines. 
Unfortunately, the Appropriations 
Committee report language accom
panying the bill lists these limits at 
$15,000 and $5,000, respectively. This, of 
course, is not what we intended. The 
guidelines, as set out in the authoriz
ing legislation, are $25,000 and $10,000, 
respectively, and are appropriate and 
practical in regard to the needs of 
those enterprises for whose benefit the 
program is designed. It is my hope that 
this error, too, will be corrected in the 
conference report. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I con
cur with Mr. BUMPERS and the major
ity leader. First, I wish to compliment 
my colleagues, Senators MITCHELL and 
BUMPERS, on their work on establish
ing a microloan program. We all agree 
there is a need to provide such loans to 
start-up and growing small businesses, 
especially those businesses in rural 
States such as ours. I would like to 
note, however, that the list of States 
and the loan limits were those origi
nally suggested by the Small Business 
Committee. 

Because certain States do have suc
cessful microloan programs, it was our 
intention that the Appropriations re
port, like S. 1426, list those states for 
inclusion in the Micro loan Demonstra
tion Program in order to ensure that 
the program gets off to a successful 
start. Maine should have been included 
in the report's listing of participant 
States. Similarly, the loan limits 
should be consistent with those set 
forth in S. 1426. That is a $25,000 ceiling 
and an average portfolio of $10,000. I as
sure my good friends that in the con
ference I will advocate these points to 
the House conferees and seek their 
agreement to: First, fund the 
microloan program; second, include 
Maine specifically in the list of States; 
and third, state the loan limits at 
$25,000 and $10,000. 

INS INSPECTORS 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I would 
like to ask the subcommittee chair-
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man, Senator HOLLINGS, a question re
garding the bill's funding for 135 addi
tional INS inspectors at high-volume 
ports of entry along the southern and 
northern borders. 

I want to commend the chairman for 
providing this funding because, as he 
knows, traffic along the United States
Canada border has nearly doubled in 
the past 5 years. The United States
Canada Free-Trade Agreement and a 
recent increase in the Canadian sales 
tax in particular have contributed to 
this increase in traffic at the border. 

Unfortunately, INS staffing has not 
come close to keeping pace. Staff levels 
have remained constant while traffic 
has almost doubled. 

Not surprisingly, border crossings 
along the Michigan-Ontario border are 
plagued with chronic delays. Truck 
delays alone at the Blue Water and 
Ambassador Bridges in Michigan cost 
over $11 million last year. A recent 
study jointly commissioned by the 
Michigan Department of Transpor
tation and the Ontario Ministry of 
Transportation concluded that insuffi
cient INS staffing was one of the prin
ciple causes of the delays at the St. 
Clair and Detroit Rivers border cross
ings. 

In addition, a January 1991 report by 
the General Accounting Office included 
Detroit among the eight largest land 
border crossings which are consider
ably below staffing guidelines, causing 
long delays at each of the crossings. 
INS inspectors call for a ratio of one 
inspector for every 200,000 annual in
spection, but inspectors in Detroit 
make over 400,000 inspectors each year. 

On May 8, the entire Michigan dele
gation sent a letter to INS Commis
sioner McNary asking him to address 
these staffing shortages which are cost
ing the State so dearly in delays and 
lost sales and which have diminished 
our ability to attract new businesses. 
On July 10, the Commissioner re
sponded that INS could not address the 
staff shortages without additional ap
propriations from Congress. 

So I applaud the chairman for provid
ing funding in this bill for additional 
inspectors at the high-volume cross
ings. My question to my colleague is 
whether, given the GAO study, he ex
pects Michigan-Ontario border cross
ings to be among the locations receiv
ing additional inspectors. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I am aware of the 
shortage of inspectors along the North
ern border and I am hopeful that these 
additional inspectors will provide some 
relief along the Michigan-Ontario bor
der. 

Mr. LEVIN. I thank the chairman for 
his help and his leadership in address
ing this need. 

NATIONAL INDICATOR STUDY 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 
want to raise a concern to the man
agers of the bill regarding fisheries re
search. 

The National Indicator Study [NIS] 
funded by the Department of Com
merce, provides shellfish water stand
ards research to improve the safety of 
shellfish and protect public health. I 
am pleased to see that the House and 
Senate provide $1.5 million to continue 
this important program in fiscal year 
1992. 

However, I am concerned with the 
Senate's approach to funding the pro
gram. As in past years, the House re
port provides a separate line item with
in the National Marine Fisheries Serv
ice budget for shellfish water standards 
research. The Senate report proposes 
to include funding for this project 
within the new seafood inspection ini
tiative. Under the Senate approach, the 
shellfish water standards program is 
not listed as a distinct program. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. The Senator is cor
rect. We viewed shellfish safety as a 
part of the overall program to enhance 
safety and product quality of fisheries 
products. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I appreciate that. 
While I recognize that inspection and 
water standards research for shellfish 
are a critical component of the com
prehensive safety program, I am con
cerned that changing the funding rela
tionships between NMFS and the shell
fish water standards program could 
cause problems for an ongoing program 
that has proven to be quite successful. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. If the Senator will 
yield, he makes a good point. I can as
sure him that the committee did not 
intend in any way to reduce the effec
tiveness of this program. I would be 
pleased to agree with the House ap
proach in conference, and to provide 
funding for shellfish water standards 
research in a separate line item. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I appreciate the 
chairman's cooperation. In addition, I 
am concerned that the academic and 
scientific status of the National Indica
tor Study be retained. I believe that 
the best means of accomplishing this is 
to have the Louisiana Universities Ma
rine Consortium [LUMCON] continue 
to act as the fiscal and administrative 
agent for the day-to-day scientific 
management of the program. LUMCON 
has provided for several years their sci
entific and fiscal management exper
tise for the NIS with very modest cost 
recoveries to help the shellfish indus
try and to foster an important research 
effort. 

Mr. RUDMAN. I am sure that the 
Senator from Louisiana knows that the 
committee recognizes and appreciates 
the consortium's contributions to sea
food safety. I am sure that the commit
tee would expect that the Louisiana 
consortium maintain its capacity with 
respect to the scientific management 
of the NIS. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I agree. In addition, 
the Interstate Shellfish Sanitation 
Conference has a legitimate and impor
tant role in providing administrative 

oversight for the program. The ISSC 
Board, with consultation and confirma
tion from the participating Federal 
agencies, the ISSC and the shellfish in
dustry-through the SINA Board-will 
establish the NIS Advisory Committee 
which will be responsible for oversight 
and general administration of the NIS. 
The committee will elect its own Chair 
from the membership. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I thank the Senator 
from South Carolina and the Senator 
from New Hampshire. I appreciate 
their willingness to address these man
agement concerns and their sensitivity 
to our situation in Louisiana. 

CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICERS Afn: 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I should 
like to take this opportunity to ad
dress a very important topic: The im
plementation of the Chief Financial Of
ficers Act of 1990 as it relates to the 
matter pending before us. 

Let me first express my appreciation 
to the distinguished chairman of the 
Senate Appropriations Committee and 
the subcommittee, as well as the rank
ing minority members, for their leader
ship in removing the restrictive lan
guage included by the other body that 
would have prohibited the expenditure 
of funds to implement the CFO Act. 
Similar language was removed by an 
overwhelming vote in the House during 
deliberations on the Treasury/Postal 
appropriations measure. However, re
strictive language had survived earlier 
in the House version of this bill. 

The Senate has asserted its leader
ship and has ensured that none of the 
appropriations bills will include such 
restrictive language. Both Houses have 
now made it abundantly clear that all 
23 departments and agencies covered by 
the CFO Act should not be restricted 
from implementing the requirements 
of the act. 

I believe the distinguished sub
committee chairman would also agree 
with me that the Departments of Com
merce, State, and Justice will benefit 
greatly from the implementation of 
the CFO Act. In the case of Justice, for 
example, it has identified several areas 
in need of financial management re
form. The CFO Act provides the oppor
tunity and needed impetus to get on 
with this reform. It will help especially 
to produce more reliable financial re
ports and more timely management in
formation needed by the agencies, the 
President, and the Congress. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I wish 
to associate myself with the comments 
of the distinguished chairman of the 
Governmental Affairs Committee. I 
compliment him and the other mem
bers of the Governmental Affairs Com
mittee for their leadership in the en
actment of the CFO Act. Throughout 
the Federal Government, as well as in 
Justice, there is a need for better and 
more uniform financial management 
procedures and control. In Justice's 
case, the GAO has recently cited the 
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Immigration and Naturalization Serv
ice as needing to increase its financial 
accountability and controls. The CFR 
structure contemplated by the Depart
ment of Justice should enable the mar
shaling of the necessary resources to 
meet these kinds of challenges. Let me 
be clear, nothing should be construed 
as impeding the Department from 
using its resources to further CFO Act 
implementation. 

PUBLIC SAFETY SERVICES 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I wish 
to address an issue of serious national 
concern. The Federal Government is 
proposing actions that could have a se
vere impact on State and local public 
safety services across the country. The 
Federal Communications Commission 
is proposing to reallocate portions of 
the radiofrequency band that are heav
ily used by public safety authorities for 
new technologies. Many States believe 
that the reallocation of these services 
to new frequency bands could result in 
costs to State and local governments 
that could rise into the hundreds of 
millions of dollars. 

Mr. President, I realize that the fre
quencies around 2 gigahertz are much 
sought after by proponents of new 
technologies. But the Federal Govern
ment should not withdraw frequencies 
from present users without protecting 
the rights of those that currently use 
those frequences. Before the FCC or 
any international agreement reallo
cates these frequencies, the FCC must 
ensure that the concerns and the costs 
of public safety users are resolved. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I 
agree with my distinguished colleague, 
the Senator from Arkansas. Public 
safety users of the spectrum perform 
tremendously important functions for 
our society that cannot be dismissed. 
These users include police, fire, legal, 
and medical services that are essential 
public services. 

As you know, I am of the opinion 
that Congress should not get involved 
in specific frequency allocation deci
sions before the Federal Communica
tions Commission. I believe that the 
FCC is clearly the expert body when it 
comes to determining which service 
should receive which frequencies. 
These decisions require detailed engi
neering studies concerning power lev
els, interference, coverage areas, trans
mission modes, and other consider
ations that are totally beyond the 
realm of congressional consideration. 
These are exactly the kinds of ques
tions that the FCC was created to 
make. 

Furthermore, allowing the legisla
tive process to make decisions concern
ing specific frequency allocations could 
be dangerous to our national competi
tiveness. If Congress were to control 
the distribution of frequency rights, in
cumbent licensees might gain an ad
vantage over new entrants. In addition, 
the legislative process might work so 

slowly that it could cause substantial 
delays in the introduction of new, spec
trum-based technologies. 

For these reasons, Congress has 
never passed legislation making spe
cific frequency allocation decisions, 
and I support that position. 

This is not to say that public safety 
users do not have substantial concerns 
that must be considered by the FCC. I 
agree that the FCC should take action 
to ensure that public safety services 
continue to be widely available to all 
citizens. The FCC should keep in mind 
that State and local governments have 
few resources to make wholesale 
changes in the equipment they use for 
public safety purposes. Even though 
there are other frequencies available 
that public safety users can employ in 
the 6 gigahertz, 11-12 gigahertz, and 18 
gigahertz ranges, changing to these fre
quencies will force State and local gov
ernment authorities to incur substan
tial costs. I urge the FCC to move care
fully and deliberately with respect to 
these frequencies to protect public 
safety spectrum users. In fact, all gov
ernment agencies should take into ac
count the valuable contributions made 
by public safety users when considering 
actions affecting public safety services. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I thank my colleague 
from South Carolina. I see that he rec
ognizes the important contributions of 
public safety concerns and that he is 
cognizant of the costs that such a 
reallocation of frequencies could im
pose. I appreciate his willingness to 
join with me in sending this message of 
concern to the FCC on this matter. 

USIA J VISA PROGRAM 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I would 
like to engage the manager of the bill 
in conversation for a moment, if I 
might, on an issue that continues to be 
of concern to me. 

That issue is the U.S. Information 
Agency's proposed regulations regard
ing flight training programs and the 
ability of foreign pilot trainees to ob
tain J visas. Those regulations relate 
to the practical training component of 
these programs but if unwisely imple
mented, they could undermine the en
tire pilot training program. 

My specific concern is that they do 
not sufficiently recognize the need for 
the student to serve a period of time as 
a student instructor. I wonder if the 
manager of the bill could offer me 
some hope that USIA intends to recog
nize the role of the practical training 
component of pilot training programs. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Yes, Mr. President, 
if my friend from Tennessee will yield 
on that point. I have been in touch 
with USIA on this matter. My under
standing is that USIA's concern with 
this issue arose because of a General 
Accounting Office report which indi
cated that some schools were using the 
practical training component of their 
educational programs as a cover for 
normal employment. As I understand 

it, GAO found that some schools do not 
closely monitor the work their sup
posed students are doing, not the train
ing they may be receiving. 

I believe that USIA recognizes that 
practical training is included under the 
definition of training. USIA's concern 
is the small number of schools which 
may be abusing the J visa. 

Mr. SASSER. I thank my friend, the 
manager of the bill, for that response. 
I am still concerned, however, at how 
USIA will apply these regulations. 

Neither of us, nor the pilot training 
schools themselves, would disagree 
with ending the abuse of J visas. How
ever, these programs have a practical 
training requirement for a very spe
cific reason. That training, usually as a 
student instructor, is one step in quali
fying for a air transport pilot rating, a 
standard recognized by the FAA as well 
as international aviation organiza
tions. 

Could the manager tell me whether 
he feels the USIA recognizes the dif
ference between work and training? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Yes, Mr. President, I 
hope they do. I have been assured that 
they recognize the role of a properly 
monitored program of practical train
ing. 

Mr. SASSER. I thank the manager, 
and I wonder if he would be willing to 
agree that the subcommittee should 
continue to monitor USIA's implemen
tation of these regulations? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Yes, Mr. President, 
we can do that. I believe that USIA 
now recognizes the proper role of these 
training programs, but certainly the 
subcommittee will keep an eye on this 
matter. 

JOHN CARROLL UNIVERSITY USIA 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, I 
wish to bring to my colleagues' atten
tion a proposal submitted by John Car
roll University of Cleveland, OH, to the 
U.S. Information Agency. John Carroll 
is seeking USIA educational and cul
tural activities program support to 
bring Czech and Slovak business man
agers, labor leaders, and academicians 
to its school of business next summer. 
The distinguished chairman of the sub
committee and manager of the bill is 
aware of John Carroll's innovative pro
posal. 

John Carroll has a longstanding rela
tionship with the Czech and Slovak Re
public generally, and with the Charles 
University in particular. The summer 
institute will help teach citizens of 
emerging democracies about free mar
ket operations. 

Mr. President, the committee has 
given special recognition in the past to 
other universities with similar 
projects. It is my hope that John Car
roll University's irinovative project can 
be treated in the same fashion as those 
mentioned in the current, and pre
vious, Senate reports. I would be very 
appreciative if the subcommittee 
chairman and ranking member could 
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accommodate such an adjustment in 
conference, should the opportunity 
present itself. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, we 
are not able to offer any firm promises, 
but we will certainly do whatever we 
can. 

Mr. RUDMAN. I would certainly be 
willing to explore making the adjust
ment requested by the Senator from 
Ohio. 

MANAGEMENT OF PELAGIC SPECIES 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I rise to 
clarify the intent behind the Com
merce, Justice, State Appropriations 
Committee's recommendation to ap
propriate $2 million in fiscal year 1992 
for the management of pelagic species. 

The funding included by the commit
tee at my request, is based on a specific 
5-year plan developed by the Western 
Pacific Regional Fishery Management 
Council in conjunction with the Pacific 
Basin Development Council which is 
comprised of the Governors of Hawaii, 
Guam, American Samoa, and the 
Northern Marianas. 

Pursuant to this plan, these funds 
will be used for: First, stock boundary 
identification and tagging experi
ments; second, fisheries interactions 
and catch rate studies; third, economic 
research to determine the optimum 
size of fleets and their gear for harvest
ing pelagic species; fourth, research to 
determine changes in the size and 
structure of tuna stocks and fishing 
mortality; and fifth, research to under
stand the principal factors which gov
ern the dynamics and ecology of tuna 
and billfish stocks. 

This program contemplates combin
ing the expertise of the University of 
Hawaii, Western Pacific Regional Fish
ery Management Council, and the Na
tional Marine Fisheries Service. 

To insure that the funds appropriated 
by this committee are used to fulfill 
the purposes intended by the commit
tee, these funds will go to the Joint In
stitute for Marine and Atmospheric Re
search, which was created under the 
terms of a Memorandum of Under
standing between the National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric Administration 
[NOAA] and the University of Hawaii. 

I also wish to clarify that these funds 
are enhancements and are to supple
ment, not supplant, fiscal year 1992 
funds earmarked for the Honolulu Lab
oratory for basic fisheries work . to sup
port the Western Pacific Regional 
Fishery Management Council. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. The Senator from 
Hawaii has stated the facts clearly and 
concisely. I understand that some bu
reaucrats have decided to try to ab
scond with the funds increased at the 
Senator's request for Pacific tuna and 
billfish. I want to make it perfectly 
clear to NOAA that the recommended 
increase is for a program to be man
aged in Hawaii. 

Mr. RUDMAN. I also agree with the 
intent of the appropriation as described 
by Senators INOUYE and HOLLINGS. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I wish to 
ask the managers of the bill, Senators 
HOLLINGS and RUDMAN' to focus their 
attention on a program within the 
Coastal Management account. Al
though there is no explicit appropria
tion for section 308 of the Coastal Zone 
Management account, it is my under
standing that up to $200,000 can be 
made available to assist States in com
plying with the eligibility require
ments to assist States in complying 
with the eligibility requirements of the 
Coastal Zone Management Program. 
Therefore, would I be correct to assume 
that given the substantial increase in 
funding for the Coastal Zone Manage
ment Program, there would be up to 
$200,000 available for Texas, if Texas de
cides to pursue inclusion in the Coastal 
Zone Management Program? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Yes. The funding in 
this account should be sufficient to 
cover the request. Considering its sub
stantial coastline, I think it is a good 
idea for Texas to become involved in 
the Coastal Zone Management Pro
gram, and I applaud the efforts of my 
friend from Texas to include Texas in 
the program. 

Mr. RUDMAN. I agree with my chair
man. Should Texas decide to pursue 
this course, NOAA is expected to make 
up to $200,000 available through section 
308. 

Mr. GRAMM. I appreciate receiving 
that clarification from the chairman 
and ranking minority member. 

MARAD'S READY RESERVE FLEET 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, dur
ing committee consideration of this 
bill, I proposed an amendment, later 
modified by Senator STEVENS and ac
cepted by the committee, which would 
require that the Maritime Administra
tion buy only U.S.-owned or U.S.
flagged ships for inclusion in our ready 
reserve fleet. The amendment further 
requires that any upgrade of new ves
sels be done in U.S. shipyards. 

By way of background I should ex
plain that Mar Ad procures Ready Re
serve Fleet ships to support the mili
tary in times of national emergency. 
DOD independently has funding to 
build new sealift vessels. Unfortu
nately, DOD and MarAd have indicated 
their intention to buy mostly, if not 
solely, foreign-built and foreign
flagged ships. 

Congress has been urging DOD to 
adequately address our Nation's mili
tary sealift shortfall for years. $1.3 bil
lion has been appropriated over the 
last 2 fiscal years for DOD to build a 
series of ships to meet the military's 
stated need for fast sealift. Such a pro
gram will serve two purposes. It will 
provide the right types of ships to meet 
the military's specific lift require
ments, and it will help to sustain the 
shipbuilding, ship repair, and supplier 
base which is critical to our national 
security. 

Rather than executing the fast sea
lift construction program, however, an 
effort is underway by the Mari time Ad
ministration and the Navy to buy used 
ships from foreign countries for layup 
in the ready reserve fleet-regardless of 
whether these ships meet the mili
tary's requirements. 

The DOD-Mar Ad approach will not 
provide jobs for U.S. shipyards or re
pair yards. And it will not provide U.S. 
shipyards with the opportunity to 
build a series of ships which will enable 
them to transition themselves back 
into the commercial market as the 
Navy shipbuilding program declines. 

Mr. STEVENS. The Senator from 
Maryland is correct. It is imperative 
that DOD execute as soon as possible 
the sealift construction program which 
will adequately meet the military's 
fast sealift needs while providing a 
shipbuilding base in this country, and 
this bill sends a signal to DOD that it 
needs to submit a plan to this effect. In 
the meantime, the Senator's provision 
will encourage Mar Ad to buy American 
ships. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. If the Senator from 
Alaska would yield, I fully agree with 
the Senator. It is important that DOD 
and MarAd establish a balanced pro
gram which truly meets the national 
defense sealift needs and which sup
ports the U.S. industrial base. Until it 
does, this bill will ensure that DOD not 
use Mar Ad to perform an end run 
around congressional intent. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I want to thank the 
Senators from South Carolina and from 
Alaska for their work on this critical 
matter and for their commitment to 
U.S. industry and workers. 

WORLD AGRICULTURAL TRADE 

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I am 
increasingly alarmed at the slow pace 
of the current Uruguay round of the 
multinational trade talks, which began 
in September 1986. A free-but more 
importantly-a fair trade agreement is 
far overdue. It is time we realize the 
importance of these negotiations and 
resolve the problems that have plagued 
this agreement. 

The stumbling block in these trade 
talks has been agricultural trade is
sues. It distresses me that the parties 
involved have not been able to resolve 
this troublesome problem. I was sur
prised to read in a recent article that 
for every $1 of revenue we receive from 
agricultural exports, $1.65 of additional 
output is generated in our economy. 
Recent indicators show that our recov
ery from the recession probably will be 
slow. It is only logical that if we in
crease our agricultural exports we can 
stimulate our economic recovery. 
Every State in the Nation raises some 
agricultural products and has indus
tries that are based upon agricultural 
products. If a comprehensive world ag
ricultural trade package is signed, the 
United States will benefit from more 
stable world agricultural markets. 
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Mr. President, there are a number of 

trade packages on the table, but none 
of them adequately addresses U.S. agri
cultural trade concerns. We must push 
for an agreement that serves the long
term interests of U.S. agricultural pro
ducers. 

The U.S. farmer is the most efficient 
producer in the world, yet we are un
able to capitalize on our farmers' effi
ciencies because of unfair trade prac
tices. Presently, the nations of the Eu
ropean Community subsidize their 
farmers so heavily that no other coun
try can compete fairly with them. We, 
too, support our agricultural industry, 
but not nearly to the extent of the Eu
ropeans. Agricultural subsidies total 
about 54. 7 percent of the European 
Community's annual budget. Total Eu
ropean Community agricultural sub
sidies for 1990 amounted to $34.03 bil
lion, more than four times the amount 
of support provided by various U.S. 
farm programs. In fact, the Europeans 
subsidize up to 50 percent of a farmer's 
income on certain commodities. This 
practice is the major roadblock to a 
fair and lasting international trade 
agreement. The European Community 
is reluctant to reduce substantially the 
amount of subsidies given their farm
ers. But massive farm subsidies are not 
a long-term solution to the problems 
facing farmers around the globe. An 
international agreement to eliminate 
or severely reduce the amount of agri
cultural export subsidies would help to 
reduce barriers to trade and open for
eign markets that have been closed to 
our American agricultural products. 

As I said before, in order to become a 
fair trading partner, the European 
Community must sharply reduce its 
enormous farm subsidies. This point 
cannot be stressed strongly enough. In
stead of providing this unfair level of 
subsidies, the European Community 
could take land out of production, as 
the United States has done. We have 
taken nearly 50 million acres out of 
production. The European Community 
needs to do the same. Instead, it has 
taken advantage of our land conserva
tion programs by putting more land 
under the plow. 

For several years I have championed 
the idea that there should be an inter
national agricultural land conservation 
reserve treaty. Under such a treaty, 
the major grain producing and export
ing nations would agree to a fixed per
centage of their agricultural land out 
of production for a fixed period of time; 
for example, 10 years. Provision could 
be made for putting land back into pro
duction should shortages develop. Such 
a treaty would stabilize world grain 
production and prices, reduce surpluses 
and protect or ·conserve fragile lands 
that should not be farmed. 

If we are unable to reach a fair agree
ment on agricultural trade, I am afraid 
that many of the small farmers of not 
only South Dakota, but of the world, 

will not be able to survive. An agree- find a way to protect the interests of 
ment on agricultural trade would bene- State and local governments and public 
fit everyone. safety users in making their frequency 

TITLE IV MARINE RESEARCH FUNDS allocation decisions. 
Mr. MITCHELL. I would like to seek SUPPORT OF TRADE ADJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE 

a clarification on an item referred to in FOR FIRMS 
the committee report. Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I will be pleased to want to commend the Senator from 
respond to whatever concern the Sen- South Carolina [Mr. HOLLINGS] and the 
ator from Maine may wish to raise. Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 

Mr. MITCHELL. The committee re- RUDMAN] for their efforts on behalf of 
port on page 63 refers to title IV of the the Trade Adjustment for Firms Pro
Marine Protection, Research, and gram. Once again they have saved this 
Sanctuaries Act. The reference is to program from the administration's 
legislation which I authored establish- death sentence, and in doing so have 
ing Federal support for regional marine helped save the jobs of numerous work-
research programs. ers in small businesses throughout the 

Mr. HOLLINGS. That is correct. United States. 
Mr. MITCHELL .. The report lan- Not many people know about this 

guage refers to regional marine re- program, Mr. President, as it is quite 
search centers. However, I believe the small compared to the Trade Adjust
intent of the provision is to fund re- ment Assistance Program for workers, 
gional programs as opposed to physical which provides funds for retraining and 
centers. In New England's Gulf of job search to workers who have lost 
Maine, the program will be adminis- their jobs due to imports. The firm pro
tered through a regional marine re- gram, also part of the Trade Act of 
search board in coordination with the 1974, helps firms that have been hurt by 
Maine/New Hampshire Sea Grant Pro- imports get back on their feet. Once 
gram. These are minor clarifications certified, a firm develops an adjust
which are consistent with the title IV ment plan with the help of professional 
authorization. consultants and marketing experts, 

Mr. HOLLINGS. The Senator from which the firm can afford thanks to the 
Maine is correct in that clarification. assistance provided by the Govern
The provision is intended for research ment. The plan, of course, is tailored to 
programs rather than physical centers, each specific situation. Sometimes a 
and the Gulf of Maine Program will be new marketing strategy is devised; 
coordinated with the Maine/New Hamp- sometimes a switch to different prod-
shire Sea Grant Program. ucts. Often, new, up-to-date equipment 

FREQUENCY ALLOCATION is obtained to help improve productiv-
Mr. HOLLINGS. I would like to clar- ity. 

ify one statement that was made ear- This program is administered 
lier concerning the FCC's need to con- through 12 regional Trade Adjustment 
sider the concerns of public safety serv- Assistance Centers, T AA C's, located 
ices in making its frequency allocation throughout the country. They work 
decisions. The Federal Government has closely with each firm and help obtain 
not proposed reallocating the fre- the necessary advice in each case. This 
quencies used by public safety authori- is a very small program. The annual al
ties, but the FCC is considering the location to the TAAC's is generally in 
feasibility of reallocating such fre- the $10-$12 million range-for the en
quencies. Basically, the FCC is still in- tire country. 
vestigating and studying these issues. While there has been substantial an-

Also, I would like to point out that ecdotal evidence over the years of the 
the FCC is considering the cost impact successes the TAAC's have had revital
in addition to the technical feasibility izing smaller businesses, I was pleased 
of any possible reallocation that may to see that this year there has been an 
affect public safety users. In fact, the effort to quantify the program's impact 
FCC is reviewing suggestions that the for 1988-90. To accomplish that, the 
new service providers might be re- TAAC's have provided aggregated data 
quired to pay the relocation expenses on how their various clients have per
of the incumbent users of these fre- formed both prior to and following cer
quencies, including the public safety tification for this program. Taken as a 
users. I urge the FCC to move carefully whole, the data shows that in the 2 
and deliberately with respect to these years prior to certification, the firms 
frequencies to protect public safety that have used this program suffered a 
spectrum users. decrease in employment of 5,373. Fol-

Mr. GORE. I would like to join with lowing certification, the firms have re
my colleagues from South Carolina and gained 3,343 of those jobs. In some parts 
Arkansas, who spoke earlier, with re- of the country-the Northwest, the 
gard to the need to recognize the legiti- Rocky Mountain States, and the Great 
mate concerns of public safety users Of Lakes States-more jobs have been cre
the spectrum. Reallocating these fre- ated than were lost. 
quencies could result in State and local Looking at sales, the same pattern 
governments bearing substantial costs emerges. These firms' sales declined 
of relocation. I encourage the FCC and over $300 million in the 2 years prior to 
all Federal Government agencies to certification. Since certification they 
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have increased over $600 million-more 
than double the loss before entering 
the TAA program. 

Mr. President, these statistics dem
onstrate that this program works, and 
that it is cheap. The jobs and sales 
gains are extraordinary in light of the 
very small amount of Federal invest
ment. The great mystery surrounding 
this program is why the Reagan-Bush 
administrations have sought to kill it 
every year for the last decade. One of 
the reasons why we have a competi
tiveness crisis in this country is pre
cisely this kind of myopia. Because 
these are firms in industries hard
pressed by imports-often called "sun
set" industries-President Bush would 
apparently prefer to let them die and 
assume all those workers can find 
other jobs. 

The reality, of course, is much dif
ferent. As we have learned from look
ing at profiles of workers who receive 
TAA benefits, they are more often than 
not women and minorities, frequently 
immigrants, with minimal education 
and job skills. Many of these small 
companies are located in rural areas 
with limited job alternatives. When 
these businesses close, the workers 
don't find other jobs, and they don't 
move away. They stay where they are 
and begin to use other Federal pro
grams, like welfare, to survive. It is 
penny-wise and pound-foolish in the ex
treme to assume we will be saving Fed
eral money by abolishing this program. 

Maintaining an effective TAA pro
gram for both workers and firms is a 
prudent and cost-effective strategy 
that pays off in more jobs, improved 
productivity, and greater economic 
growth. Now that this data about the 
success of this program is available, r · 
hope it will bring to an end the foolish 
debate Congress has had with the ad
ministration for the past 10 years and 
solidify the support TAA has had since 
its inception in 1974. 

The Appropriations Committee un
derstands this issue well, Mr. Presi
dent, and I commend them once again 
for that understanding and for their de
termination to do the right thing. 

NATIONAL MARINE SANCTUARY PROGRAM 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I con
gratulate the distinguished Senator 
from South Carolina for his leadership 
in developing the appropriations bill 
for the Departments of State, Com
merce, Justice and the Judiciary. 
Under the given budget constraints, 
Senator HOLLINGS has done an excel
lent job of balancing the many inter
ests in this bill. 

I particularly want to commend the 
Senator and the Appropriations Com
mittee for the recomendation of an in
crease in the National Marine Sanc
tuary Program. As our appreciation for 
unique marine resources grows, so do 
the needs and responsibilities of this 
program within the Department of 
Commerce. 

Under the leadership of Senator HOL
LINGS as Chair of the Senate Commerce 
Committee, the Senate approved legis
lation last session designating the 
Florida Keys National Marine Sanc
tuary. This bill was strongly supported 
by individuals and organizations with 
commerce, recreational, and conserva
tion interests. The fragile coral reefs 
off the coast of the Florida Keys are 
subjected daily to misuse, often unin
tentional. 

This bill signed into law on Novem
ber 16, 1990, authorized Sl million for 
administering the Florida Keys Marine 
Sanctuary. The bill also authorized Sl.5 
million over 2 years in Environmental 
Protection Agency funds for develop
ment of a water quality management 
plan. 

The Senate has already approved the 
authorized funding level for the EPA 
programs and today moves toward en
suring that the necessary funds for ad
ministering the entire sanctuary are 
provided by this appropriation bill. 

The Senate Appropriations Commit
tee report accompanying H.R. 2608 
notes that the newly established Flor
ida Keys Marine Sanctuary and other 
new sanctuaries require an increase in 
the program from $3.8 million to $5.5 
million. It is my hope that the House 
and the President will agree to this in
crease and that the Department of 
Commerce will dedicate a significant 
portion of the appropriated increase to 
the Florida Keys Sanctuary as is clear
ly congressional intent based on the 
earlier authorization legislation. 

COASTAL AND FISHERIES PROGRAMS 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
am pleased that H.R. 2608 provides 
strong support for NOAA's coastal and 
fisheries programs. These programs are 
of immense importance to New Jer
sey's coastal economy and the health 
of New Jersey's marine ecosystems. 

At my request, H.R. 2608 includes 
funding for a number of programs. The 
bill provides S3 million to establish a 
new undersea research center to con
duct research in the waters off New 
Jersey and Long Island. New Jersey's 
coastal ecosystems generate S8 billion 
to the economy and provide enjoyment 
to millions. Yet, these ecosystems have 
been subject to much abuse. Expanding 
research efforts in the waters off New 
Jersey and Long Island, which is a con
gressional designated marine research 
region, is one important step in our ef
fort to maintain the health of our 
coastal waters. Until the new center is 
established, the Rutgers Institute of 
Marine and Coastal Sciences is to re
main in the role of acting undersea 
center. 

H.R. 2608 includes $150,000 to com
plete research being conducted by the 
New Jersey Marine Science Consortium 
to study the feasibility of recycling 
fishnets. Fishing gear presents a threat 
to marine resources if not disposed of 
on land. Yet, there are few alternatives 

to disposal other than landfilling. This 
results in a solid waste problem. Ac
cording to a recent report on beach 
cleanups by the Center for Marine Con
servation, 3,600 plastic fishing nets 
came up on the New England beaches 
last year, 

The bill also appropriates $500,000 re
quested by the administration but de
leted by the House to establish a ma
rine mammal tissue bank and to ex
pand the marine mammal stranding 

·centers. The tissue bank will contain 
tissues from dead marine mammals 
which would be archived for future re
trieval and study. The bank would as
sist scientists in trying to identify the 
causes of catastrophic marime mam
mal events such as the dolphin mortal
ity which occurred off the east coast in 
1987. NOA also would develop protocols 
for the collection of marine mammal 
tissues. 

Funding also would be used to 
strengthen the marine mammal strand
ing network authorized under the Ma
rine Mammal Protection Act including 
the stranding center in Brigantine, NJ. 
This will improve NOAA's capability to 
identify the causes of catastrophic ma
rine mammal events and improve 
NOAA's ability to coordinate stranding 
network efforts. 

H.R. 2608 provides Sl.5 million for ob
servers on east and gulf coast fishing 
vessels to collect and analyze data to 
manage highly migratory species. Last 
year, the Congress passed the Fisheries 
Conservation Amendments of 1990, re
authorizing the Magnuson Fishery 
Conservation and Management Act 
(MFCMA]. That legislation gave the 
Secretary of Commerce authority over 
any highly migratory species fishery 
that is within the geographical area of 
authority of the five Regional Fishery 
Management Councils of the Atlantic 
Ocean. Section 304(0(B) of the MFCMA 
as amended requires the Secretary to 
identify research and information pri
orities, including observer require
ments and necessary data collection 
and analysis for the conservation and 
management of highly migratory spe
cies. The funding will provide statis
tically sufficient data for management 
of these stocks which are so important 
to fishermen in New Jersey and other 
east coast States. 

I am also pleased that the bill rejects 
proposed administration cuts for the 
Coastal Zone Management, Sea Grant, 
and State Fishery Grant Programs all 
of which are important to New Jersey. 
I opposed the administration's proposal 

Finally, I am pleased that the bill in
cludes the administration's request of 
$13, 700,000 to fund global warming and 
other environmental research and mod
eling efforts at the Geophysical Fluid 
Dynamics Laboratory [GFDL] in 
Princeton. GFDL is one of the world's 
premier global warming research and 
modeling centers. 
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I commend Senator HOLLINGS and Committee pointed out in its report on 

Senator RUDMAN for their leadership the Senate version of the act: 
and I urge my colleagues to support In a period when exporting must be encour-
H.R. 2608. aged the committee wants to make sure that 

AMENDMENT NO. 897 processing of licensing is not looked at as a 
Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, yesterday source of revenue for the Government. 

the Senate approved an amendment In effect, charging a fee for commod
that I offered to s. 1433, the State De- ity classifications constitutes a tax on 
partment authorization bill. The provi- exports, which is unconstitutional. Not 
sion, amendment No. 897, requires the only does it tax exports, it represents a 
President to report to congress on Chi- tax on citizens who are trying in good 
nese nuclear, chemical, biological and faith to abide by onerous, complex Fed
missile proliferation practices in the eral regulations. 
Middle East and South Asia. This fee is particularly burdensome 

This amendment is necessary for on small- and medium-sized exporters 
Congress to understand fully the ex- who do not have the resources in Wash
tent of Chinese proliferation practices ington to wade through the bureau
in unstable regions of the world. As I cratic maze of red tape to ensure that 
repeatedly stressed during the debate they get the right answers and to en
regarding MFN status for China, when sure that their classifications are han
it comes to weapons proliferation, dled efficiently. In addition, these are 
China has become a rogue elephant. the same exporters that other Govern-

In recent months, numerous reports ment agencies and programs are en
have detailed China's plans to transfer couraging to export. 
modern ballistic missiles to Syria and This proposal comes at a time when 
Pakistan, and its transfer of nuclear we can ill afford to unnecessarily im
technology to Algeria. In addition, pede legitimate, commercial trade. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I am 
there have been extremely troubling concerned about the fees on commodity 
rumors of Chinese nuclear cooperation classifications. This proposal comes at 
with Iran. a time when the government has radi-

These transfers, if they occur, would cally altered the export control system 
pose a clear and present danger to with much needed changes in the 
international security. Coconi East-West controls and controls 

The amendment I proposed-and for nonproliferation. 
which was accepted on a voice vote- It is critical that the nonprolifera
would require the President to report tion controls be adhered to and an in
to Congress, within 90 days of enact- creasing nuinber of exporters will have 
ment, on Chinese actions to improve to obtain classifications to determine 
the military capabilities of nations in how their products are controlled and 
the Middle East and South Asia, with a what type of licensing is required for 
particular emphasis on the transfer of export of their products. 
ballistic missiles, nuclear-weapons The Commerce Department will be 
grade material, and chemical and bio- charging for a classification that may 
logical weapons. The amendment would have no legal standing and could be 
also require an immediate report any challenged by other 8.gencies with over
time that the President determines lapping jurisdiction. This fee should be 
that China is preparing to transfer considered by the appropriations con-
such materials or systems. ference committee. 

Mr. President, I would like to express Mr. ADAMS. I agree with the Sen-
my appreciation to the managers of the ator from South Carolina. It seems to 
bill for accepting this amendment. me that the Appropriations Committee 

COMMODITY CLASSIFICATION FEE may need to place this proposal on hold 
Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President, it has to enable Congress to consider this 

come to my attention that the Depart- questionable fee. 
ment of Commerce intends to charge a COMMERCE, JUSTICE, STATE APPROPRIATIONS 
fee for commodity classifications, BILL 

which exporters must have in order to Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, the Sen-
get the appropriate export license. This ate Budget Committee has examined 
was not discussed at any time during H.R. 2608, the Commerce, Justice, 
the Appropriations Committee's con- State appropriations bill, and has 
sideration of H.R. 2608. found that the bill is under its 602(b) 

Past experience suggests that this allocations in budget authority by $1.7 
proposal is certain to be controversial million and is under its 602(b) alloca
and counterproductive. In 1987, the ad- tions in outlays by $0.6 million. 
ministration proposed charging a $50 I compliment the distinguished man
fee for export licenses. The proposal ager of the bill, Senator HOLLINGS, and 
met a storm of criticism from both in- the distinguished ranking member of 
dustry and Congress. As a result, the the subcommittee, Senator RUDMAN, 
Omnibus Trade and Competitiveness for all of their hard work. 
Act of 1988 amended section 4 of the Mr. President, I have a table from 
Export Administration Act [EAA] to the Budget Committee showing the of
specifically prohibit the charging of ficial scoring of the Commerce, Jus
fees "in connection with the submis- tice, State appropriations bill and I ask 
sion or processing of an export license unanimous consent that it be inserted 
application." As the Senate Banking in the RECORD at the . appropriate point. 

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

SENATE BUDGET COMMITTEE SCORING OF H.R. 2608--
COMMERCE, JUSTICE, STATE SUBCOMMITTEE-SPEND
ING TOTALS 

[Senate Reported; in billions of dollars) 

Bill summary Budeet au- Outlays thority 

H.R. 2608: 
New BA and outlays ................................ . 21.6 16.2 
Enacted to date ...................................... . 0.5 5.6 
Adjustment to conform mandatOIY pro-

erams to resolutions assumptions .... .. (*) -(*) 
Scorekeepine adjustments ...................... .. 0.0 0.0 

Bill total ............................................. .. 22.l 21.7 
Senate 602(b) allocation ......................... . 22.1 21.7 

Total difference .................... ............... . -(*) -(*) 

Discretionary: 
Domestic ................................................. .. 16.0 15.8 
Senate 602(b) .......................................... . 16.0 15.8 

Difference ............................................ . -(*) -(*) 
International ............................................ . 5.0 4.9 
Senate 602(b) ......................................... .. 5.0 4.9 

Difference ............................................ . 0.0 -(*) 
Defense .................................................... . 0.2 0.2 
Senate 602(b) .......................................... . 0.2 0.2 

Difference ............................................ . -(*) -(*) 

Total discretionary spendine ......... .. 211 20.9 

0.9 0.9 
0.9 0.9 

Mandatory spendine ............................... .. 
Mandatory allocation .............................. .. 

Difference ........................................... .. 0.0 0.0 
Discretionary total above (+) or below ( - ): 

President's request .................................. . 0.2 -0.3 
Senate-passed bill .................................. .. NA NA 
House-passed bill ................................... .. I.I 0.6 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the only 
amendments remaining in order to this 
bill, in addition to the two excepted 
committee amendments, be the follow
ing first-degree amendments: An 
amendment by Senator SEYMOUR to 
provide additional funding for border 
patrol agents, with a 20-minute time 
limitation equally divided in the usual 
form; an amendment by Senator 
GRAMM, of Texas, to cut legal services 
funding, with 20 minutes equally di
vided and in the usual form. 

I further ask unanimous consent that 
any rollcall votes ordered on or in rela
tion to these listed amendments be 
stacked to occur beginning at 10:30 
a.m. on Wednesday, July 31, when the 
Senate will resume consideration of 
this bill; that upon the disposition of 
these amendments and then remaining 
committee amendments the Senate, 
without interventing action or debate, 
proceed to third reading and final pas
sage of the bill. 

I further ask unanimous consent that 
the votes following the first vote be for 
10 minutes only. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, for 
the information of Senators, it is my 
understanding that the two amend
ments will be offered and debated this 
evening, and then tomorrow morning 
the votes will occur on the two amend
ments and then on final passage of the 
bill. 
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So there will be three votes begin

ning at 10:30 a.m. We will go to the 
DOD authorization bill beginning at 
9:15 with debate only-opening state
ments, in fact, from 9:15 until 10:30-
and then, following the votes on the 
pending bill at approximately 11:15 we 
will proceed to receive amendments on 
the DOD bill. 

I yield to the distinguished Repub
lican leader for such comments as he 
may wish to make. 

Mr. DOLE. No. I just say hopefully 
we will move rather quickly on the 
DOD authorization bill. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Accordingly, Mr. 
President and Members of the Senate, 
there will be no further rollcall votes 
this evening. I thank the managers for 
their diligence in this matter and the 
distinguished Republican leader for his 
usual cooperation. 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION 
Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I was 

wondering if, once we get back on the 
bill, I could be permitted to speak for 1 
minute on the bill prior to the amend
ments coming up. 

I note in here that on page 80 of the 
report the Economic Development Ad
ministration is given an appropriation 
of $226 million. I ask the distinguished 
chairman of the committee if that was 
authorized. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I 
think the correct answer to the distin
guished Senator is that EDA has not 
been authorized since 1981. The answer 
is "no." 

Mr. CHAFEE. Does it mean anything 
to the committee whether a program 
has been authorized, or did it just go 
ahead and appropriate? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. It distresses this 
Senator that it has not been author
ized. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Would it distress him 
to the degree that he would support a 
motion to eliminate that since it has 
not been authorized? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. No, we have to pro
vide economic development to this 
country. I think that is the primary 
concern of this Senator. 

Mr. CHAFEE. I see. So whether a 
program has been authorized or not 
makes no difference. Is that in sum the 
approach? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. That is not the sum 
of the approach, but you learn through 
working on these measures. For exam
ple, 70 percent of this bill is not au
thorized. If we approach our duties in 
that fashion, we would never have a 
bill. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, my time 
is up. I just want to say I see no point 
in having authorizing committees here. 
I think either we ought to abolish the 
authorizing committees and have the 
appropriators do it all or have the ap
propriators abolished and the authoriz
ing committees take over that respon
sibility. Here is a clear example, where 
this program has not been authorized 

since 1981, and every year the appropri
ators merrily go ahead and appropriate 
as they wish. 

The junior Senator from Kansas has 
some suggestions on reauthorization in 
the Senate. One of them is combining 
the authorizing and appropriating com
mittees. I think if we are going to con
tinue like this, it makes excellent 
sense-no point in having the author
izers around. I think it is too bad. I 
think there is a function for the au
thorizing committees and they should 
not just be run over roughshod. 

I want to thank the Chair. I thank 
the chairman. 

AMENDMENT NO. 944 
(Purpose: To require the transfer of 

$48,410,000 from the Legal Services Cor
poration to the Federal Bureau of Inves
tigation.) 
Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I send 

an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the pending amendments are 
laid aside. 

The clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Texas [Mr. GRAMM) pro

poses an amendment numbered 944. 
Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 71, strike line 2 and insert the fol

lowing: "for special contingency funds, and 
of which $48,410,000 shall be transferred to 
the Department of Justice and made avail
able to the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
(which amount shall be in addition to other 
sums appropriated to the Department of Jus
tice and made available to the Federal Bu
reau of Investigation by this Act), and the 
Board of Directors of the Legal Services Cor
poration shall reduce the foregoing alloca
tions as the Board considers to be appro
priate.". 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, this is a 
simple amendment about priorities. 
The committee has underfunded the 
President's request for the FBI, by 
$48.41 million. 

I would like to remind my colleagues 
th~t by a vote of 71 to 26 the Senate 
adopted the crime bill earlier this year, 
in fact on July 11, 1991. In that bill we 
voted to increase the authorization for 
the FBI by another $98 million. 

Yet, here we are in the same month 
that we authorized an additional $98 
million in the crime bill for the FBI to 
deal with the crisis that faces our 
bleeding Nation; in the same month 
that we authorized another $98 million 
for the FBI to fight the war on drugs, 
we have an appropriations bill before 
us that underfunds the President's re
quest for FBI by $48.41 million. 

Mr. President, let me outline what 
the $48.41 million requested by the 
President but not included in this ap
propriations bill would be used for if 
the money were restored. 

If the money were provided, we would 
have an increase of $29.9 million, rather 
than the $8.29 million provided in the 
bill for white-collar crime. This $21.6 
million that my amendment would add 
back would provide funds for S&L 
fraud and other white-collar crimes, in
cluding public corruption, and further 
investigation of Department of Hous
ing and Urban Development fraud. 

Mr. President, if we do not restore 
the $21.6 million increase requested by 
the President for white-collar crime, 
that means that S&L fraud, HUD fraud, 
public corruption, and other white-col
lar crimes that might be investigated, 
and that might be prosecuted might go 
undetected. In addition, $14 million 
which was requested by the President 
would be added back for technical field 
support and equipment, and the Presi
dent's requested increase for informa
tion management, for automated data 
processing and telecommunications 
would also be restored. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a letter from William S. Ses
sions, the Director of the Federal Bu
reau of Investigation, be printed in the 
RECORD at this time. 

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

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 
FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION, 

Washington, DC, July 25, 1991. 
Hon. PHIL GRAMM, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR GRAMM: I appreciated the 
opportunity to speak with you about issues 
of concern to the FBI. Allow me to thank 
you again for your strong support and in
tense interest in significant law enforcement 
issues, especially digital telephony. 

As we discussed, I am concerned about the 
level of funding for the FBI in Fiscal Year 
1992 and beyond. The FBI faces awesome 
challenges. We must be in a position to ad
dress rapidly developing technologies, the 
savings and loan crisis, the changing world 
political situation, increasing violence by 
gangs and the burgeoning need to provide 
training to all levels of law enforcement. 
Very recent revelations about the status of 
the Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty, for 
example, highlight emerging circumstances 
that the FBI must be prepared to meet. 

The President requested $2.021 billion for 
the FBI in Fiscal Year 1992. That request in
cludes funding to address the treaty cir
cumstances and a number of other critical 
initiatives. As you know, the House mark is 
substantially below the President's request 
and does not fund our treaty obligations. We 
are not prepared to meet these obligations 
absent sufficient funding. Other program en
hancements requested by the President are 
equally important. 

As the Senate takes up the Commerce, 
State, Justice Appropriations Bill, I am 
hopeful that these issues will be considered. 
Thank you for expressing interest and work
ing to ensure these important needs are met. 

Sincerely yours, · 
WILLIAM S. SESSIONS, 

Director. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, this is a 
very simple amendment. This commit
tee which, overall has done an excel-
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lent job-and I congratulate the chair
man and ranking member-has decided 
to underfund the President's request 
for the FBI by $48.41 million. Almost 
half of this money that is being denied 
the FBI is being denied in the area of 
white-collar crime, which desperately 
needs the increased funding. 

My amendment would take the $48.41 
million from the Legal Services Cor
poration and fully fund the FBI. It is 
important that my colleagues remem
ber that, earlier this month, the Sen
ate authorized another $98 million for 
the FBI and now in the same month, 
we are underfunding the President's re
quest for the FBI. 

Mr. President, I am not here to com
ment on the merits or demerits of legal 
services. We have debated this subject 
on many occasions. This amendment 
does not necessarily mean that the 
project we choose to transfer the 
money from is not a worthy project. It 
simply means that when you have to 
make a hard choice, you have to set 
priorities. 

What I am saying in this amendment 
,.is that full funding for the FBI, espe
cially in the area of white-collar 
crimes, is important enough that funds 
should be taken from legal services to 
pay for it. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment, lest we be accused of 
hyprocrisy, when on the 11th of July 
we voted to authorize an additional $98 
million for the FBI, and now we come 
along at the end of the month and cut 
the ·President's request by $48.41 mil
lion. So I urge my colleagues to adopt 
this amendment. 

Mr. RUDMAN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from New Hampshire. 
Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I will 

be brief. I always enjoy this annual dis
cussion with my friend from Texas 
about the Legal Services Corporation. 
But I do think there are some numbers 
here that ought to be in the RECORD, 
which people ought to understand. 

Mr. President, the FBI is hardly un
derfunded. Here are some numbers that 
I think any Federal agency would be 
delighted to have in their records. We 
increased FBI funding from last year's 
level of Sl.69 billion to $1.97 billion, an 
increase of $280 million, or 16.5 percent. 
I daresay that few other Federal agen
cies will have that kind of an increase. 

This does not even include, by the 
way, amounts for the FBI appropriated 
separately under the organized crime 
drug enforcement task forces. Under 
OCDE, we have increased the funding 
by $19 million, about 22 percent. 

It is rather interesting to review the 
FBI budget, going back to 1981. In 1981 
their budget was $681 million. Under 
this year's bill, the budget is $2.08 bil
lion. Even around here, that is consid
ered a rather hefty increase. I point 
out that is, in fact, a 205-percent in
crease over the past decade. 

Let us turn to the Legal Services 
Corporation. In 1981, the Legal Services 
Corporation, which provides necessary 
services to poor people in this country, 
had a budget of $321.3 million. For fis
cal year 1991, the figure was $328 mil
lion. In other words, over the past 10 
years, the appropriation for the Legal 
Services Corporation increased by only 
2 percent. 

This year, we are giving them an in
crease of $21.8 million, a 6.6-percent in
crease. But the fact is that the in
crease-if you can call it that-over a 
10-year period is under 9 percent. Obvi
ously, in terms of their real buying 
power, it has shrunk enormously in 
that 10-year period. 

The need for legal services for poor 
people in this country, considering the 
economy, is severe. I think every Mem
ber of this body can talk to people in 
his or her home State and understand 
the services that are rendered. 

So I do not believe this amendment 
does anything other than take an 
amount of money, which the FBI prob
ably would not even notice, away from 
an agency where it would cause severe 
harm to the delivery of their services. 
I am confident that, again this year, 
the Senate will see fit to defeat the 
Gramm amendment. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, the 

distinguished Senator from New Hamp
shire has pointed out the caution with 
which we treated the legal services 
budget. I will submit for the RECORD at 
this point, letters I have received from 
various organizations opposed to a re
duction in one recommendation for the 
Legal Services Corporation. 

Now, I want to take exception to the 
idea of the Senator from Texas that 
somehow Justice and FBI have been 
treated in a casual fashion in this bill. 
The fact is that this particular bill in
creases the FBI $299 million-$280 mil
lion, and when you put in the Orga
nized Crime and Drug Enforcement 
Program increase of $19 million, you 
have $299 million increase. Specifically, 
in a 5-year period, we have gone from a 
Justice Department figure of $3.9 bil
lion to $9.5 billion, $5.6 billion increase, 
trebling the Department of Justice ap
propriation in a 5-year period. 

And, we have doubled the FBI in that 
same period of time, and we have added 
another $299 million this year. 

So we have a gracious plan, and it is 
above the House by $106 million. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 
Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I do 

not see anybody else on the floor who 
wishes to speak on this amendment. 
Senator GRAMM'S staff has informed 
me it would be all right to yield back 
his time. I so yield back his time, and 
I also yield back, unless the chairman 
has something he wants to say. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I yield our time, Mr. 
President, and move to table the 
amendment. 

I ask for the yeas and nays. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 

sufficient second? 
There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 

has been yielded back. The vote on the 
Gramm amendment, by the previous 
unanimous-consent agreement, will 
occur tomorrow morning. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. On the motion to 
table? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes. 
Mr. SEYMOUR addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, the pending amendment is 
set aside. 

AMENDMENT NO. 946 

(Purpose: To provide additional funds for the 
Border Patrol Program) 

Mr. SEYMOUR. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from California [Mr. SEY

MOUR] proposes an amendment numbered 946. 
Mr. SEYMOUR. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 99, between lines 7 and 8, insert 

the following: 
SEC. . (a) Except with respect to budget 

authority provided by titles m and V and 
lines 1-6 of title I of this Act, each amount 
of budget authority for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1992, provided in this Act for 
expenses under the heading "salaries and ex
penses", other than payments required by 
law, is hereby reduced by a percentage such 
that the total reduction equals $40,000,000: 
Provided, That such reductions shall be ap-, 
plied ratably to each account, program, ac
tivity, and project provided for in this Act. 

(b) In addition to amounts otherwise ap
propriated or made available by this Act to 
the Border Patrol program under title I of 
this Act, an amount equal to the aggregate 
of the reductions under subsection (a) of this 
section is hereby made available to the Bor
der Patrol program as follows: 75 percent of 
such amount shall be available for personnel 
for use in connection with the southwest 
border of the United States, and 25 percent of 
such amount shall be available for vehicles 
and equipment for use in connection with 
such southwest border. 

Mr. SEYMOUR. Mr. President, I rise 
the evening to offer an amendment 
that reflects my strong concerns on the 
state of affairs along the Southwest 
border-an issue that means many 
things to many people, but to the men 
and women who have the great and 
daunting task of patrolling this border 
region, this issue is of extreme impor
tance. 

For the millions of Americans who 
reside along or near the Southwest bor
der, the men and women of our Border 
Patrol represent the first line of de
fense to stop those who illegally cross 
into our country to traffic narcotics or 
engage in criminal activities. 
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Recently, the Senate passed the 

Treasury, Postal appropriations bill, 
which provides $10 million for 100 new 
Border Patrol agents for the Southwest 
border. I was proud to support that leg
islation largely because it contained 
this additional funding. 

But frankly, Mr. President, to quote 
an expert on border enforcement, this 
addition is "merely gravy." 

Last March, the General Accounting 
Office [GAO] conducted a study on 
Southwest border enforcement, and 
concluded that the Border Patrol's 
nonborder control activities have made 
staff resources at the border insuffi
cient to carry out their mission. The 
GAO noted the McAllen sector in 
Texas, where seven agents-seven
were patrolling 66 miles of border. For 
3 hours, these seven agents had other 
nonborder duties. The result is an 
unpatrolled 66-mile sector for a 3-hour 
period. 

In San Diego, the most widely trav
eled border region, a supervisory agent 
told the GAO that one-third of the bor
der under his jurisdiction was not pa
trolled. 

In short, Mr. President, absent addi
tional resources, we will continue to 
see aliens effortlessly crossing our bor
der, many of them pawns in America's 
international drug war. 

It is primarily because of the contin
ued flow of drugs that the Border Pa
trol's role becomes even more impor
tant. In 1989, the National Drug Con
trol Policy Board stated that the re
duced time at the border may have 
hurt our drug interdiction efforts. And 
just this past year, the Office of Na
tional Drug Control Policy stated that 
the Border Patrol is the primary agen
cy for drug interdiction between ports 
of entry. 

But it is naive to think that the solu
tion to our border problems is lack of 
personnel. Indeed, our border troubles 
are due to a lack of vehicles and tech
nology. 

According to the GAO, more than 50 
percent of the Border Patrol's more 
than 3,000 vehicles should be evaluated 
for possible replacement. Unless older 
vehicles are replaced, the border is 
forced to rely on less reliable vehicles, 
which if operable, drive up mainte
nance costs. 

With additional funding, the Border 
Patrol can replace even more vehicles 
in the coming year, reduce long term 
maintenance costs, and ensure even 
more effective enforcement. 

Additional assistance is also needed 
to help the border have the techno
logical means necessary to most effi
ciently use their corps of agents, espe
cially in areas that suffer from person
nel shortages. One need only travel to 
San Diego to best understand why I am 
here discussing these matters with you 
today. I visted this border region ear
lier this year, and I'll be frank: it was 
shocking to see what the men and 

women of Border Patrol are up against. 
The San Diego region is the most trav
eled part of the Southwest border. 
More illegal aliens successfully travel 
across this region than any other. And, 
I am sad to say, most of the drugs im
ported into this country travel across 
this border. 

Like most other border regions, San 
Diego faces a personnel problem, but 
their's is more acute-there's is due in 
part to a lack of funding, but it's 
alsodue to a high cost of living in the 
San Diego region. Simply adding more 
personnel is not going to solve San 
Diego's Border Patrol problems be
cause its attrition rate will eat signifi
cantly into any personnel increase. 
Over time, with the implementation of 
Federal pay reform, we can hope to 
strike at this attrition rate. In the 
meantime, however, action must be 
taken to make the San Diego border an 
effective force against the importation 
of crime and illegal drugs. 

One of the most effective ways to ad
dress this problem is to implement a 
low-light television system along the 
San Diego border region. With this ad
ditional surveillance component, we 
can more efficiently use Border Patrol 
agents in the San Diego area. Accord
ing to one Border Patrol supervisor, 
several cameras and three agents could 
monitor an area patrolled by as many 
as 25 agents. 

Now, I am not saying that this cam
era system is meant to replace agents. 
Rather, it allows the border to more 
flexibly use agents in areas other than 
border surveillance. Indeed, this sys
tem will help to compensate the grow
ing nonborder responsibilities the Bor
der Patrol has had to take on as part of 
its efforts to combat illegal drugs. 

Mr. President, my amendment ad
dresses these three areas of concern to 
the Southwest border region. I strongly 
believe this amendment is a cost-effec
tive amendment. Indeed, I believe the 
amendment is a law enforcement meas
ure of the best kind: it is preventive 
law enforcement. 

Absent this amendment, I believe the 
coming year will be business as usual 
along the border. It will still be an easy 
ride for most who desire to sneak 
across the border. 

But Mr. President, I believe it's 
about time that business as usual be 
put out of business, because it is hurt
ing many States including my State of 
California, ability to conduct their 
businesses. 

Now I know what many say: Just be
cause we have failed to catch illegal 
aliens at the border does not mean we 
have lost any opportunity to catch peo
ple who come into this country ille
gally. No problem. If these people 
choose to come into this country to 
break the law, to traffic drugs, to bring 
violence to our neighborhoods, no prob
lem, Mr. President. State and local law 
enforcement will catch them. State 

and local law enforcement will throw 
them into jail or prison. State and 
local courts will try them, convict 
them, sentence them, and house them 
in their jails or prisons. And if we 're 
lucky, if we find out that these people 
came here illegally, we can just send 
them right out of this country after 
they serve their time. And if they 
waltz right back in, do not worry, we 
will just find them again. 

This is quite a merry-go-round, but 
those who are getting dizzy watching it 
go round-and-round are the State and 
local governments who must put up the 
cost to identify, try, convict, and house 
criminal aliens. 

Let me use my home State of Califor
nia as an example of the incredible 
costs being placed because of inad
equate border enforcement. As of last 
April, the California State prisons had 
custody of 9,621 criminal aliens. This 
actually is a conservative estimate. 
Because this figure represents only 
those that have been identified as 
aliens. The cost of incarcerating this 
number totals more than $200 million 
each year. 

But these are just the costs of incar
ceration. The costs of processing these 
aliens for deportation and coordinating 
related activities with the INS adds an 
additional $2 million each year. 

The California Youth Authority 
houses more than 750 minors who are 
designated as illegal aliens-9 percent 
of the youth authority's population of 
juvenile offenders. And housing these 
young people amounts to more than $24 
million each year. 

In short, the State of California must 
spend a minimum of $226 million each 
year to deal with criminal aliens, most 
of them finding their way into prison 
by way of the Southwest border. 

The State of California is upholding 
its responsibility by incarcerating 
those who commit crimes. But when 
those who commit crimes are aliens, 
that individual is the responsibility of 
the Federal Government. It is up to us 
to deal with that person. But Califor
nia is finding itself bearing a heavy 
part of the Federal Government's re
sponsibility. 

California is just one example of 
many States that are spending a dis
proportionate amount of scarce State 
funds to deal with the severe problem 
of criminal aliens. I am sure that my 
colleagues from Arizona, New Mexico, 
Texas, and even Florida understand my 
concerns. 

The legislation before us does con
tain some modest but important steps. 
It contains the necessary increases to 
base funding to ensure that the Border 
Patrol will have the funding to hire 100 
additional agents. I am also pleased 
that the committee recognized the 
need for additional personnel to proc
ess the growing caseloads of criminal 
aliens in our country. . 

And I am pleased that the managers 
agreed to an amendment I cosponsored 
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along with Senator SIMPSON to fund 10 
new INS judges to meet the growing 
number of deportation hearings 
brought about by the rising criminal 
alien population. 

But more is needed and my amend
ment is designed to address this need. 
The demand for more personnel to deal 
with our criminal alien population in 
this country will continue to grow 
until we meet our needs to keep crimi
nal aliens out of our country. After all, 
it is much more cost effective in both 
dollars and lives if we keep criminal 
aliens out of our neighborhoods by 
stopping them at the border, rather 
than housing them in our prisons. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to support this amendment. We must 
fully address the impact that criminal 
aliens are having on all levels of gov
ernment, our prisons and jails, as well 
as in communities across America. The 
rising cost is something that we can't 
ignore. It requires us, now more than 
ever, to use our scarce resources more 
efficiently. 

Relative to the cost of this amend
ment and this beefing up of the Border 
Patrol, I would just like to say this: 
The way that we have asked for reduc
tions in order to meet the cost of this 
amendment is to ask for a very small, 
very small, less than 1 percent I am 
told, of a cut in the budget across the 
board in order to finance these badly 
needed border patrol officers and equip
ment. 

Mr. President, I urge the support of 
my colleagues for this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further discussion of the amendment? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I 
have the greatest respect for the dis
tinguished Senator from California. His 
initial amendment cut straight across 
the board and used budget function 150, 
international accounts. Under the 
budget summit agreement these funds 
could not be transferred to domestic 
programs, as we all know. So, in es
sence, the amendment now before us 
would cut only domestic discretionary 
programs. As I understand it, looking 
at the amendment closely, the U.S. at
torneys, FBI, DEA, Federal prison sys
tem, the U.S. Trade Representative, 
Small Business Administration, would 
all be cut. 

The Border Patrol is an agency that 
has been doubled in the last 5 years. We 
have the GAO report which shows the 
actual figure is an increase of 97 per
cent in the last 5 years. The fact is, 
last year when the administration 
asked for a $16 million increase for the 
Border Patrol, we gave them $20 mil
lion. This year they asked for no in
crease and we gave them $5 million 
more. 

I studied and Senator RUDMAN stud
ied closely that GAO report. There was 
some complaint we heard that while 
they got increased funding, the Depart
ment of Justice was not allowing the 

moneys to go forth to the particular 
border patrol. The fact is we repro
grammed $7 .6 million in 1987, in 1988 
another $12.1 million, in 1989, another 
$14.4 million. So in that period of time, 
here in the last few years, we have re
programmed an additional $26.5 million 
to the border patrol. I hope we would 
not cut these other programs for an 
agency that has been studied and close
ly monitored, been doubled over the 5-
year period, on the one hand, and pro
vided all this reprogramming, on the 
other hand. 

I retain the remainder of my time. 
When all time is yielded back or 

consumed, I will move to table the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New Hampshire. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, let me 
just say to my friend from California 
that the chairman and I looked at this 
very carefully because it is a very valid 
request. The Senator from California 
makes a good point. I think the chair
man has pointed out that in fact we 
have done a great deal for the Border 
Patrol within the limits of our appro
priation allocation over the last sev
eral years and wish we could do more. 

There is no question but that the 
Senator from California makes a point 
which no one can dispute. We have 
problems along our borders and they 
are going to be solved only when we are 
willing to allocate more resources. 

The problem this subcommittee has 
is a problem had by all subcommittees, 
but ours is particularly acute because 
within our subcommittee we have allo
cations for the State Department in a 
separate budget agreement account, if 
you will, for a good part of it, and then, 
of course, we have the FBI, the DEA, 
the Bureau of Prisons, the courts, and 
all of those things that are essentially 
connected to the whole criminal jus
tice system. 

What we have tried to do over the 
last 5 years is to try to look at it as a 
system, including the Border Patrol, 
and do all we could to move funds into 
areas which we thought had priority. I 
daresay that probably no two chairmen 
and ranking members would do it ex
actly the same. But we have to do it 
and report it to our committee, and we 
did. 

I regret having to join the chairman 
in opposing this amendment. It is a 
good amendment. Unfortunately, with
in our budget priorities, we think we 
have done a fair and reasonable jobs. 
Some may quarrel with that and if 
enough quarrel, then, of course, the 
Senator will win his amendment. But I 
daresay that we have done an equitable 
job across the board. 

I want to commend the Senator for 
the amendment he has offered. I wish 
that we could support it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further discussion of the amendment? 

Mr. SEYMOUR. Mr President, do I 
have any time remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from California has remaining 2 
minutes and 30 seconds. 

Mr. SEYMOUR. Mr. President, I 
would just like to say in response to 
my distinguished colleagues, the Sen
ator from South Carolina and Senator 
RUDMAN from New Hampshire, I have 
no doubt whatsoever that you have 
done as good a job as you can do in 
spreading a limited number of re
sources over the programs that need 
funding. But this is a crying need. It 
may not be a crying political need be
cause there are so few States that in 
fact have to protect their borders, but 
it is a crying need relative to the 
States that are so impacted and my 
State comes first on that list. 

What we are asking to pay for this 
small amount is less than a I-percent 
cut, 1 percent, Mr. President. I do not 
think that is too much to ask to help 
States like California perhaps cut in 
half the 1,500 illegal aliens that cross 
our San Diego border every night. 

I yield back the remainder of my 
time, Mr. President. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, how 
much time do I have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from South Carolina has 5 min
utes and 34 seconds remaining. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I will not consume 
that amount of time unless Senator 
RUDMAN would need some of it. 

But, Mr. President, if we get nothing 
out of this debate, the distinguished 
Senator from California should under
stand that this is not a State concern, 
this is a national concern, the matter 
of immigration. I was around here 20 
years ago. I think it was General Chap
man who said let us take that lattice 
work we used to put on temporary run
ways during the war and just erect it in 
a standing fashion and just put a Magi
not Line all the way, 2,000 miles, across 
the Rio Grande. 

We have been working on this one. It 
is a never ending problem. It is a prob
lem of immigrants coming all the way 
up, not just to those States, but com
ing all over the United States. But it is 
a matter of national concern and has 
been treated as such and has not been 
given casual care because we have just 
a few Senators from the border. That is 
not the case whatsoever. 

I know intimately many moves and 
suggestions have been made with ref
erence to covering the Rio Grande for 
2,000 miles and particularly down in Ti
juana where they told us 5,000 a week 
were coming in and I daresay they still 
are. 

We tried everything in the world on 
the California border where they have 
been pouring into the wonderful State 
of opportunity, the State of California. 

I say to the distinguished Senator, I 
am glad to work with him. I hate, on 
this initial move of his, to have to 
table it. But unless the distinguished 
Senator from New Hampshire has more 
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to say-is the Senator ready to yield 
back any time he has? 

Mr. SEYMOUR. Yes. 
Mr. HOLLINGS. I yield back our 

time and move to table the amendment 
and ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
Tlie yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 

is yielded back. 
Under the previous order, the vote on 

the Seymour amendment will occur on 
Wednesday morning. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, ear
lier today when the Senator from New 
Hampshire and I began, we excepted 
two committee amendments because 
we thought members had given us no
tice they wanted to offer amendments 
to those committee amendments. Of 
course, they were not offered, and 
under the unanimous-consent agree
ment, they cannot be. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
two excepted committee amendments 
be considered en bloc and agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

The Chair hears none, and it is so or
dered. 

The excepted committee amend
ments on page 9, lines 2 through 5, and 
page 39, lines 14 and 15, were agreed to. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the excepted committee amendments 
were agreed to. 

Mr. SEYMOUR. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays on final passage. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The vote 

on final passage will occur on Wednes
day morning. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

MORNING BUSINESS 
Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that there be a pe
riod for morning business, with Sen
ators permitted to speak therein. 

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

ANNIVERSARY OF THE CRACK 
EPIDEMIC 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, re
cently the New York Times observed 
the 10th anniversary of the beginning 
of the acquired immune deficiency syn
drome epidemic. In a July 2 letter to 
the editor, I wrote we should also mark 
the start of the crack cocaine epi
demic, which began in this country 
just 5 years later. Few seemed to have 
taken notice of this fact. 

I first heard of the subject from de
tective Charles Bennett of the New 
York Police Department in the sum
mer of 1986. Drug dealers on New York 
City streets had begun snapping their 
wrists as a kind of call sign. Detective 
Bennett informed me that they were 
selling something called crack, the ges
ture being that of someone cracking a 
whip. Such began an epidemic which 
has ravaged our cities but still receives 
far too little attention from the medi
cal profession. Possibly, the anniver
sary of the first sightings of AIDS can 
give occasion for thought about this 
other devastating disease. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of my letter be entered in the 
RECORD. 

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

[From the New York Times, July 2, 1991) 
CRACK EPIDEMIC DESERVES AS MUCH OF OUR 

ATTENTION AS AIDS 
To the Editor: 

You mark the 10th anniversary of the be
ginning of the acquired immune deficiency 
syndrome epidemic with two Op-Ed articles 
June 5. The crack cocaine epidemic began in 
this country just five years later, but with 
no notice in the Centers for Disease Control 
publication Morbidity and Mortality Weekly 
Report, which spotted the onset of AIDS. 

The crack outbreak was first recorded in 
the Bahamas in 1983. On Dec. 31, 1985, The 
Atlanta Journal carried a brief report from 
Nassau in which Dr. David Allen, head of the 
Bahamian National Drug Council, tried to 
warn us. 

"What we have is the world's first free-bas
ing epidemic," he said, and it "could be pre
ceding an epidemic in the industrialized 
states." 

"Anywhere there is readily available high
quality cocaine," he added, "there is this po
tential." 

Dr. Henri Podlewski is also quoted saying 
free-based cocaine may be the most addictive 
drug known. No evident notice was taken in 
U.S. medical circles. On March 1, 1986, The 
Lancet, journal of the British Medical Asso
ciation, published "Epidemic Free-Base Co
caine Abuse, Case Study From the Baha
mas," by Drs. Allen, Podlewski and associ
ates-the lead article of one of the world's 
most prestigious medical journals. Again, 
evident indifference here. 

I first heard of the subject from Detective 
Charles Bennett of the New York Police De
partment in the summer of 1986. Drug deal
ers on New York City street corners had 
begun snapping their wrists as a kind of call 
sign. What for, no one knew. By autumn, De
tective Bennett informed me they were sell
ing something called crack, the gesture 
being that of someone cracking a whip. By 
winter the epidemic had struck New York in 
full force. As you recently noted, we are just 
now seeing the first crack babies entering 
the school system. 

Still, the medical profession keeps its dis
tance. The 15th edition of the Merck Manual 
(1987), for example, states explicitly that co
caine use is not addictive. "Neither toler
ance nor physical dependence have been 
noted" (page 1,491). But something more is 
involved. There is a shelf of Nobel prizes for 
the discoverers of what we hope for in the 
AIDS field. But for the researcher who finds 
a blocking agent for cocaine? I doubt it. 

The 1988 legislation that established the 
Office of National Drug Control Policy cre
ated a director and deputies for demand re
duction and supply reduction. Demand re
duction called for intensive medical research 
into the physiology of addiction. I wrote this 
portion of the statute. But somehow the pro
fession does not respond. Possibly, the grim 
anniversary of the sighting of the AIDS epi
demic might occasion some thought about 
this equally grim anomaly. 

Better news: the Morbidity and Mortality 
Weekly Report has begun a "national sur
veillance of cocaine use and related health 
consequences." 

DANIEL PATRICK MOYNIBAN, 
U.S. Senator from New York. 

TERRY ANDERSON 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I rise 

to inform my colleagues that today 
marks the 2,327th day that Terry An
derson has been held captive in Leb
anon. 

AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOP
MENT, AND RELATED AGENCIES 
APPROPRIATION BILL, 1992 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I want 

to commend the distinguished Senator 
from North Dakota, Senator BURDICK, 
the chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Agriculture and Related Agencies, and 
Senator COCHRAN, the ranking minor
ity member, for the Agriculture, Rural 
Development, and Related Agencies ap
propriation bill 1992. Under enormous 
budget constraints, they were able to 
put together a good bill. 

Mr. President, I am particularly 
grateful for their funding of several 
programs. I want to thank them for in
creasing Farmers Home Administra
tion direct loans. This program is vital 
to providing affordable credit to many 
farmers at a time when farm prices are 
quite low. 

FmHA direct loans have been cut sig
nificantly since 1985. In 1985, we had 
$3.6 billion in direct farm operating 
loans and $653 million in direct farm 
ownership loans. In 1991, we have $493 
million in direct farm operating loans 
and $57 million in direct farm owner-
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ship loans. Each year, all available di
rect farm ownership funds are used. 
Until 1990, the same was true for direct 
farm operating loans. 

Even in 1990, I have doubts that there 
was a reduction in actual demand for 
direct operating loans. Forty-three 
States used 95 percent to 100 percent of 
their allocation. Yet nationally, FmHA 
only used 75 percent. How can that be? 
I suspect that the reduced use of the 
program was not due to decreased de
mand, but due to the way FmHA allo
cated money to States, and other im
plementation problems. There are ways 
that FmHA can reduce the appearance 
of demand for direct loans: by not pro
viding adequate State allocations when 
needed, thus requiring states to apply 
to the national FmHA office for addi
tional funds on a loan-by-loan basis. 
This process wastes precious days or 
even delays approval until the date by· 
which the farmer must have the loan 
to commence annual operations has 
passed. In addition, FmHA can discour
age applicants from applying. Unfortu
nately, FmHA does not keep records of 
actual demand for loans, such as the 
number of applications rejected due to 
lack of funds. So we do not have data 
on which to judge actual demand. 

These statistics clearly show that 
while funding for direct loans has 
dropped significantly since 1985, de
mand for the program has not. The in
creased funding in this bill will help 
many more farmers obtain much need
ed credit. 

A provision of an amendment passed 
on this bill today to provide funding 
for the Interest Assistance Program 
would help reduce allocation problems. 
It will require FmHA to allocate all 
loan funds to States in the first two 
quarters of the fiscal year. This should 
help States get the limited direct loan 
funds when needed. 

Mr. President, I want to respond to 
comments made by Senators COCHRAN 
and DOLE about FmHA's guaranteed 
loan program. Guaranteed lending has 
not "succeeded far beyond the expecta
tions of many," as my colleague, Sen
ator DOLE asserts. While the adminis
tration has asserted that the guaran
teed loan program can replace the di
rect loan program, the facts show it 
does not. 

While demand for direct loans has re
mained high, and funding has dropped, 
there has not been a corresponding in
crease in the use of the guaranteed 
loan program to assist those borrowers 
who were unable to get direct loans. 
Use of the guaranteed loan program 
has actually declined since 1985 for 
farm operating loans; $1.1 billion was 
obligated in 1985, and only $909 million 
was used in 1990. Use of the farm own
ership guaranteed loan program has re
mained relatively flat, hovering around 
$300 to $350 million, smce 1987. 

Appropriations for guaranteed loans 
are consistently much higher than ac-

tual use. In 1987, FmHA used only 53 
percent of its allocation for guaranteed 
operating loans. In 1990, it only used 31 
percent for these loans. This year, it 
has only used 28 percent of its alloca
tion to date. While the administration 
says its top priority is making guaran
teed loans, it has not been able to sig-
nificantly boost their use. 1 

I believe that the guaranteed loan 
program is an important component of 
FmHA assistance. However, it simply 
cannot serve all borrowers that Con
gress intends to help through FmHA. 

In addition, there is a need for the In
terest Assistance Guaranteed Loan 
Program. It can help borrowers who 
are nearly commercially credit worthy 
get private credit at reduced interest 
rates. This interest reduction is par
ticularly important for longer term 
chattel and farm ownership loans. 

Yet again, the facts show that the 
guaranteed Interest Assistance Loan 
Program cannot fully replace direct 
loans. Funding for direct loans was cut 
by $482 million for fiscal year 1991 
under the Omnibus Budget Reconcili
ation Act of 1991 [OBRA], as part of an 
effort to cut $13 billion in agricultural 
programs as required by the budget 
summit agreement. The Interest As
sistance Program was enacted in OBRA 
to assist those borrowers who would 
not be able to obtain the scarce direct 
loans due to this cut; $482 million, the 
amount cut from the direct loan pro
gram, was allocated for Interest Assist
ance loans. Yet FmHA has only made 
$153 million in Interest Assistance 
loans as of July 23, 1991, less than 32 
percent of the total allocation. Clearly, 
this program has not picked up all 
those borrowers who were denied direct 
loans due to the cut in funding. 

I hope these facts assist my col
leagues in evaluating FmHA's direct 
and guaranteed loan programs. I intend 
to ·Continue my strong support for ade
quate funding of the direct loan pro
gram. I will also continue my work to 
improve the guaranteed loan program, 
so that it can assist more borrowers. 

Mr. President, there is some very ex
citing new funding in this bill. It funds 
the Alternative Agricultural Research 
and Commercialization Act of 1990 
[AARC]. I have pressed for the enact
ment of this program since 1987, and 
was pleased to see it pass as part of the 
1990 farm bill. This appropriation will 
assure that the program is imple
mented, and the benefits to the Nation 
are realized. 

Mr. President, you know of the ur
gent need for jobs and income in rural 
America. Based on much discussion 
and a series of hearings before the Sen
ate Agriculture Committee, we deter
mined that AARC is the best way to in
crease the development and commer
cialization of new nonfood, nonfeed 
products made from farm commodities. 
New uses commercialization presents a 
significant opportunity to increase de-

mand for agricultural commodities, 
thereby strengthening the agricultural 
sector and rural economies. 

From experience we know that gov
ernment or industry working alone is 
not bringing these products to the mar
ketplace with the speed necessary in 
today's competitive world. According 
to the Foreign Agricultural Service, 
over 50 percent of U.S. agricultural ex
ports are unprocessed bulk commod
ities. Another 20 percent of exports 
have had some intermediate process
ing. In contrast, over 75 percent of the 
farm exports of the United Kingdom, 
France, West Germany and Italy are 
value-added products. In fact, we often 
export bulk raw commodities and im
port the finished products. Our loss in 
terms of jobs and income is tremen
dous. The Economic Research Service 
estimates that $15 to $20 billion could 
be added to farm income alone by sub
stituting new crops and products for 
imports. 

Realistically, this country has to 
change the way it does business if it is 
to compete more effectively in inter
national markets. Japan and other 
countries assist their companies in 
commercializing technology, quite 
often United States technology. Yet in 
this country there are substantial bar
riers to moving these products to the 
market shelf which private companies 
must face alone. Three primary obsta
cles--coordination, high cost and long
term risk-hamper and often prevent 
commercialization. 

In addition, our excellent Federal ag
ricultural research system focuses pri
marily on increasing farm production 
rather than developing new uses and 
markets for farm products. In 1988, 
about 1.5 percent of the total $900 mil
lion budget for the Agricultural Re
search Service and Cooperative State 
Research Service was spent on nonfood 
products. Funding for new uses re
search was actually less since this $16 
million includes feed and traditional 
textiles research. Even when research
ing new uses, researchers often do their 
work without talking with private 
companies and farmers about market 
needs and economic feasibility. 

In today's world of international 
competition, the Federal Government 
must do more. Significant resources 
must be focused on developing new uses 
and assisting the private sector to 
overcome the barriers to commer
cialization. Offering a company a pat
ent or a cooperative agreement isn't 
enough. The public and private sectors 
must work in partnership if we are to 
grasp the opportunity presented by 
new uses. 

We passed AARC to change the way 
the Government works with the pri
vate sector. This innovative program 
will help researchers and companies 
speed new uses from the laboratory 
bench to the market shelf. The key to 
AARC's success is its independent 
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board with resources focused solely on 
coordinating and assisting efforts to 
get these new products to the market
place. 

AARC will help overcome the com
mercialization gap by, first, creating 
partnerships between the public and 
private sector; second, targeting re
search on promising new uses through 
a competitive grants program; and 
third, providing short-term bridge fi
nancing to leverage private investment 
in commercialization projects. Priority 
is given to projects which create jobs 
in economically distressed rural areas 
and include non-Federal resources. 

I believe AARC is a sound invest
ment. Through AARC, we can first, 
create new jobs and increase rural eco
nomic development; second, increase 
the demand for traditional and new 
crops, encouraging agricultural diver
sity, benefiting rural businesses and 
communities; third, improve our trade 
balance; and fourth, produce industrial 
products from renewable resources 
which are safer for the environment 
and reduce our reliance on 
nonrenewable resources. The Federal 
Government will see additional returns 
on its investment in terms of success
ful companies repaying AARC assist
ance, and tax revenue from a healthier 
economy. 

Mr. President, I firmly believe that 
funding for AARC will be one of the 
best Federal investments we can make. 

I also want to commend Senator 
BURDICK and Senator COCHRAN for pro
viding $250,000 for the North Dakota 
Agricultural Products Utilization Com
mission. The goal of the Commission is 
the creation of new economic growth 
and jobs in North Dakota, especially in 
rural communities, by providing assist
ance in the financing of research, de
velopment, and marketing of value
added agricultural products. 

The Commission's assistance in com
mercializing food, feed, and nonfood 
products made fro&. agricultural prod
ucts is similar in many ways to the 
types of assistance AARC will provide 
on a national level. As I mentioned ear
lier, AARC's assistance is targeted for 
nonfood new uses, and"'will include both 
research grants and business financing. 
It is my hope that the Commission will 
become part of an AARC regional cen
ter. 

The North Dakota Agricultural Prod
ucts Utilization Commission provides 
necessary assistance to the research 
and marketing needs of the State of 
North Dakota by partially financing 
projects which are designed to develop 
new uses for a.gricul tural products and 
byproducts; to seek more efficient sys
tems for processing and marketing ag
ricultural products and byproducts; 
and to promote efforts to increase pro
ductivity and provide added value to 
agricultural products. Emphasis is 
placed on agricultural utilization and 
marketing research for industrial and 

other nonfood products and processes 
utilizing agricultural output; and food, 
feed, and fiber products and uses which 
are innovative and add to the value of 
agricultural products. 

The commission provides a very im
portant function by providing gap fi
nancing for the essential areas of re
search and product development. The 
commission's role is important in en
couraging and supporting the develop
ment and marketing of new products 
from the agricultural resources of 
North Dakota. The funding from the 
commission provides job and business 
opportunities for North Dakota farm
ers, ranchers, and entrepreneurs, which 
are vital to di versify and expand the 
economy of our State. 

Again, Mr. President, I want to 
thank Senator BURDICK and Senator 
COCHRAN for their work. I urge my col
leagues to support this bill. 

TUPELO LEARNING INSTITUTE 
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, edu

cational partnerships, linking business 
and industry with the elementary and 
secondary classroom, are creating bet
ter educational opportunities for stu
dents nationwide. Partnerships are an 
integral component in helping commu
nities improve their educational pro
grams and have become critical in es
tablishing a foundation to help reach 
the national education goals by the 
year 2000. 

For example, in Mississippi, L.D. 
Hancock, a successful Tupelo business
man, has given cash and real estate 
valued at $3.5 million, with no strings 
attached, to the Tupelo Public School 
system for the purpose of developing a 
leadership and learning institute. The 
institute will be charged with a mis
sion to invent the schools of the future, 
as envisioned by the President in the 
America 2000 education strategy. Tu
pelo teachers will be the designers and 
architects of the new break-the-mold 
schools. The money will also be used to 
generate a $1 million per year budget 
to help support the teachers of the Tu
pelo School District, because the Tu
pelo school system believes they are 
the key to the success of the program 
and its greatest resources. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that an article which appeared in 
the Clarion Ledger, regarding Mr. Han
cock's very generous gift to the Tupelo 
School District, be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 
CHRISTMAS IN JULY? TUPELO PuBLIC SCHOOLS 

GET $3.5 MILLION GIFT 

(By Lea Anne Brandon) 
Tupelo public schools received a $3.5 mil

lion gift Monday from L.D. Hancock, founder 
of the national Hancock Fabrics chain, to de
velop a district Learning Institute. 

The institute will train teachers to develop 
their schools' academic curriculum and to 
create new schools for the 21st century. 

"These funds will allow us to pioneer a new 
dimension in education and provide our 
teachers with the special skills necessary to 
make our school district one of the top in 
the nation," said Superintendent Mike Wal
ters. 

"This Learning Institute will be staffed by 
our teachers. It is here that our teachers and 
principals will be empowered to invent 
schools and structures to guarantee the suc
cess of our students," Walters said. 

The institute also will provide leadership 
training to school personnel. 

"The bottom line here is restructuring," 
said state Superintendent of Education Rich
ard Thompson, who led the 6,185-student Tu
pelo schools from 1987-1990. "The teachers 
will have access to the best training avail
able to help them restructure their class
rooms and learn the most recent tech
niques." 

"It's fantastic," Thompson said Monday. 
"I don't know of anybody else in America 
who is doing this thing. A lot of people are 
talking about it, but this will be the first ex
ample of a school district committing to re
structuring based on the needs of children." 

Thompson said Assistant Superintendent 
Derwood Tutor "has been working on this for 
a long time. He deserves a great deal of 
credit." 

Tupelo School Board Chairman Leon Clay 
said the Hancock gift "is without a doubt 
the single most generous gift ever made to 
this school district." 

"Education is an expensive process, and 
the people of Tupelo have been both generous 
and understanding," Clay said. 

Hancock founded the fabric chain in Tu
pelo in the 1950s, but sold it in the 1970s. 

Tupelo Mayor Jack Marshall said at a 
Monday news conference the Hancock gift 
"will help Tupelo make the leap from a qual
ity state school system to an outstanding 
national school system, providing opportuni
ties for our educators to flex their profes
sional muscles and providing for our stu
dents possibly the best curriculum of any 
school system in the nation." 

GOVERNMENT SECURITIES ACT 
AMENDMENTS OF 1991 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the immediate consider
ation of Calendar No. 190, S. 1247, re
garding the regulatory authority of the 
Secretary of Treasury; that the com
mittee substitute amendment be adopt
ed; that the bill be deemed read a third 
time and passed; that amendment to 
the title be adopted, and the motion to 
reconsider be laid upon the table. 

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

So the bill (S. 1247), as amended, was 
passed as follows: 

s. 1247 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

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

This Act may be cited as the "Goverment 
Securities Act Amendments of 1991". 
SEC. I. FINDINGS. 

The Congress finds that-
(1) the liquid and efficient operation of the 

Government securities market is essential to 
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facilitate government borrowing at the low
est possible cost to taxpayers; 

(2) the fair and honest treatment of inves
tors will strengthen the integrity and liquid
ity of the Government securities market; 

(3) rules promulgated by the Secretary of 
the Treasury pursuant to the Government 
Securities Act of 1986 have worked well to 
protect investors from unregulated dealers 
and maintain the efficiency of the govern
ment securities market; and 

(4) extending the authority of the Sec
retary and providing new authority will en
sure the continued strength of the govern
ment securities market. 
SEC. 8. EXTENSION OF TREASURY RULEMAKING 

AUTHORITY. 
Section 15C of the Securities Exchange Act 

of 1934 (15 U.S.C. 78<>-5) is amended by strik
ing subsection (g). 
SEC. 4. SALES PRACTICE RULEMAKING AUTHOR

ITY. 
(a) RULES FOR FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS.

Section 15C(b) of the Securities Exchange 
Act of 1934 (15 U.S.C. 78o-5(b)) is amended

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (3), (4), (5), 
and (6) as paragraphs (4), (5), (6), and (7), re
spectively; and 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol
lowing new paragraph: 

"(3)(A) With respect to any financial insti
tution that has filed notice as a Government 
securities broker or Government securities 
dealer or that is required to file notice under 
subsection (a)(l)(B) of this section, the ap
propriate regulatory agency for such Govern
ment securities broker or Government secu
rities dealer may issue such rules and regula
tions with respect to transactions in Govern
ment securities as may be necessary to pre
vent fraudulent and manipulative acts and 
practices and to promote just and equitable 
principles of trade, if the Secretary of the 
Treasury has not determined that the rule or 
regulation, if implemented would, or as ap
plied does---

"(i) adversely affect the liquidity or effi
ciency of the market for Government securi
ties, or 

"(11) impose any burden on competition not 
necessary or appropriate in furtherance of 
the purposes of this section. 

"(B) The appropriate regulatory agency 
shall consult with and consider the views of 
the Secretary prior to approving or amend
ing a rule or regulation under this para
graph, except where the appropriate regu
latory agency determines that an emergency 
exists requiring expeditious and summary 
action and publishes its reasons therefor. If 
the Secretary comments in writing to the 
appropriate regulatory agency on a proposed 
rule or regulation that has been published 
for comment, the appropriate regulatory 
agency shall respond in writing to such writ
ten comment before approving the proposed 
rule or regulation.". 

"(C) In promulgating rules under this sec
tion, the appropriate regulatory agency shall 
consider the sufficiency and appropriateness 
of then existing laws and rules applicable to 
Government securities brokers, Government 
securities dealers, and persons associated 
with Government securities brokers and 
Government securities dealers.". 

(b) RULES BY REGISTERED SF£URITIES Asso
CIATIONS.-Section 15A(f)(2) of the Securities 
Exchange Act of 1934 (15 U.S.C. 780-3(!)(2)) is 
amended-

(1) by striking "and" at the end of subpara
graph (E); and 

(2) by striking the period at the end of sub
paragraph {F) and inserting ", and (G) with 
respect to transactions in Government secu-

rities, to prevent fraudulent and manipula
tive acts and practices and to promote just 
and equitable principles of trade.". 

(c) OVERSIGHT OF REGISTERED SF£URITIES 
ASSOCIATIONS.-Section 19 of the Securities 
Exchange Act of 1934 (15 U.S.C. 78s) is amend
ed-

(1) in subsection (b), by adding at the end 
the following new paragraph: 

"(5) The Commission shall consult with 
and consider the views of the Secretary fo 
the Treasury prior to approving a proposed 
rule filed by a registered securities associa
tion pursuant to section 15A(f)(2){G) of this 
title, except where the Commission deter
mines that an emergency exists requiring ex
peditious or summary action and publishes 
its reasons therefor. If the Secretary of the 
Treasury comments in writing to the Com
mission on a proposed rule that has been 
published for comment, the Commission 
shall respond in writing to such written com
ment before approving the proposed rule. 
The Commission may approve such a rule if 
the Secretary of the Treasury has not deter
mined that the rule, if implemented, would, 
or as applied does---

"(A) adversely affect the liquidity or effi
ciency of the market for Government securi
ties, or 

"{B) impose any burden on competition not 
necessary or appropriate in furtherance of 
the purposes of this section. 

"(6) In approving rules filed by a registered 
securities association pursuant to section 
15A(f)(2)(G) of this title, the Commission 
shall consider the sufficiency and appro
priateness of then existing laws and rules ap
plicable to Government securities brokers, 
Government securities dealers, and persons 
associated with Government securities bro
kers and Government securities dealers,"; 
and 

(2) in subsection (c), by adding at the end 
the following new paragraph: 

"(5) With respect to rules adopted pursuant 
to section 15A(f)(2)(G) of this title, the Com
mission shall consult with and consider the 
views of the Secretary before abrogating, 
adding to, and deleting from such rules, ex
cept where the Commission determines that 
an emergency exists requiring expeditious or 
summary action and publishes its reasons 
therefor.''. 
SEC. 5. DISCLOSURE BY GOVERNMENT SECURI· 

TIES BROKERS AND GOVERNMENT 
SECURl'l1ES DEALERS WHOSE AC
COUNTS ARE NOT INSURED BY THE 
SECURI11ES INVESTOR PROTECTION 
CORPORATION. 

Section 15C{a) of the Securties Exchange 
Act of 1934 (15 U.S.C. 78o-5(a)) is amended

(1) by redesignating paragraph (4) as para
graph (5); and 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (3) the fol
lowing: 

"(4) No Government securities broker or 
Government securities dealer that is not a 
member of the Securities Investor Protec
tion Corporation shall effect any transaction 
in any security in contravention of such 
rules as the Commission shall prescribe pur
suant to this subsection to assure that its 
customers receive complete, accurate, and 
timely disclosure of the inapplicability of 
Securities Investor Protection Corporation 
coverage to their accounts.". 
SEC. 8. TECHNICAL AMENDMENT. 

Section 15C(d)(2) of the Securitries Ex
change Act of 1934 (15 U.S.C. 78o-5(d)(2)) is 
amended to read as follows: 

"(2) Information received by an appro
priate regulatory agency, or the Secretary 
from or with respect to any Government se
curities broker or Government securities 

dealer or with respect to any person associ
ated therewith may be made available by the 
Secretary or the recipient agency to the 
Commission, the Secretary, any appropriate 
regulatory agency, any self-regulatory orga
nization, or any Federal Reserve Bank.". 
SEC. 7. AMENDMENTS TO DBl'IN1'110NS. 

Section 3(a) of the ·securities Exchange Act 
of 1934 (15 U.S.C. 78c(a)) ls amended-

(1) in paragraph (34)(G) (relating to the def
inition of appropriate regulatory agency), by 
amending clauses (ii), (111), and (iv) to read 
as follows: 

"(11) the Board of Governors of the Federal 
Reserve System, in the case of a State mem
ber bank of the Federal Reserve System, a 
foreign bank, an uninsured State branch or 
State agency of a foreign bank, a 
commerical lending company owned or con
trolled by a foreign bank (as such terms are 
used in the International Banking Act of 
1978), or a corporation organized or having 
an agreement with the Board of Governors of 
the Federal Reserve System pursuant to sec
tion 25 or section 25(a) of the Federal Re
serve Act; 

"{iii) the Federal Deposit Insurance Cor
poration, in the case of a bank insured by 
the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation 
(other than a member of the Federal Reserve 
System or a Federal savings bank) or an in
sured State branch of a foreign bank (as such 
terms as are used in the International Bank
ing Act of 1978); 

"(iv) the Director or the Office of Thrift 
Supervision, in the case of a savings associa
tion (as defined in section 3(b) of the Federal 
Deposit Insurance Act) the deposits of which 
are insured by the Federal Deposit Insurance 
Corporation;"; and 

(2) by amending paragraph (46) {relating to 
the definition of financial institution) to 
read as follows: 

"(46) The term 'financial institution' 
means---

"{A) a bank {as defined in paragraph (6) of 
this subsection); 

"(B) a foreign bank (as such term is used in 
the International Banking Act of 1978); and 

"(C) a savings association (as defined in 
section 3{b) of the Federal Deposit Insurance 
Act) the deposits of which are insured by the 
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation.". 
SEC. 8. STUDY RELATING TO GOVERNMENT SE-

CURITIES INFORMA'l10N. 
{a) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary of the 

Treasury, the Securities and Exchange Com
mission, and the Board of Governors of the 
Federal Reserve Systems shall monitor and 
evaluate the effectiveness of private sector 
efforts to disseminate Government securities 
price and volume information, and deter
mine whether such efforts---

(1) assure the prompt, accurate, reliable, 
and fair reporting, collection, processing, 
distribution, and publication of information 
with respect to quotations for and trans
actions in Government securities and the 
fairness and usefulness of the form and con
tent of such information; 

(2) assure that all Government securities 
information processors may, for purposes of 
distribution and publication, obtain on fair 
and reasonable terms such information with 
respect to quotation for and transactions in 
Government securities as is reported, col
lected, processed, or prepared for distribu
tion or publication by any processor of such 
information (including self-regulatory orga
nizations) acting in an exclusive capacity; 
and 

(3) assure that all Government securities 
brokers, Government securities dealers, Gov
ernment securities information processors, 
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and other appropriate persons may obtain on given a sunset. It expires October 1 of 
terms which are not unreasonably discrimi- this year. 
natory such information with respect to By all accounts, Treasury has done 
quotations for and transactions in Govern- an excellent job, and virtually every
ment securities as is published or distrib- one who testified before the sub
uted. 

(b) REPORT.-A report describing the find- committee or wrote to the subcommit-
ings under this subsection and any rec- tee has said that Treasury's current 
ommendations for legislation shall be sub- authority should be reauthorized. The 
mitted to Congress not later than 18 months legislation removes the sunset and per
after the date of enactment of this Act. manently reauthorizes Treasury's au-

The title was amended so as to read: thority. 
"A bill to amend the Securities Ex- In the period since the original act 
change Act of 1934 to ensure the effi- was passed, the GAO and some others 
cient and fair operation of the Govern- have suggested that rulemaking au
ment securities market, in order to thority in certain additional areas 
protect investors and facilitate Gov- should be granted. 
ernment borrowing at the lowest pos- For example, the 1986 act did not give 
sible cost to taxpayers.". Treasury-or any other regulator-au-

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I rise in thority to write sales practice rules for 
Government securities dealers. Sales support of S. 1247, the Government Se-

curities Act Amendments of 1991. This practice rules include suitability rules, 
as well as rules against excessive 

is legislation Senator GRAMM and I in- markups and churning. These rules 
troduced on June 6, at the request of apply to brokers and dealers in cor
the Department of the Treasury. I 
want to begin by thanking the sub- porate and municipal securities, but 

generally have not applied to Govern
committee's ranking minority mem- ment securities trading. 
ber, Senator GRAMM, for all of his hard In addition, the 1986 act did not pro
work over the past 2 months, as we de- vide rulemaking authority to require 
veloped amendments to the legislation dissemination of price and volume in
and moved it through the full Banking formation for Government securities 
Committee, and now to the Senate trading. And, until recently, there was 
floor. I also want to thank our chair- no mechanism to provide this informa
man, Senator RIEGLE, for all of his tion to a broad group of Government 
hard work and support in helping us securities dealers and their customers. 
move the legislation expeditiously. The 1986 act did not address the issue 

In brief, the legislation would: reau- of securities investor protection cov
thorize Treasury's rulemaking author- erage for customers of specialized Gov
ity under the Government Securities ernment securities dealers. 
Act; provide a structure for sales prac- In a report issued last fall, the GAO 
tice rules for Government securities recommended that these issues be ad
dealers; direct further study of private dressed in connection with the reau
sector efforts to disseminate price and thorization of Treasury's authority. 
volume information for Government The legislation addresses each of these 
securities dealers; and authorize the issues. 
SEC to write rules requiring that Gov- The legislation removes the sunset 
ernment securities dealers who do not provision contained in current law and, 
have SIPC coverage for their customers therefore, permanently authorizes 
make full disclosure about their lack Treasury's rulemaking authority in 
of coverage. the areas of capital and financial re-

Mr. President, every taxpayer in this sponsibility, and other areas assigned 
country is affected by this legislation. to Treasury under the 1986 act. 
The market for Treasury securities is The legislation creates a structure 
the largest securities market in the for sales practice rules for Government 
world. It is absolutely essential that securities dealers. For banks that are 
we maintain the liquidity and effi- Government securities dealers, the ap
ciency of this market so that Govern- propriate banking regulator would be 
ment funds are raised with the least authorized to write rules "necessary to 
possible cost to the American tax- prevent fraudulent and manipulative 
payer. It also is essential that inves- acts and practices and to promote just 
tors-whether they are individuals, and equitable principles of trade." For 
mutual funds, or State and local gov- securities firms that are Government 
ernments-have confidence in this securities dealers, the NASD would be 
market and believe it is fair and hon- authorized to write these rules, subject 
est. to SEC approval. 

The Government Securities Act was In both cases, before the bank regu-
passed in 1986, because unregulated lators or the SEC could approve rules, 
dealers were harming investors and un- they must consult with Treasury. They 
dermining the integrity and fairness of would not be permitted to approve a 
the market. Treasury was given rule- · rule if Treasury determined the rule 
making authority over Government se- would, first, adversely affect the li
curities dealers with respect to capital quidity or efficiency of the Govern
requirements and a number of other re- ment securities market; or, second, im
quirements relating to financial re- pose any unnecessary burden on com
sponsibility. But that authority was petition. This will ensure that Treas-

ury has a prominent role in protecting 
the interests of taxpayers and ensuring 
a liquid and efficent market. In addi
tion, the statute would require regu
lators to consider existing rules when 
writing new rules. 

The legislation also prohibits Gov
ernment securities dealers that are not 
SIPC members from acting in con
travention of SEC rules to assure that 
customers have full disclosure that 
their accounts are not covered by 
SIPC. 

Finally, the legislation directs Treas
ury, the SEC and the Federal Reserve 
to monitor and evaluate the effective
ness of private sector efforts to dis
seminate Government securities price 
and volume information and to report 
back to Congress in 18 months. In this 
area, the bill Treasury submitted 
would have given Treasury broad rule
making authority. We believe that, in 
view .of private sector efforts, such as 
Govpx, it may be premature to author
ize rules at this point and dictate the 
content of the system. 

Mr. President, in view of the October 
1 sunset date for Treasury's authority 
under the act, the Banking Committee 
acted to move this legislation as expe
ditiously as possible. We were assisted 
in our efforts by the excellent work of 
Treasury, the Federal Reserve, and the 
SEC. Although the legislation reported 
by the committee contained substan
tial amendments to Treasury's initial 
proposal, and although the SEC and 
Federal Reserve objected to the regu
latory structure we developed for con
sideration of sales practices rules, each 
of these regulators agreed with us on 
the importance of moving this legisla
tion quickly to ensure that there would 
not be a gap in regulation for a market 
so critical to the functioning of our 
economy. I want to thank Treasury, 
the Federal Reserve, and the SEC, and 
their excellent staffs, for the attention 
they devoted to this legislation. 

In addition, the Government Finan
cial Officers Association and the Public 
Securities Association worked with us, 
and with each other, in trying to help 
us craft language on sales practice 
rules that would meet the objective of 
protecting investors, yet not overbur
den what is regarded as the most effi
cient and liquid market in the world. I 
cannot report that either organization 
is 100 percent satisfied with the lan
guage we developed, and yet they have 
continued to work with us in our ef
forts to move the legislation and reau
thorize Treasury's authority before the 
sunset date. I want to thank the hard
working staffs of these organizations 
for their efforts as well. 

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, I am 
very pleased that the Senate has been 
able to take prompt action on S. 1247, 
the Government Securities Act. Early 
in this session, the Banking Commit
tee's Securities Subcommittee, chaired 
by Senator DODD, solicited the ~iews of 
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a number of Government and industry 
officials on the reauthorization of 
Treasury's rulemaking authority and 
related issues. The letters received by 
the subcommittee provided us with a 
great deal of valuable information, en
abling the committee to move this leg
islation in a minimum amount of time. 
The subcommittee held a hearing on 
this issue within a week of receiving 
proposed legislation from the Treasury, 
and the full committee marked up that 
legislation within a month. Thanks to 
the diligent efforts of Senator DODD 
and his subcommittee, the Senate is 
now taking action to reauthorize the 
Government Securities Act in a timely 
manner. 

The reauthorization is important, be
cause this legislation maintains a Fed
eral system of regulation for the entire 
Government securities market, in 
order to protect investors and to en
sure the maintenance of a fair and liq
uid market. The authority of the 
Treasury Department to promulgate 
rules for this market expires October 1 
of this year, unless it is reauthorized. 
The Treasury has proposed that its 
rulemaking authority be reauthorized, 
and I concur with their proposal. The 
comments received from the adminis
tration and the regulatory agencies, in
cluding the SEC and the Federal Re
serve, along with representatives from 
the private sector on this legislation, 
indicate that Treasury has done an ex
cellent job implementing the Govern
ment Securities Act. 

This legislation also provides for the 
application of sales practices rules to 
brokers and dealers of Government se
curities. These rules are necessary to 
maintain the integrity of the markets 
by ensuring that participants in this 
market will be treated fairly. The leg
islation further provides for disclosure 
to customers of Government securities 
firms that are not members of the Se
curities Investor Protection Corpora
tion, so that customers will fully un
derstand whether they are protected by 
the SIPC insurance fund. Additionally, 
the legislation will require Treasury, 
the SEC, the Federal Reserve, and the 
GAO to monitor private sector pricing 
systems such as the Government Pric
ing Information System and report 
back to Congress in a year and a half. 
As indicated by the committee report, 
if private sector initiatives have not 
responded appropriately to the con
cerns of the Treasury, the SEC, and 
market participants, the committee 
will reconsider the necessity of grant
ing statutory authority to mandate ac
cess to Government securities price 
and volume information. 

Overall, reauthorization of the Gov
ernment Securities Act will enhance 
the current efficiency and liquidity of 
the Government securities market, 
while ensuring fair treatment for mar
ket participants. I congratulate Sen
ator DODD for his efforts in this mat-

ter, and I also congratulate the sub
committee's ranking minority mem
ber, Senator GRAMM, for his diligent 
work. 

SCHOOL DROPOUT DEMONSTRA
TION ASSISTANCE ACT AUTHOR
IZATION 
Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the immediate consider
ation of Calendar No. 116, H.R. 2313, re
garding school dropouts. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (R.R. 2313) to amend the School 

Dropout Demonstration Assistance Act of 
1988 to extend authorization of appropria
tions through fiscal year 1993, and for other 
purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the immediate consider
ation of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the 
legislation before the Senate today in
cludes provisions to reauthorize the 
Star Schools Program Assistance Act. 
This legislation was first authorized in 
December 1987. Since that time, the 
Education Department has awarded 
grants to eight multistate networks 
which provide access to live interactive 
instruction to students in every State. 
These networks have provided math, 
science, foreign language, and other 
courses to thousands of schools and 
tens of thousands of high school stu
dents and their teachers. More and 
more elementary school students are 
receiving star schools courses too. By 
linking together remote classrooms 
and the best teachers, star schools has 
turned one-room school houses from 
Forest, MS, to Tok, AK, into windows 
on the best instruction in the Nation. 
We have truly taken satellite tech
nology used to create star wars and 
created star schools. 

American students rank below stu
dents in other nations in international 
tests of math and science achievement. 
Studies show that they have less access 
to these courses than students abroad, 
which helps explain their poor perform
ance. Students in rural areas are par
ticularly disadvantaged in terms of ac
cess to such instruction. In January 
1990, the President and the Nation's 
Governors established six national edu
cation goals, including a goal that by 
the year 2000, American students will 
rank first in the world in math and 
science achievement. This will be a dif
ficult challenge, but the Star Schools 
Program Assistance Act will help us to 
realize that goal through distance 
learning-linking schools, often in re
mote areas which do not have access to 
a full range of instruction in math, 
science, and foreign languages, with 
schools and teachers who can deliver 

this instruction. Funds are used to pur
chase equipment to harness any tele
communications medium-satellite, 
microwave, fibre optics, cable-as well 
as programming. Classes are provided 
on a live interactive basis so that stu
dents can see, hear, and talk to teach
ers while courses are taking place. Star 
schools provides students in the most 
remote one-room school house with a 
world of educational opportunity. 

The Star Schools Program Assist
ance Act was first authorized in fiscal 
year 1988. Appropriations were $19 mil
lion in 1988, and between $14 million 
and $15 million in each of the 3 subse
quent years. Primary credit for the 
availability of funds for the program 
belongs to the senior Senator from 
Mississippi, Senator THAD COCHRAN. 
His unfailing support through the ap
propriations process has ensured the 
success of the Star Schools Program. 
These funds have been used by the Edu
cation Department to make two rounds 
of 2-year awards. Four multistate net
works received awards in each round 
for a total of eight awards. The statute 
requires that grants be geographically 
dispersed and the Department reports 
that all States and territories now 
could, with necessary receiver equip
ment, have access to at least one star 
schools network, although many 
schools and students remain unserved. 

The legislation before the Senate 
today would reauthorize the program 
for 2 years and bring its expiration in 
line with that of most of the other Fed
eral elementary and secondary edu
cation programs. This reauthorization 
is being done on an expedited basis in 
order to ensure that these changes in 
the program will be in effect in time 
for the next grant competition the De
partment will conduct with fiscal year 
1992 funds. Many of these changes were 
suggested to us by the Education De
partment, past and current grant re
cipients, and experts in the fields of 
education and telecommunications 
technology, as well as by interested 
Senators and Members of Congress. 

One important modification of star 
schools involves expansion of the popu
lations that may be served. Currently, 
all star schools funds are used to serve 
students in grades K to 12, and to pro
vide teacher training. Priority is given 
to instruction in math, science, and 
foreign languages. Under this reauthor
ization, these populations and subjects 
will remain the focus of the program, 
and the bill retains the existing re
quirement that 50 percent of star 
schools funds be used for grades K to 12 
in chapter 1 schools, and for teacher 
training. 

However, this bill adds language per
mitting funds to also be used to serve 
other populations with limited access 
to instructional opportunities, such as 
disabled children and adults who may 
be homebound, hospital-bound or in in
stitutions; illiterate adults; and lim-
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ited English proficient individuals, in
cluding immigrants. Funds could also 
be used to serve those in correctional 
or other State facilities. This expan
sion will encourage networks to maxi
mize use of equipment and facilities. 
Currently, some facilities are being 
used during the school day for K to 12 
instruction, but go unused during 
afterschool hours. Under this revision, 
networks could use funds to make 
equipment available in the evening 
hours, for example, for adult literacy 
or English language instruction. It also 
encourages networks to make use of 
telecommunications equipment which 
already exists in various institutions 
to provide instructional programming, 
for example, to children in hospital 
schools and to inmates in correctional 
facilities. The language does not pre
clude use of star schools funds to pur
chase equipment for these purposes, 
but in many cases this will not be nec
essary because such institutions are al
ready equipped with satellite or cable 
receivers. Through use of this existing 
equipment, star schools ·dollars can be 
stretched to serve a wide range of pop
ulations with low incremental cost. 
The capacity of this technology is vir
tually limitless. But much of it goes 
unused for hours each day, when stu
dents of all ages could benefit from it. 
This reauthorization will encourage 
educational networks to use the tech
nology to the maximum extent fea
sible. 

A second major change to the pro
gram allows current and pa.st grantees 
to apply for a second 2-year grant. Pre
viously, grants were available only for 
a single 2-year period; current and pa.st 
grantees were excluded from applying 
for additional funds after their 2-year 
grant was up. This requirement was 
put in place, along with a requirement 
of geographic distribution of gra:Q.ts, 
when the program was first authorized 
to ensure that no areas of the country 
a.re excluded. However, now that two 
rounds of star schools grants have been 
awarded, the Department of Education 
indicates that every State in the coun
try has access to at lea.st one network. 
Therefore, it makes sound economic 
and policy sense to allow existing net
works to compete with other to receive 
funds to expand their efforts, rather 
than requiring that new networks du
plicate this work. This reauthorization 
will allow pa.st recipients to compete 
for a second grant on an equal footing 
with new applicants. However, the sec
ond-time grantee cannot use the addi
tional funds to provide the same serv
ices to the same recipients for which 
the first grant was used. Rather, the 
second-time grantee must either ex
pand existiilg services to new students 
and school districts, or provide new 
services to new populations, or a com
bination of both. I expect that when 
the Star School Program is reauthor
ized again in 1993, pa.st grantees will 

continue to be eligible for additional 
grants beyond a first or second grant, 
a.s long a.s ea.ch subsequent grant is 
used to expand services to new stu
dents and schools or to new popu
lations. 

Star schools funds have always been 
able to be used to purchase satellite, 
cable, fiber optics, telephone lines, 
microwave, and other telecommuni
cations technologies. However, in some 
comm uni ties, the cable and telephone 
industries are ·entering into coopera
tive arrangements with school districts 
to donate needed cable and phone lines 
to connect schools for purposes of dis
tance learning. This reauthorization 
further encourages private industry to 
donate this equipment so that Federal 
funds can be used for programming and 
other uses by adding a priority for star 
schools applications from partnerships 
which include a private company will
ing to donate equipment or services to 
provide interactivity between schools. 

Star schools currently requires that 
a minimum of 25 percent of the appro
priated funds be used for programming. 
This reauthorization balances this with 
a similar requirement that a minimum 
of 25 percent also be used for facilities 
and equipment. This does not require 
that each · grantee use 25 percent of 
their funds for ea.ch purpose. It merely 
requires that 25 percent of the total 
funds available to the Secretary be 
used for each purpose. Thus, there 
might be a grantee which uses 100 per
cent of its funds for one purpose, and 
none for the other. This requirement is 
simply to ensure that some funds a.re 
available for equipment and facilities 
to allow schools without access to star 
schools courses to gain that access. If 
all funds were to be used for program
ming, then only those schools with 
equipment already would benefit. 
There continues to be a need for both 
activities, a.s there a.re still many eligi
ble students and schools which do not 
have "receive equipment" to allow 
them to participate in existing dis
tance courses. 

Congress is currently considering a 
new program in separate legislation en
titled "Classrooms for the Future" 
which would provide funds for edu
cational technology programming. If 
that program is enacted, we would 
hope to see that applicants will be able 
to apply for star schools funds and 
funds under "Classrooms for the Fu
ture" a.spa.rt of a single application. 

This reauthorization makes statu
tory language changes to ensure that 
higher education institutions may 
form a partnership to receive a star 
schools grant. It was the original in
tent of star schools that partnerships 
might form between, for example, com
munity colleges and 4-yea.r institu
tions, in order to expand the course op
portunities for students at junior col
leges. However, some statutory lan
guage was interpreted a.s precluding 

postsecondary-only services. This reau
thorization would allow such services, 
although ~ local educational agency 
would still be required to participate in 
the partnership. It is still a require
ment of star schools that 50 percent of 
the funds available to the Secretary be 
used to provide services to students in 
chapter 1 eligible school districts, and 
thus elementary and secondary school 
students. 

This reauthorization also adds some 
new uses of funds to the purposes for 
which funds have been used in the pa.st, 
that is purchase of equipment, facili
ties and programming, teacher training 
both in the use of the equipment and in 
subject areas, and service provision to 
traditionally underserved populations. 

Recent actions by Congress in pass
ing the Americans With Disabilities 
Act and the Television Decoder Cir
cuitry Act of 1990 indicates a continu
ing national interest in issues of equal 
access for people with disabilities. Con
tinuing in this vein, this reauthoriza
tion would allow star schools funds to 
be used to make programs accessible to 
the disabled through mechanisms such 
a.s closed captioning and descriptive 
video services. Captioning has long 
been held to have beneficial effects for 
populations other than the deaf and 
hard-of-hearing television viewers. 
Closed captioning improves the reading 
skills of children learning to read, 
adults struggling to overcome illit
eracy, and immigrants and their chil
dren learning English a.s a second lan
guage. Closed or open captioning of 
star schools courses would greatly ex
pand their benefits to a variety of pop
ulations. 

In addition, funds may be used for de
scriptive video services [DVS] which 
extends the principle of equal access to 
visually impaired individuals. The ad
ditional audio channel used for DVS 
can be utilized to fill narrative gaps for 
blind students, or could be used for 
translations to assist in foreign lan
guage instruction. The caption center 
at WGBH in Boston, MA has extensive 
experience with this kind of activity. 

Funds may be used to link a.11 the 
star schools networks together around 
a project of the year highlighting a sin
gle issue of national importance, such 
as the Presidential election 1992. This 
kind of endeavor might be modeled on 
themes of the year currently created 
by public television, which allow dis
parate local and national organizations 
to rally around particular issues of in
terest to the general community. In 
1988, WGBH in Boston produced a se
ries, "Candidates '88," which included 
interviews with the Presidential can
didates hosted by Marvin Ka.lb at the 
John F. Kennedy School of Govern
ment. A similar star schools event 
might involve a candidates forum 
through live-by-satellite interactive 
discussions for students and teachers 
a.round the country which would allow 
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them to highlight matters of local and 
regional interest, computerized poll
ing, and other activites. Such a project 
would improve students and commu
nity understanding of the electoral sys
tem, and increase voter interest and 
paticipation. 

Under this reauthorization, star 
schools funds may be used to provide 
teacher training to early childhood de
velopment and Head Start teachers and 
staff. With the increasing demand for 
early childhood development programs 
of all kinds, high quality preservice 
and inservice training is badly needed 
for both prospective and current teach
ers and staff. Training through star 
schools networks would greatly in
crease the availability of such pro
grams around the country. 

Star schools funds may also be used 
to share curriculum materials between 
networks. Since distance learning 
often requires different teaching and 
learning styles from that done in a tra
ditional classroom, networks may ben
efit from sharing extensive work al
ready done to address these differences. 

Funds may be used to incorporate 
community resources such as libraries 
and museums into instructional pro
grams. Through electronic field trips, 
students in isolated areas can have ac
cess to a range of cultural and edu
cational experiences hundreds of miles 
away without leaving their classroom. 

This reauthorization also requires co
ordination between the U.S. Education 
Department and any other agencies 
with distance learning programs. Cur
rently, there are distance learning pro
grams authorized in the Department of 
Agriculture and the National Science 
Foundation. Where similar audiences 
are being served, funds can be used 
most efficiently through interagency 
coordination. 

Newly authorized dissemination 
grants will ensure that information 
about distance learning resources, as
sistance in connecting distance learn
ing users with regional educational 
service centers, institutions of higher 
education, and the private sector, as
sistance in designing and implement
ing systems, and support for identify
ing connections, and cost-sharing ar
rangements are made available to 
State and local educational agencies 
not currently served by telecommuni
cations partnerships. Dissemination 
grants may be made to star schools 
grantees and to other entities that 
have demonstrated expertise in the 
educational applications of technology. 

The word "demonstration" has been 
removed throughout the language of 
the statute because of a belief that the 
Star Schools Program has been dem
onstrated to be an effective method of 
increasing access to instructional pro
gramming, and is a successful program 
which the Federal Government should 
continue to support. 

This legislation reauthorizes the Star 
Schools Program through 1993. The 
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program will be considered again as 
part of the reauthorization of the Haw
kins-Stafford bill, which includes most 
of the elementary and secondary edu
cation programs, and is due to expire 
in 1993. The authorization level is $50 
million in 1992 and such sums as may 
be necessary in 1993. This bill also au
thorizes a formal evaluation to be con
ducted by the Education Department 
through grant, contract, or cooperative 
agreement. This study will provide val
uable information to the Congress 
about all of the star schools projects 
that have been funded before the 1993 
reauthorization. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to support this legislation to 
extend the School Dropout Demonstra
tion Assistance Act for 2 additional 
years. This program has begun to show 
success in helping . school districts re
duce the numbers of students leaving 
school before completion of high 
school. 

Included as title III is a 2-year reau
thorization of the Star Schools Pro
gram. Since enactment in 1988, state
of-the-art technology has been utilized 
to bring advanced academic courses to 
rural classrooms across the country. 
Through satellite and interactive com
munication technology, thousands of 
students nationwide are afforded an op
portunity to study subjects not pre
viously accessible because of teacher 
shortages and the high cost of provid
ing these classes to relatively small 
numbers of students. 

In Mississippi, star schools classes 
have given students, in some of the Na
tion's poorest school districts, an op
portunity to study, and excel in Japa
nese, calculus, biology, Government, 
accounting, and geography, among the 
wide vartiety of courses offered via sat
ellite. 

The Star Schools Program is de
signed to expand the array of course of
ferings in underserved areas emphasiz
ing math, science, foreign language, 
and vocational education, by working 
with a classroom teachipg partner to 
provide top quality instruction. 

Changes made by the Star Schools 
Assistance Act of 1991, do not change 
this focus, but broaden the program to 
reach more disadvantaged people and 
to make better use of down time when 
communications technologies are not 
in use. Grantees are encouraged to 
teach reading and writing and provide 
classes for homebound students, when 
feasible. 

This reauthorization retains the cur
rent requirements to use at least 50 
percent of the funds for programs in el
ementary and secondary schools serv
ing children eligible for chapter 1 serv
ices. Each grantee must use at least 25 
percent for programming and at least 
25 percent for equipment and tele
communications facilities. Teacher 
training programs remain an integral 
component of the program. 

An important change made by the 
Star Schools Assistance Act of 1991 will 
allow previously funded consortia to 
apply for additional years of funding if 
those grantees agree to expand services 
to more schools or a broader range of 
students. 

The Department of Education has 
completed two rounds of competitions, 
making a total of eight awards to con
sortia serving students in every region 
of the country. Rather than continue 
to make all new awards, it makes more 
sense to me to allow those that have 
already developed successful proto
types to expand their networks to offer 
more students an opportunity to take 
established educational courses. 

I am pleased that the ad.ministration 
requested funding for the Star Schools 
Program for fiscal year 1992 and that 
the Senate Appropriations Committee 
allocated $16.4 million for the program. 
I hope funding levels will continue to 
stay abreast with the tremendous need 
for these classes especially in math, 
science, and foreign languages in un
derserved areas. 

The Star Schools Program has been a 
remarkable success in Mississippi, and 
I am happy to support the reauthoriza
tion bill before us today. 

Mr. RUDMAN. Mr. President, I wish 
to thank the distinguished chairman 
and ranking Republican member of the 
Education Subcommittee for assisting 
me to correct a technical problem that 
has arisen with section 3(e) of Public 
Law 81-874. Section 3(e) of the impact 
aid statute provides assistance to 
school districts affected by the Base 
Closure and Realignment Act (Public 
Law 100--526). 

In 1974, Congress recognized the need 
to provide hold harmless funding to 
school districts experiencing a sudden 
decrease in the enrollment of Federal 
students. As a result, the Education 
Amendments of 1974 included language 
to provide phase-down assistance over 
a period of 4 years to school districts 
facing a sudden loss of students from 
actions such as the closure of a mili
tary base. This language entitled ·local 
education agencies meeting certain cri
teria to receive phase-down assistance 
equal to 90 percent of the agency's pre
vious year's entitlement, thereby pro
viding a gradual reduction in their im
pact aid assistance payments. 

Mr. President, until last year, these 
hold harmless provisions had not been 
used since the round of base closures 
which occured during the mid to late 
1970's. In May 1990, Congress enacted 
Public Law 101-305, which amended sec
tion 3(e) of the impact aid statute. Sec
tion 3 of Public Law 101-305 updated 
the 1974 hold harmless provision to en
sure that it would provide for a gradual 
phaseout of impact aid assistance to 
school districts coping with military 
base closures. Earlier this year, the De
partment of Education notified me 
that they had discovered a technical 
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problem with the statute which, unless 
corrected, will reduce by more than 
$1.4 million the payment to Ports
mouth, NH School District for its sec
ond year of hold harmless eligibility. 

Portsmouth, NH, is the first commu
nity in the country to cope with the 
closure of a military base and the 
school district faces certain costs asso
ciated with the removal of the feder
ally connected students. While Ports
mouth is the first community in the 
Nation to face a loss of students due to 
a base closure, it will not be the last. 
Congress has made a commitment to 
provide hold harmless funding to these 
school districts which have been edu
cating our military children for many 
years. This amendment will correct the 
technical problem which has arisen 
with this section 3(e) of Public Law 81-
874 and clarify congressional intent to 
provide a gradual phase-down of Fed
eral assistance over a period of 4 years. 

I appreciate the willingness of my 
distinguished colleagues to work with 
me to resolve this pro bl em in such an 
expeditious fashion. 

AMENDMENT NO. 947 

(Purpose: To make technical amendments to 
various education acts, and for other pur
poses) 
Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, on be

half of Senator KENNEDY, I send a sub
stitute amendment to the desk and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 

HOLLINGS], for Mr. KENNEDY, proposes an 
amendment numbered 947. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
Strike all after the enacting clause and in

sert the following: 
TITLE I-AMENDMENTS TO SCHOOL 

DROPOUT DEMONSTRATION ASSIST
ANCE ACT OF 1988 

SEC. 101. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the "National 

Dropout Prevention Act of 1991". 
SEC. 102. EXTENSION OF AUTllORIZATION OF AP· 

PROPRIATIONS. 
Section 6003(a) of the School Dropout Dem

onstration Assistance Act of 1988 (hereafter 
in this title referred to as the "Act") (20 
U.S.C. 3243(a)) is amended to read as follows: 

"(a) IN GENERAL.-Subject to subsection 
(b), there are authorized to be appropriated 
for the purposes of this part $50,000,000 for 
fiscal year 1991 and such sums as may be nec
essary for each of the fiscal years 1992 and 
1993.". 
SEC. 108. GRANTS TO LOCAL EDUCATIONAL 

AGENCIES. 
(a) AMENDMENTS.-Section 6004 of the Act 

(20 U.S.C. 3244) is amended-
(1) in subsection (a), by striking 

"$1,500,000" and inserting "$2,000,000"; 
(2) in subsection (c), by inserting after 

"value as a demonstration." the following: 
"Any local educational agency, educational 

partnership, or community-based organiza
tion that has received a grant under this Act 
shall be eligible for additional funds subject 
to the requirements under this Act."; and 

(3) in subparagraph (B) of subsection (f)(l), 
by striking "for the second such year" and 
inserting "in each succeeding fiscal year". 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendment 
made by paragraph (1) shall take effect on 
October 1, 1992. 
SEC. UM. DROPOUT PREVENTION. 

Section 6005 of the Act (20 U.S.C. 3245) is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new subsection: 

"(e) GRANTS FOR NEW GRANTEES.-ln 
awarding grants under this part in fiscal 
year 1992 and each fiscal year thereafter to 
applicants who did not receive a grant under 
this part in fiscal year 1991, the Secretary 
shall ut111ze only those priorities and special 
considerations described in subsections (c) 
and (d).". 
SEC. 105. AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES. 

Section 6006(b) of the Act (20 U.S.C. 3246(b)) 
is amended-

(1) in paragraph (8), by striking "and"; and 
(2) by striking paragraph (9) and inserting 

the following new paragraphs: 
"(9) mentoring programs; and 
"(10) any other activity described in sub

section (a).". 
SEC. 106. REPORTS. 

The Act (20 U.S.C. 3241 et seq.) is further 
amended by adding at t.he end the following 
new section: 
"SEC. 6008. REPORTS. 

"(a) ANNUAL REPORTS.-The Secretary 
shall submit to the Congress a report by Jan
uary 1 of each year, beginning on January l, 
1993, which sets forth the progress of the 
Commissioner of Education Statistics, estab
lished under section 406(a) of the General 
Education Provisions Act, to implement a 
definition and data collection process for 
school dropouts in elementary and secondary 
schools, including statistical information for 
the number and percentage of elementary 
and secondary school students by race and 
ethnic origin who drop out of school each 
year including dropouts-

"(1) throughout the Nation by rural and 
urban location as defined by the Secretary; 
and 

"(2) in each of the individual States and 
the District of Columbia. 

"(b) RECOMMENDATIONS.-The report under 
subsection (a) shall also contain rec
ommendations on ways in which the Federal 
Government, States and localities can fur
ther support the implementation of an effec
tive methodology to accurately measure 
dropout and retention rates on the national, 
State, and local levels.". 

TITLE II-DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS 

SEC. 201. ESTABLISHMENT OF POSmON. 
Section 202 of the Department of Edu

cation Organization Act (20 U.S.C. 3412) is 
amended-

(1) by redesignating subsection (d) as sub
section (e); and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (c) the fol
lowing new subsection: 

"(d) There may be in the Department an 
Under Secretary of Education who shall per
form such functions as the Secretary may 
prescribe. The Under Secretary shall be ap
pointed by the President, by and with the ad
vice and consent of the Senate.". 
SEC. 202. COMPENSATION. 

Section 5314 of title 5, United States Code, 
is amended by· adding at the end thereof the 
following: 

"Under Secretary of Education". 
SEC. 203. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-This Act shall take effect 
on the first day of the first Department of 
Education pay period that begins on or after 
the date of enactment of this Act. 

(b) SPECIAL RULE.-An incumbent in a po
sition within the Department of Education 
on the day preceding the day that this Act 
takes effect who has been appointed by the 
President to a position within the Depart
ment of Education with the advice a.nd con
sent of the Senate may serve as the Under 
Secretary at the pleasure of the President 
after the day preceding the day that this Act 
takes effect. 
TITLE m-MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 

PART A-STAR SCHOOLS 
SEC. 301. STATEMENT OF PURPOSE. 

Section 902 of the Star Schools Program 
Assistance Act (hereafter in this title re
ferred to as the "Act") (20 U.S.C. 4081) is 
amended-

(1) by striking "vocational education" and 
inserting "literacy skills and vocational edu
cation and to serve underserved populations 
including the disadvantaged, illiterate, lim
ited-English proficient, a.nd disabled"; 

(2) by striking "demonstration"; and 
(3) by inserting "to" before "obtain". 

SEC. 302. PROGRAM AUTllORIZED. 

Section 903 of the Act (20 U.S.C. 4082) is 
arnended-

(1) in subsection (a)-
(A) by inserting "(l)" before "The Sec

retary"; and 
(B) by inserting at the end thereof the fol

lowing new paragraphs: 
"(2) The Secretary shall award grants pur

suant to paragraph (1) for a period of 2 years. 
"(3) Grants awarded pursuant to paragraph 

(1) may be awarded for an additional 2-year 
period in accordance with section 907."; 

(2) in subsection (b)-
(A) in paragraph (1), by striking 

"$100,000,000 for the period beginning October 
1, 1987, and ending September 30, 1992" and 
inserting "$50,000,000 for fiscal year 1992 and 
such sums as may be necessary in fiscal year 
1993"; 

(B) by striking paragraph (2); and 
(C) by redesignating paragraph (3) as para-

graph (2); 
(3) in subsection (c)
(A) in paragraph (1)-
(1) in subparagraph (A)
(!) by striking "(A)"; 
(II) by striking "demonstration"; a.nd 
(ill) by inserting "in any one fiscal year" 

after "$10,000,000"; and 
(ii) by striking subparagraph (B); and 
(B) in paragraph (2)-
(1) by inserting "(A)" after "(2)"; 
(ii) by inserting "to the Secretary" after 

"available"; and 
(iii) by inserting at the end thereof the fol

lowing new subparagraph: 
"(B) Not less than 25 percent of the funds 

available to the Secretary in any fiscal year 
under this title shall be used for tele
communications fac111ties and equipment."; 
and 

(4) by inserting at the end thereof the fol
lowing new subsection: 

"(e) COORDINATION.-The Department of 
Education, the National Science Foundation, 
the Department of Agriculture, and any 
other Federal agency operating a tele
communications network for educational 
purposes shall coordinate the activities as
sisted under such programs.". 
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SEC. 303. ELIGIBLE TELECOMMUNICATIONS 

PARTNERSHIPS. 
Subsection (a) of section 904 of the Act (20 

U .S.C. 4083(a)) is amended-
(1) in the matter preceding paragraph (1) 

by striking "demonstration"; 
(2) in paragraph (2)-
(A) in subparagraph (B), by striking ", or a 

State higher education agency"; 
(B) in subparagraph (C), by inserting "or a 

State higher education agency" after "edu
cation"; 

(C) in subparagraph (D)-
(1) in the matter preceding clause (i), by in

serting "or academy" after "center"; and 
(ii) by striking "or" at the end of clause 

(ii); and 
(D) in subparagraph (E)-
(i) by amending clause (1) to read as fol

lows: 
"(i) a public or private entity with experi

ence and expertise in the planning and oper
ation of a telecommunications network, in
cluding entities involved in telecommuni
cations through satellite, cable, telephone, 
or computer; or"; 

(11) by striking clause (ii); 
(iii) by redesignating clause (iii) as clause 

(ii); and 
(iv) by striking the period at the end of 

clause (ii) (as redesignated by clause (iii)) 
and inserting a comma and "or"; and 

(F) by inserting at the end thereof the fol
lowing new subparagraph: 

"(F) a public or private elementary or sec
ondary school."; and 

(3) by adding at the end thereof the follow
ing new subsection: 

"(c) SPECIAL STATEWIDE NETWORK.-
"(!) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary may fund 

one statewide telecommunications network 
under this title if such network-

"(A) provides two-way full motion inter
active video and audio communications; 

"(B) links together public colleges and uni
versities and secondary schools throughout 
the State; and 

"(C) meets any other requirements deter
mined appropriate by the Secretary. 

"(2) STATE CONTRIBUTION.-A statewide 
telecommunications network funded under 
paragraph (1) shall contribute (either di
rectly or through private contributions) non
Federal funds equal to not less than 50 per
cent of the cost of such network.". 
SEC. 804. APPLICATIONS. 

SectiC>n 905 of the Act (20 U.S.C. 4084) is 
amended-

(1) in subsection (b)
(A) in paragraph (1)--
(i) in subparagraph (B), by inserting ", or 

any combination thereof" after "equip
ment"; and 

(ii) in subparagraph (G) by-
(1) striking "elementary and secondary 

school teachers (particularly teachers in 
schools receiving assistance under chapter 1 
of title I of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965) in" and inserting "in
structors who will be"; and 

(Il) inserting "in using such fac111ties and 
equipment, and in integrating programs into 
the class curriculum" after "sought"; 

(B) in paragraph (2)-
(i) by striking "describe,"; 
(11) by inserting "describe" after "instruc

tional programming,"; and 
(11i) by inserting "and provide assurances 

that such programming will be designed in 
consultation with professionals who are ex
perts in the applicable subject matter and 
grade level" after "training"; 

(C) in paragraph (3), by inserting "(in ac
cordance with section 907)" after "lan
guages,"; 

(D) in paragraph (4)-
(i) by striking "teacher"; and 
(11) by inserting "for teachers and other 

school personnel" after "policies"; 
(E) in paragraph (6)-
(i) by striking "the facilities" and insert

ing "any facilities"; 
(ii) by striking "will be made available to" 

and inserting "for"; and 
(111) by inserting "will be made available to 

schools" after "schools"; 
(F) in paragraph (7)-
(i) by inserting "(such as students who are 

disadvantaged, limited-English proficient, 
disabled, or illiterate)" after "students"; and 

(11) in paragraph (7), by inserting "and will 
use existing telecommunications equipment, 
where available" before the semicolon at the 
end thereof; 

(G) by striking "and" at the end of para
graph (8); 

(H) by redesignating paragraph (9) as para
graph (10); and 

(I) by inserting after paragraph (8) the fol
lowing new paragraph: 

"(9) describe the activities or services for 
which assistance is sought, including activi
ties and services such as-

"(A) providing facilities, equipment, train
ing, services, and technical assistance de
scribed in paragraphs (1), (2), (4) and (7); 

"(B) making programs accessible to indi
viduals with disabilities through mecha
nisms such as closed captioning and descrip
tive video services; 

"(C) linking networks together, for exam
ple, around an issue of national importance 
such as elections; 

"(D) sharing curriculum materials between 
networks; 

"(E) providing teacher and student support 
services; 

"(F) incorporating community resources 
such as libraries and museums into instruc
tional programs; 

"(G) providing teacher training to early 
childhood development and Head Start 
teachers and staff; 

"(H) providing teacher training to voca
tional education teachers and staff; and 

"(!) providing programs for adults at times 
other than the regular school day in order to 
maximize the use of telecommunications fa
cilities and equipment."; 

(2) in subsection (c)
(A) in paragraph (3)-
(i) by striking "public and private" and in

serting", in the case of.elementary and sec
ondary schools, those"; 

(11) striking "(particularly schools"; and 
(iii) striking "1965)" and inserting "1965"; 
(B) by striking "and" at the end of para-

graph (6); 
(C) by redesignating paragraph (7) as para

graph (9); 
(D) by redesignating paragraph (6) as para

graph (7); 
(E) by inserting after paragraph (5) the fol

lowing new paragraph: 
"(6) the eligible telecommunications part

nership will-
"(A) provide a comprehensive range of 

courses for educators with different skill lev
els to teach instructional strategies for stu
dents with different skill levels; 

"(B) provide training to participating edu
cators in ways to integrate telecommuni
cations courses into the existing school cur
riculum; and 

"(C) include instruction for students, 
teachers, and parents;"; and 

(F) by inserting after paragraph (7) (as re
designated by subparagraph (D)) the follow
ing new paragraph: 

"(8) a telecommunications entity (such as 
a satellite, cable, telephone, computer, or 
public or private television station) will par
ticipate in the partnership and will donate 
equipment or in-kind services for tele
communications linkages; and". 
SEC. 305. CONTINUING ELIGmlLITY. 

The Act (20 U.S.C. 4081 et seq.) is amend
ed-

(1) by redesignating section 907 as section 
911; and 

(2) by inserting after section 906 the follow
ing new sections: 

"CONTINUING ELIGIBILITY 
"SEC. 907. (a) IN GENERAL.-In order to be 

eligible to receive an additional gra.nt under 
section 903(a)(3) in any fiscal year, an eligi
ble telecommunications partnership shall 
demonstrate in the application submitted 
pursuant to section 905 that such partnership 
will-

"(1) continue to provide services in the 
subject areas and geographic areas assisted 
with funds received under this title in pre
vious fiscal years; and 

"(2) use all such grant funds to provide ex
panded services by-

"(A) increasing the number of students, 
schools or school districts served by the 
courses of instruction assisted under this 
title in previous fiscal years; 

"(B) providing new courses of instruction; 
or 

"(C) serving new populations of under
served individuals, such as children or adults 
who are disadvantaged, have limited-English 
proficiency, are disabled, are illiterate, lack 
high school diplomas or their equivalent. 

"(b) SPECIAL RULES.-Grant funds received 
pursuant to the application of subsection (a) 
shall be used to supplement and not supplant 
services provided by the recipient under this 
title in previous fiscal years. 

''EVALUATION 
"SEC. 908. (a) IN GENERAL.-From amounts 

appropriated pursuant to the authority of 
section 903(b), the Secretary shall reserve 
the greater of not more than $500,000 or 5 per
cent of such appropriations to conduct an 
independent evaluation by grant, contract or 
cooperative agreement, of the Star Schools 
Assistance Program. 

"(b) REPORT.-The Secretary shall prepare 
and submit an interim report on the evalua
tion described in subsection (a) not later 
than January l, 1993 and shall prepare and 
submit a final report on such evaluation not 
later than June l, 1993. 

"(c) EVALUATION.-Such evaluation shall 
include-

"(!) a review of the effectiveness of tele
communications partnerships and programs 
after Federal funding ceases; 

"(2) an analysis of non-Federal funding 
sources, including funds leveraged by Star 
Schools funds and the permanency of such 
funding; 

"(3) an analysis of how Star Schools grant
ees spend funds appropriated under this Act; 

"(4) a review of the subject matter, content 
effectiveness, and success of distance learn
ing through Star Schools program funds, in
cluding an in-depth study of student learning 
outcomes as measured against stated course 
objectives of distance learning courses of
fered by Star Schools grantees; 

"(5) a comprehensive review of in-service 
teacher training programs through Star 
Schools programming, including the number 
of teachers trained, time spent in training 
programs, and a comparison of the effective
ness of such training and conventional 
teacher training programs; 
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"(6) an analysis of Star School projects 

that focus on teacher certification and other 
requirements and the resulting effect on the 
delivery of instructional programming; 

"(7) the effects of distance learning on cur
ricula and staffing patterns at participating 
schools; 

"(8) the number of students participating 
in the Star Schools program and an analysis 
of the socioeconomic characteristics of stu
dents participating in Star Schools pro
grams, including a review of the differences 
and effectiveness of programming and serv
ices provided to economically and education
ally disadvantaged and minority students; 

"(9) an analysis of the socioeconomic and 
geographic characteristics of schools partici
pating in Star Schools projects, including a 
review of the variety of programming pro
vided to different schools; and 

"(10) the impact of dissemination grants 
under section 910 on the use of technology
based programs in local educational agen
cies. 

"FEDERAL ACTIVITIES 
"SEC. 909. The Secretary may assist grant 

recipients under this title in acquiring sat
ellite time, where appropriate, as economi
cally as possible. 

"DISSEMINATION GRANTS 
"SEC. 910. (a) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary 

shall make grants under this section to tele
communications partnerships funded by the 
Star Schools Program and to other eligible 
entities to enable such partnerships and en
tities to provide dissemination and technical 
assistance to State and local educational 
agencies not presently served by tele
communication partnerships. 

"(b) SPECIAL RULE.-The Secretary shall 
make grants under this section in any fiscal 
year in which the amount appropriated for 
this title exceeds the amount appropriated 
for this title in fiscal year 1991 by not less 
than 10 percent. 

"(c) RESERVATION.-ln any fiscal year in 
which the Secretary awards grants under 
this section in accordance with subsection 
(b), the Secretary shall reserve not less than 
5 percent but not more than 10 percent of the 
amount appropriated under this title for 
such fiscal year to award such grants. 

"(d) APPLICATIONS.-
"(!) IN GENERAL.-Each telecommuni

cations partnership and other eligible entity 
that desires to receive a grant under this 
section shall submit an application to the 
Secretary, at such time, in such manner, and 
containing or accompanied by such informa
tion as the Secretary may reasonably re
quire. 

"(2) CONTENTS.-Each application described 
in paragraph (2) shall contain assurances 
that the telecommunications partnership or 
other eligible entity shall provide technical 
assistance to State and local educational 
agencies to plan and implement technology
based systems, including-

"(A) information regarding successful dis
tance learning resources for States, local 
educational agencies, and schools; 

"(B) assistance in connecting users of dis
tance learning, regional educational service 
centers, colleges and universities, the pri
vate sector, and other relevant entities; 

"(C) assistance and advice in the design 
and implementation of systems to include 
needs assessments and technology design; 
and 

"(D) support for the identification of pos
sible connections, and cost-sharing arrange
ments for users of such systems. 

"(e) DEFINITION.-For purposes of this sec
tion, the term 'eligible entity' means a fed-

erally funded program or an institution of 
higher education that has demonstrated ex
pertise in educational applications of tech
nology and provides comprehensive technical 
assistance to educators and policy makers at 
the local level.". 

PART B-TECHNICAL AND MISCELLANEOUS 
PROVISIONS 

SEC. 311. CARL D. PERKINS VOCATIONAL AND AP
PLIED TECHNOLOGY EDUCATION 
ACT. 

(a) CORRECTIONS EDUCATION.-Subsection 
(c) of section 102 of the Carl D. Perkins Voca
tional and Applied Technology Education 
Act (20 U.S.C. 2312) is amended-

(!) in paragraph (1), by-
(A) striking "paragraph (2)" and inserting 

"paragraph (3)"; 
(B) inserting "and" before "the sex eq

uity"; and 
(C) striking "and the program for criminal 

offenders under section 225,"; 
(2) by redesignating paragraph (2) as para

graph (3); and 
(3) by inserting the following new para

graph after paragraph (1): 
"(2) Except as provided in paragraph (3) 

and notwithstanding the provisions of sub
section (a), each State shall reserve for the 
program for criminal offenders under section 
225, an amount that is not less than the 
amount such State expended under this Act 
for such program for the fiscal year 1990.". 

.(b) INDIAN AND NATIVE HAWAIIAN PRO
GRAMS.-Paragraph (1) of section 103(b) of the 
Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Applied 
Technology Education Act (~ U.S.C. 
2313(b)(l)) is amended by inserting at the end 
thereof the following new subparagraph: 

"(D)(i) Funds received pursuant to grants 
and contracts described in subparagraph (A) 
may be used to provide stipends to students 
who are enrolled in vocational education 
programs and who have acute economic 
needs which cannot be met through work
study programs. 

"(ii) Stipends described in clause (i) shall 
not exceed reasonable amounts as prescribed 
by the Secretary.'•. 
SEC. 312. THE ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY 

EDUCATION ACT OF 1965. 

Subsection (c) of section 1221 of the Ele
mentary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965 (20 U.S.C. 2791(c)) is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new para
graph: 

"(3) SPECIAL RULE.-Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, for purposes of deter
mining the amount of a grant under this sub
section for which a State educational agency 
is eligible from funds appropriated for the 
program assisted under this subpart for each 
fiscal year beginning after October 1, 1990, 
the Secretary shall allow intermediate 
school districts to count children with dis
ab111ties in the same manner as such chil
dren were counted in determining such 
amount in fiscal year 1990, regardless of 
whether such children receive services di
rectly from the intermediate school dis
trict.". 
SEC. SIS. NATIONAL LITERACY ACT AMEND

MENTS. 
Section 601 of the National Literacy Act of 

1991 is amended to read as follows: 
"SEC. · 801. FUNCTIONAL LITERACY AND LIFE 

SKILLS PROGRAMS FOR STATE AND 
LOCAL PRISONERS. 

"(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-The Secretary is au
thorized to make grants to eligible entities 
to assist such entities in establishing, im
proving, and expanding a demonstration or 
system-wide functional literacy program. 

"(b) PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS.-(!) To qual
ify for funding under subsection (d), each 
functional literacy program shall-

"(A) to the extent possible, make use of ad
vanced technologies, such as interactive 
video- and computer-based adult literacy 
learning; and 

"(B) include-
"(i) a requirement that each person incar

cerated in the system, pri&on, jail, or deten
tion center who is not functionally literate, 
except a person described in paragraph (2), 
shall participate in the program until the 
person-

" (I) achieves functional literacy, or in the 
case of an individual with a disability, 
achieves a level of functional literacy com
mensurate with his or her ability; 

"(II) is granted parole; 
"(ill) completes his or her sentence; or 
"(IV) is released pursuant to court order; 

and 
"(ii) a prohibition on granting parole to 

any person described in clause (1) who refuses 
to participate in the program, unless the 
State parole board determines that the pro
hibition should be waived in a particular 
case; and 

"(iii) adequate opportunities for appro
priate education services and the screening 
and testing of all inmates for functional lit
eracy and disab111ties affecting functional 
literacy, including learning disab111ties, 
upon arrival in the system or at the prison, 
jail, or detention center. 

"(2) The requirement of paragraph (l)(B)(i) 
may not apply to a person who--

"(A) is serving a life sentence without pos-
sibility of parole; 

"(B) is terminally 111; or 
"(C) is under a sentence of death. 
"(c) ANNUAL REPORT.--(1) Within 90 days 

after the close of the first calendar year in 
which a literacy program authorized by sub
section (a) is placed in operation, and annu
ally for each of the 4 years thereafter, a 
grantee shall submit a report to the Sec
retary with respect to its literacy program. 

"(2) A report under paragraph (1) shall dis
close-

"(A) the number of persons who were test
ed for eligibility during the preceding year; 

"(B) the number of persons who were eligi
ble for the literacy program during the pre
ceding year; 

"(C) the number of persons who partici
pated in the literacy program during the pre
ceding year; 

"(D) the names and types of tests that 
were used to determine functional literacy 
and the names and types of tests that were 
used to determine disabilities affecting func
tional literacy; 

"(E) the average number of hours of in
struction that were provided per week and 
the average number per student during the 
preceding year; 

"(F) sample data on achievement of par
ticipants in the program, including the num
ber of participants who achieved functional 
literacy; 

"(G) data on all direct and indirect costs of 
the program; and 

"(H) information on progress toward meet
ing the program's goals. 

"(d) COMPLIANCE GRANTS.-(1) The Sec
retary shall make grants to eligible entities 
that elect to establish a program described 
in subsection (a) for the purpose of assisting 
in carrying out the programs, developing the 
plans, and submitting the reports required 
by this section. 

"(2) An eligible entity may receive a grant 
under this subsection if the entity-
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"(A) submits an application to the Sec

retary at such time, in such manner, and 
containing such information as the Sec
retary may require; 

"(B) agrees to provide the Secretary-
"(!) such data as the Secretary may re

quest concerning the cost and feasib111ty of 
operating the functional literacy programs 
authorized by subsection (a), including the 
annual reports required by subsection (c); 
and 

"(ii) a detailed plan outlining the methods 
by which the provisions of subsections (a) 
and (b) will be met, including specific goals 
and timetables. 

"(e) LIFE SKILLS TRAINING GRANTS.-(1) 
The Secretary is authorized to make grants 
to eligible entities to assist them in estab
lishing and operating programs designed to 
reduce recidivism through the development 
and improvement of life skills necessary for 
reintegration into society. 

"(2) To receive a grant under this sub
section, an eligible entity shall-

"(A) submit an application to the Sec
retary at such time, in such manner, and 
containing such information as the Sec
retary shall require; and 

"(B) agree to report annually to the Sec
retary on the participation rate, cost, and ef
fectiveness of the program and any other as
pect of the program on which the Secretary 
may request information. 

"(3) In awarding grants under this sub
section, the Secretary shall give priority to 
programs that have the greatest potential 
for innovation, effectiveness, and replication 
in other systems, jails, and detention cen
ters. 

"(4) Grants awarded under this subsection 
shall be for a period not to exceed 3 years, 
except that the Secretary may establish a 
procedure for renewal of the grants under 
paragraph (1). 

"(f) DEFINITIONS.-For the purposes of this 
section-

"(1) the term 'eligible entity' means a 
State correctional agency, a local correc
tional agency, a State correctional edu
cation agency, and a local correctional edu
cation agency; 

"(2) the term 'functional literacy' means 
at least an eighth grade equivalence or a 
functional criterion score on a nationally 
recognized literacy assessment; and 

"(3) the term 'life skills' includes self-de
velopment, communication skills, job and fi
nancial skills development, education, inter
personal and family relationship develop
ment, and stress and anger management. 

"(g) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
There are authorized to be appropriated for 
purposes of carrying out this section 
$10,000,000 for fiscal year 1992, $15,000,000 for 
fiscal year 1993, $20,000,000 for fiscal . year 
1994, and $25,000,000 for fiscal year 1995.". 
SEC. 314. REAUl'llORIZA'nON OF SCIENCE 

SCHOLARSHIP PROGRAMS. 
(a) NATIONAL SCIENCE SCHOLARS PRo

GRAM.-Subsection (b) of section 601 of the 
Excellence in Mathematics, Science and En
gineering Act of 1990 (20 U.S.C. 5381(b)) is 
amended by inserting ", $4,500,000 for fiscal 
year 1992 and $10,000,000 for fiscal year 1993" 
after "1991". 

(b) NATIONAL ACADEMY OF SCIENCE, SPACE, 
AND TECHNOLOGY.-Subsection (o) of section 
621 of the Excellence in Mathematics, 
Science and Engineering Act of 1990 (20 
U.S.C. 5411(0)) is amended by striking "fiscal 
year 1991" and inserting "each of the fiscal 
years 1992 and 1993". 
SEC. 3115. TECHNICAL AMENDMENT. 

Section 343(a)(2)(A) of the Tech-Prep Edu
cation Act (20 U.S.C. 2394a(a)(2)(A)) is amend-

ed by striking "subject to a default manage
ment plan required by the Secretary" and in
serting "prohibited from receiving assist
ance under part B of the Higher Education 
Act of 1965 pursuant to the provisions of sec
tion 435(a)(3) of such Act". 

TITLE IV-IMPACT AID 
SEC. 401. ADJUSTMENT FOR CERTAIN DE· 

CREASES IN FEDERAL ACTIVITIES. 
Section 3(e) of the Act of September 30, 

1950 (Public Law 81--874) (hereafter in this 
title referred to as the "Act") (20 U.S.C. 
238(e)) is amended-

(1) in the matter following subparagraph 
(C) of paragraph (1), by inserting "this sub
section and" before "subsections (a) and 
(b)"; and 

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking "section" 
and inserting "subsection". 
SEC. 402. PAYMENT AMOUNTS. 

Section 5 of the Act (20 U.S.C. 240) is 
amended: 

(1) by amending paragraph (2) of subsection 
(b) to read as follows: 

"(2) As soon as possible after the beginning 
of any fiscal year, the Secretary shall, on the 
basis of a written request for a preliminary 
payment from any local educational agency 
that was eligible for a payment for the pre
ceding fiscal year on the basis of an entitle
ment established under section 2, make such 
a preliminary payment of 50 percent of the 
amount that such agency received for such 
preceding fiscal year on the basis of such en
titlement."; and 

(2) by amending subparagraph (D) of sub
section (e)(l) to read as follows: 

"(D) For any fiscal year after September 
30, 1991, the Secretary is authorized to mod
ify the per pupil amount described in sub
paragraph (A) of this paragraph, in any case 
in which, in the fiscal year for which the de
termination is made, a local educational 

~ agency is described under a different clause 
of section 5(c)(2)(A) than such agency was in 
fiscal year 1987. ". 
SEC. 403. SPECIAL PAYMENT RULES. 

(a) PAYMENTS TO LOCAL EDUCATIONAL 
AGENCIES.-Any local educational agency 
that received a payment for fiscal year 1987, 
1988, 1989, or 1990 under section 3 of the Act 
of September 30, 1950 (Impact Aid) (20 U.S.C. 
238), the amount of which was incorrect be
cause of a failure by the Secretary of Edu
cation to apply any of the limitations on per 
pupil payments or local contribution rates 
specified in Public Law 99-500, Public Law 
99-591, and Public Law 100-202, and which 
such payment resulted in or would result in 
an overpayment, shall be entitled to the 
amount of such payment. 

(b) FEDERAL CONTRIBUTIONS.-No portion of 
any payment received by a local educational 
agency for fiscal year 1988, 1989, or 1990 under 
section 2 of the Act of September 30, 1950 
(Impact Aid) (20 U.S.C. 237) may be recovered 
on the ground that such payment was deter
mined incorrectly by employing a formula 
using such agency's base revenue limit per 
average daily attendance. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the agreeing to the 
amendment. 

The amendment (No. 947) was agreed 
to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the bill is deemed read the 
third time and passed. 

So the bill (H.R. 2313), as amended, 
was passed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, a motion to reconsider is 
laid upon the table. 

NATIONAL COMMISSION ON LI
BRARIES AND INFORMATION 
SCIENCE ACT AMENDMENTS OF 
1991 
Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the immediate consider
ation of S. 1593, a bill relating to li
braries, introduced earlier today by 
Senators PELL, KENNEDY, HATCH and 
KASSEBAUM. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill (S. 1593) to improve the operation 
and effectiveness of the United States Na
tional Commission on Libraries and Informa
tion Science, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the immediate consider
ation of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I am intro
ducing a bill today that would make 
some technical, but important, changes 
to the authorizing statute for the Na
tional Commission on Libraries and In
formation Science to improve the Com
mission's operation and effectiveness. 

The bill would permit the Commis
sion to obtain administrative support 
services from any Federal agency, not 
just the Department of Education, and 
to receive in-kind as well as monetary 
contributions. These technical amend
ments would clarify terms of office and 
voting status of Commissioners and 
would also make clear that the Com
mission can be involved in inter
national library and information ac
tivities. Finally, this bill would remove 
the 20-year-old ceiling on the Commis
sion's authorization of appropriations. 

I am pleased that Senators KENNEDY, 
HATCH and KASSEBAUM are cosponsors 
of these amendments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the bill is deemed read a 
third time and passed. 

So the bill (S. 1593) was passed as fol
lows: 

s. 1593 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

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

This Act may be cited as the "National 
Commission on Libraries and Information 
Science Act Amendments of 1991". 
SEC. 2. COMMISSION ESTABLISHED. 

Subsection (b) of section 3 of the National 
Commission on Libraries and Information 
Science Act (hereafter in this Act referred to 
as the "Act") (20 U.S.C. 1502(b)) is repealed. 
SEC. 3. CONTRIBUTIONS. 

Section 4 of the Act (20 U.S.C. 1503) is 
amended to read as follows: 
~C. 4. CONTRIBUTIONS. 

"The Commission is authorized to accept, 
hold, administer, and utilize gifts, bequests, 
and devises of property, both real and per
sonal, for the purpose of aiding or facmtat
ing the work of the Commission. Gifts, be
quests, and devises of money and proceeds 
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EXECUTIVE SESSION from sales of other property received as 

gifts, bequests, or devises shall be deposited 
in the Treasury and shall be available for 
disbursement upon the order of the Commis-
sion.". 
SEC. 4. FUNCTIONS. 

Parargraph (6) of section 5(a) of the Act (20 
U.S.C. 1504(a)(6)) is amended by striking "the 
national communications networks" and in
serting "national and international commu
nications and cooperative networks". 
SEC. 6. MEMBERSIDP. 

Subsection (a) of section 6 of the Act (20 
U.S.C. 1505(a)) is amended-

(!) after the third sentence thereof, by in
serting the following new sentence: "A ma
jority of members of the Commission shall 
constitute a quorum for conduct of business 
at official meetings of the Commission."; 
and 

(2) in the fourth sentence thereof by strik
ing "(l) the terms of office" and all that fol
lows through "time of appointment," and in
serting "(l) the term of office of any member 
of the Commission shall continue until the 
earlier of (A) the date on which the 
members's successor has been appointed by 
the President; or (B) July 19 of the year suc
ceeding the year in which the member's ap
pointed term of office shall expire,". 
SEC. 6. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

Section 7 of the Act (20 U.S.C. 1506) is 
amended to read as follows: 
"SEC. 7. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

"There are authorized to be appropriated 
$911,000 for fiscal year 1992 and such sums as 
may be necessary for each succeeding fiscal 
year thereafter to carry out the provisions of 
this Act.". 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, a motion to reconsider is 
laid upon the table. 

REMOVAL OF INJUNCTION OF 
SECRECY 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, 
As in executive session, 
I ask unanimous consent that the in

junction of secrecy be removed from 
the Regional Agreement on Broadcast
ing Service Expansion in the Western 
Hemisphere (Treaty Document No. 10~ 
10), transmitted to the Senate today by 
the President; and ask that the treaty 
be considered as having been read the 
first time; that it be referred, with ac
companying papers, to the Committee 
on Foreign Relations and ordered to be 
printed; and that the President's mes
sage be printed in the RECORD. 

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

The message of the President is as 
follows: 
To the Senate of the United States: 

With a view to receiving the advice 
and consent of the Senate to ratifica
tion, I transmit herewith the Regional 
Agreement for the Use of the Band 
1605-1705 kHz in Region 2, with an
nexes, and two U.S. statements as con
tained in the Final Protocol, signed on 
behalf of the United States at Rio de 
Janeiro on June 8, 1988. I transmit also, 
for the information of the Senate, the 
report of the Department of State with 
respect to the Agreement. 

The Agreement establishes a fre
quency allotment plan and associated 
procedures designed to enable the 
International Telecommunication 
Union (ITU) member countries in Re
gion 2 (Western Hemisphere) to imple
ment the AM broadcasting service in 
the 100 kHz band (1605-1705 kHz) adja
cent to the upper end of the existing 
AM broadcasting band. It is the result 
of two sessions of a Regional Adminis
trative Radio Conference held in 1986 in 
Geneva, and in 1988 in Rio de Janeiro, 
under the auspices of the ITU. The 
Agreement is consistent with the pro
posals of and the positions taken by 
the United States at the 1988 con
ference. Given the history of harmful 
interference to U.S. AM broadcasting 
stations in the existing AM radio band 
from various countries in the Region 
(particularly Cuba), the United States, 
at the time of signature, submitted 
statements on this subject that were 
included in a Final Protocol to the 
Agreement. The specific statements, 
with reasons, are given in the report of 
the Department of State. 

I believe that the United States 
should become a party to this Agree
ment, which provides for the expansion 
in an orderly manner of the AM broad
casting service in the Western Hemi
sphere into the band 1605-1705 kHz. It is 
my hope that· the Senate will take 
early action on this matter and give its 
advice and consent to ratification. 

GEORGE BUSH. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, July 30, 1991. 

REFERRAL VITIATED AND 
MEASURE REFERRED--S. 1583 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the referral of 
S. 1583, the Pipeline Safety Improve
ment Act be vitiated, and that the 
measure then be referred to the Senate 
Committee on Commerce and Trans
portation. 

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

MEASURE SEQUENTIALLY 
REFERRED--S. 668 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Calendar No. 
189, S. 668, a bill to authorize consoli
dated grants to Indian tribes to regu
late environmental quality on Indian 
Reservations, be sequentially referred 
to the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works, for a period not to ex
ceed 2 calendar days; and that if S. 668 
is not reported by the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works within 
that time, . the bill then be automati
cally discharged and returned to the 
calendar. 

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

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 
Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate go 
into executive session to consider all 
nominations reported today by the 
Committee on Foreign Relations: 

Charles R. Bowers to be Ambassador 
to Bolivia; 

Sally G. Cowal to be Ambassador to 
Trinidad and Tobago; 

Morris D. Busby to be Ambassador to 
Colombia; 

Luis Guinot, Jr. to be Ambassador to 
Costa Rica; 

Arthur Hughes to be Ambassador to 
Yemen; 

Christopher W.S. Ross to be Ambas
sador to Syria; 

Frank G. Wisner to be Ambassador to 
the Philippines; 

Robert M. Kimmitt to be Ambassador 
to Germany; 

Robert S. Strauss to be Ambassador 
to the U.S.S.R.; 

George E. Moose to be U.S. Rep
resentative to the U.N. Security Coun
cil; 

James Grady to be a member of the 
Board of Directors of the Overseas Pri
vate Investment Corporation; 

Weldon W. Case to be a member of 
the Board of Directors of the Overseas 
Private Investment Corporation; 

Quincy M. Krosby to be U.S. Alter
nate Executive Director of the Inter
national Monetary Fund; 

Charles G. Untemeyer to be Associ
ate Director of the U.S. Information 
Agency; and 

Karl Rove to be a member of the 
Board for International Broadcasting. 

I further ask unanimous consent that 
the nominees be considered, en bloc; 
that any statements appear in the 
RECORD as if read; that the nominees 
be confirmed, en bloc; that the motions 
to reconsider be tabled; that the Presi
dent be notified of the Senate's action; 
and that the Senate return to legisla
tive session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. SEYMOUR. Mr. President, they 
have been cleared. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair hears none and it is so ordered. 

The nominations considered and con
firmed en bloc are as follows: 

Charles R. Bowers to be Ambassador 
to Bolivia; 

Sally G. Cowal to be Ambassador to 
Trinidad and Tobago; 

Morris D. Busby to be Ambassador to 
Colombia; 

Luis Guinot, Jr. to be Ambassador to 
Costa Rica; 

Arthur Hughes to be Ambassador to 
Yemen; 

Christopher W.S. Ross to be Ambas
sador to Syria; 

Frank G. Wisner to be Ambassador to 
the Philippines; 
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Robert M. Kim.mitt to be Ambassador 

to Germany; 
Robert S. Strauss to be Ambassador 

to the U.S.S.R.; 
George E. Moose to be U.S. Rep

resentative to the U.N. Security Coun
cil; 

James Grady to be a member of the 
Board of Directors of the Overseas Pri
vate Investment Corporation; 

Weldon W. Case to be a member of 
the Board of Directors of the Overseas 
Private Investment Corporation; 

Quincy M. Krosby to be U.S. Alter
nate Executive Director of the Inter
national Monetary Fund; 

Charles G. Untemeyer to be Associ
ate Director of the U.S. Information 
Agency; and 

Karl Rove to be a member of the 
Board for International Broadcasting. 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Senate will re
sume legislative session. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 
Messages from the President of the 

United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. Mccathran, one of 
his secretaries. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 
As in executive session the Presiding 

Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting a nomination and a 
treaty, which were referred to the ap
propriate committees. 

(The nomination received today is 
printed at the end of the Senate pro
ceedings.) 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 
At 2:16 p.m., a message from the 

House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hays, announced that the House 
has agreed to the amendments of the 
Senate to the bill (H.R. 1047) to amend 
title 38, United States Code, to make 
miscellaneous improvements in veter
ans' compensation, pension, and life in
surance programs, and for other pur
poses. 

The message also announced that the 
House has passed the following bills 
and joint resolution, in which it re
quests the concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 175. An act to designate a clinical 
wing at the Department of Veterans Affairs 
Medical Center in Salem, VA, as the "Hugh 
Davis Memorial Wing"; 

H.R. 948. An act to designate to the U.S. 
courthouse located at 120 North Henry 
Street in Madison, WI, as the "Robert W. 
Kastenmeier United States Courthouse"; 

H.R. 1046. An act to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to increase, effective as of De
cember l, 1991, the rates of disability com
pensation for veterans with service-con-

nected disabilities and the rates of depend
ency and indemnity compenation for survi
vors of such veterans; 

H.R. 1779. An act to designate the Federal 
building being constructed at 77 West Jack
son Boulevard in Chicago, IL, at the "Ralph 
H. Metcalf Federal Building"; 

H.R. 2901. An act to authorize the transfer 
by lease of four naval vessels to the Govern
ment of Greece; -

H.R. 2968. An act to waive the period of 
congressional review for certain District of 
Columbia acts; 

H.R. 2969. An act to permit the Mayor of 
the District of Columbia to reduce the budg
ets of the Board of Education and other inde
pendent agencies of the District, to permit 
the District of Columbia to carry out a pro
gram to reduce the number of employees of 
the District government, and for other pur
poses; and 

H.J. Res. 264. Joint resolution designating 
August 1, 1991, as "Helsinki Human Rights 
Day.'' 

The message also announced that the 
House has agreed to the following con
current resolutions, in which it re
quests the concurrence of the Senate: 

H. Con. Res. 171. A concurrent resolution 
expressing the sense of the Congress relating 
to the rescue of approximately 14,000 Ethio
pian Jews from Ethiopia to Israel, and to the 
current famine in Ethiopia; 

H. Con. Res. 176. A concurrent resolution 
expressing the sense of the Congress regard
ing human rights violations in the Islamic 
Republic of Mauritania; and 

H. Con. Res. 186. A concurrent resolution 
condemning resurgent anti-Semitism and 
ethnic intolerance in Romania. 

MEASURES REFERRED 
The following bills and joint resolu

tion were read the first and second 
times by unanimous consent, and re
ferred as indicated: 

H.R. 175. An act to designate a clinical 
wing at the Department of Veterans Affairs 
Medical Center in Salem, VA, as the "Hugh 
Davis Memorial Wing"; to the Committee on 
Veterans' Affairs. 

H.R. 948. An act to designate the U.S. 
courthouse located at 120 North Henry 
Street in Madison, WI, as the "Robert W. 
Kastenmeier United States Courthouse"; to 
the Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

H.R. 1046. An act to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to increase, effective as of De
cember 1, 1991, the rates of disability com
pensation for veterans with service-con
nected disabilities and the rates of depend
ency and indemnity compensation for survi
vors of such veterans; to the Committee on 
Veterans' Affairs. 

H.R. 1779. An act to designate the Federal 
building being constructed at,. 77 West Jack
son Boulevard in Chicago, IL, at the "Ralph 
H. Metcalf Federal Building"; to the Com
mittee on Environment and Public Works. 

H.R. 2968. An act to waive the period of 
congressional review for certain District of 
Columbia acts; to the Committee on Govern
mental Affairs. 

H.R. 2969. An act to permit the Mayor of 
the District of Columbia to reduce the budg
ets of the Board of Education and other inde
pendent agencies of the District, to permit 
the District of Columbia to carry out a pro
gram to reduce the number of employees of 
the District government, and for other pur-

poses; to the Committee on Governmental 
Affairs. 

The following concurrent resolutions 
were read, and referred as indicated: 

H. Con. Res. 171. A concurrent resolution 
expressing the sense of the Congress relating 
to the rescue of approximately 14,000 Ethio
pian Jews from Ethiopia to Israel, and to the 
current famine in Ethiopia; to the Commit
tee on Foreign Relations. 

H. Con. Res. 176. A concurrent resolution 
expressing the sense of the Congress regard
ing human rights violations in the Islamic 
Republic of Mauritania; to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

H. Con. Res. 186. A concurrent resolution 
condemning resurgent anti-Semitism and 
ethnic intolerance in Romania; to the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations. 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc
uments, which were referred as indi
cated: 

EC-1690. A communication from the Gen
eral Counsel of the Department of Defense, 
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation 
to amend section 1121 of Public Law 100-180, 
101 Stat. 1147, to allow more effective use of 
the Department of Defense Counterintel
ligence Polygraph Program; to the Commit
tee on Armed Services. 

EC-1691. A communication from the Sec
retary of the Interior, transmitting, pursu
ant to law, a report on waste tank safety is
sues at the Hanford site; to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

EC-1692. A communication from the Gen
eral Counsel of the Department of the Treas
ury, transmitting a draft of proposed legisla
tion to provide for participation by the Unit
ed States in a capital stock increase of the 
International Finance Corporation; to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs. 

EC-1693. A communication from the Presi
dent and Chairman of the Export-Import 
Bank of the United States, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, a report on a transaction 
involving United States exports to the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics; to the Com
mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af
fairs. 

EC-1694. A communication from the Sec
retary of Transportation, transmitting, pur
suant to law, a report on the implementation 
of the Imported Vehicle Safety Compliance 
Act of 1988; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC-1695. A communication from the Assist
ant Secretary of the Interior (Land and Min
erals Management), transmitting, pursuant 
to law, a notice on leasing systems for the 
Chukchi Sea, sale 126, scheduled to be held in 
August 1991; to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 

EC-1696. A communication from the Dep
uty Associate Director for Collection and 
Disbursement, Minerals Management Serv
ice, Department of the Interior, transmit
ting, pursuant to law, a report on the refund 
of certain offshore lease revenues; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re
sources. 

EC-1697. A communication from the Dep
uty Associate Director for Collection and 
Disbursement, Minerals Management Serv
ice, Department of the Interior, transmit-
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ting, pursuant to law, a report on the refund 
of certain offshore lease revenues; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re
sources. 

EC-1698. A communication from the Chair
man of the Pennsylvania Avenue Develop
ment Corporation, transmitting a draft of 
proposed legislation to amend the Penn
sylvania Avenue Development Corporation 
Act of 1972 to authorize appropriations for 
implementation of the development plan for 
Pennsylvania Avenue between the Capitol 
and the White House, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Energy and Natural Re
sources. 

EC-1699. A communication from the Assist
ant Secretary of State (Legislative Affairs), 
transmitting, pursuant to law, notice of the 
use of funds from the United States Emer
gency Refugee and Migration Assistance 
Fund in two recent Presidential determina
tions; to the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions. 

EC-1700. A communication from the Comp
troller General of the United States, trans
mitting, pursuant to law, a list of reports is
sued by the General Accounting Office in 
June 1991; to the Committee on Govern
mental Affairs. 

EC-1701. A communication from the Vice 
President of the Farm Credit Bank of 
Springfield, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the annual report on the Farm Credit Banks 
of Springfield Retirement Plan for the plan 
year ended December 31, 1990; to the Com
mittee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC-1702. A communication from the Attor
ney General of the United States and the Di
rector of the Office of Management and 
Budget, Executive Office of the President, 
transmitting jointly, a draft of proposed leg
islation to assure, for financial management 
and budget related purposes, an accurate re
flection of program-related expenditures 
arising from the taking of private property; 
to the Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC-1703. A communication from the Assist
ant Secretary of State (Legislative Affairs), 
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation 
to make certain amendments to the Immi
gration and Nationality Act and the Immi
gration Act of 1990; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

EC-1704. A communication from the Assist
ant Attorney General (Legislative Affairs), 
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation 
to amend the Federal mail fraud statute to 
permit the more effective and efficient pros
ecution of persons engaged in telemarketing 
fraud; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

EC-1705. A communication from the Sec
retary of Labor, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the annual report of the Department 
under the Freedom of Information Act for 
calendar year 1990; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

EC-1706. A communication from the Assist
ant Attorney General (Legislative Affairs), 
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation 
to provide for the recovery by the United 
States of the costs of hospital and medical 
care and treatment furnished by the United 
States in certain circumstances, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on the Ju
diciary. 

EC-1707. A communication from the Sec
retary of the Treasury, transmitting, pursu
ant to law, the annual report of the Student 
Loan Marketing Association for calendar 
year 1990; to the Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources. 

EC-1708. A communication from the Sec
retary of Education, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, final selection criteria for the Stu-

dent Assistance General Provisions-Institu
tional Quality Control Project; to the Com
mittee on Labor and Human Resources. 

EC-1709. A communication from the Sec
retary of Education, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, notice of final funding priority-Re
search in Education of Individuals With Dis
abilities Program; to the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources. 

EC-1710. A communication from the Sec
retary of Veterans Affairs, transmitting a 
draft of proposed legislation to amend title 
38, United States Code, to permit the Sec
retary of Veterans Affairs to declare an open 
season during which veterans with partici
pating National Service Life Insurance poli
cies can purchase paid-up, additional insur
ance with their dividend credits and deposits 
whenever the Secretary determines that it is 
administratively and actuarially sound for 
each program of insurance; to the Commit
tee on Veterans' Affairs. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 

By Mr. JOHNSTON, from the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources, with 
amendments: 

S. 628. A bill to direct the Secretary of the 
Interior to conduct a study of certain his
toric military forts in the State of New Mex
ico (Rept. No. 102-127). 

By Mr. JOHNSTON, from the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources, without 
amendment: 

S. 855. A bill to amend the act entitled "An 
Act to authorize the erection of a memorial 
on Federal land in the District of Columbia 
and its environs to honor members of the 
Armed Forces of the United States who 
served in the Korean war" (Rept. No. 102-
128). 

By Mr. JOHNSTON, from the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources, with an 
amendment in the nature of a substitute: 

S. 1029. A bill to designate certain lands in 
the State of Colorado as components of the 
National Wilderness Preservation System, 
and for other purposes (Rept. No. 102-129). 

By Mr. JOHNSTON, from the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources, with 
amendments: 

S. 550. A bill to amend the Act of May 15, 
1965, authorizing the Secretary of the Inte
rior to designate the Nez Perce National His
torical Park in the State of Idaho, and for 
other purposes (Rept. No. 102-130). 

By Mr. KENNEDY, from the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resotirces, with an amend
ment in the nature of a substitute: 

S. 1306. A bill to amend title V of the Pub
lic Health Service Act to revise and extend 
certain programs, to restructure the Alco
hol, Drug Abuse, and Mental Health Admin
istration, and for other purposes (Rept. No. 
102-131). 

By Mr. PELL, from the Committee on For
eign Relations, without amendment and with 
a preamble: 

S. Res. 146. A resolution expressing the 
sense of the Senate regarding the recent vol
canic disaster in the Philippines. 

By Mr. GLENN, from the . Committee on 
Governmental Affairs, without amendment: 

S. 1145. A bill to amend the Ethics in Gov
ernment Act of 1978 to remove the limitation 
on the authorization of appropriations for 
the Office of Government Ethics. 

The following executive reports of 
committees were submitted: 

By Mr. PELL, from the Committee on For
eign Relations: 

George Edward Moose, of Maryland, a ca
reer member of the senior Foreign Service, 
class of Minister Counselor, to be Deputy 
Representative of the United States in the 
Security Council of the United Nations, with 
the rank of Ambassador; 

James Thomas Grady, of Massachusetts, to 
be a member of the Board of Directors of the 
Overseas Private Investment Corporation for 
a term expiring December 17, 1991; 

Weldon W. Case, of Florida, to be a member 
of the Board of Directors of the Overseas Pri
vate Investment Corporation for a term ex
piring December 17, 1993; 

Quincy Mellon Krosby, of New York, to be 
U.S. Alternate Executive Director of the 
International Monetary Fund for a term of 2 
years; 

Charles Graves Untermeyer, of Texas, to be 
an Associate Director of the United States 
Information Agency; and 

Karl C. Rove, of Texas, to be a member of 
the Board for International Broadcasting for 
a term expiring April 28, 1994. 

Charles R. Bowers, of California, a Career 
Member of the Senior Foreign Service, Class 
of Minister-Counselor, to be Ambassador Ex
traordinary and Plenipotentiary of the Unit
ed States of America to the Republic of Bo
livia. 

(Contributions are to be reported for the 
period beginning on the first day of the 
fourth calendar year preceding the calendar 
year of the nomination and ending on the 
date of the nomination.) 

Nominee: Charles R. Bowers. 
Post: Bolivia. 
Contributions, amount, date, and donee: 
1. Self: None. 
2. Spouse: None. 
3. Children names: Christopher, Stephanie 

(neither child is married). 
4. Parents names: Sidney E. Bowers, Geor

gia F. Bowers (both parents are deceased). 
5. Grandparents names: Mr. and Mrs. Harry 

Ozee; Mr. and Mrs. Sidney Bowers (all grand
parents are deceased). 

6. Brothers and spouses names: Robert E. 
Bowers, Brenda R. Bowers $25, August 2, 1990, 
"Keep George Brown in Congress Commit
tee." 

7. Sisters and spouses names: NIA. 

Sally G. Cowal, of Massachusetts, a Career 
Member of the Senior Foreign Service, Class 
of Minister-Counselor, to be Ambassador Ex
traordinary and Plenipotentiary of the Unit
ed States of America to the Republic of Trin
idad and Tobago. 

(Contributions are to be reported for the 
period beginning on the first day of the 
fourth calendar year preceding the calendar 
year of the nomination and ending on the 
date of the nomination.) 

Nominee: Sally G. Cowal. 
Post: Trinidad & Tobago. 
Contributions, amount, date, and donee: 
1. Self: None. 
2. Spouse: Anthony C. Cowal, none. 
3. Children and spouses names: Gregory 

Cowal; Kirsten Cowal; Alexandra Cowal, 
none. 

4. Parents names: James Smerz, (father) 
Florence Smerz (stepmother), none. 

5. Grandparents names: None alive. 
6. Brothers and spouses names: None, 

James Smerz (brother), Nancy Smerz (sister
in-law), none. 

- - . . . . _. ___. - - - '- ----· .. ~ - ~ . - ' 
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7. Sisters and spouses names: No sisters. 

Morris D. Busby, of Virginia, a Career 
Member of the senior Foreign Service, Class 
of Minister-Counselor, to be Ambassador Ex
traordinary and Plenipotentiary of"the Unit
ed States of America to the Republic of Co
lombia. 

(Contributions are to be reported for the 
period beginning on the first day of the 
fourth calendar year preceding the calendar 
year of the nomination and ending on the 
date of the nomination.) 

Nominee: Morris D. Busby. 
Post: Colombia. 
Contributions, amount, date, and donee: 
1. Self: None. 
2. Spouse: None. 
3. Children and spouses names: Scott M. 

Busby, none; Patrick C. Busby, none. 
4. Parents names: Mary E. Busby, none. 
5. Grandparents names: NIA. 
6. Brothers and spouses names: N/ A. 
7. Sisters and spouses names: Mr. & Mrs. 

C.J. Hamilton, none. 

Luis Guinot, Jr., of Puerto Rico, to be Am
bassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary 
of the United States of America to the Re
public of Costa Rica. 

(Contributions are to be reported for the 
period beginning on the first day of the 
fourth calendar year preceding the calendar 
year of the nomination and ending on the 
date of the nomination.) 

Nominee: Luis Guinot, Jr. 
Post: U.S. Ambassador-Republic of Costa 

Rica. 
Contributions, amount, date, and donee: 
1. Self: Sl,000, 1985, Fund for America's Fu

ture; Sl,000, 1986, Fund for America's Future; 
$100, 1986, Bush for President (primary) VA., 
$100, 1988 Bush for President (primary) PR; 
$250, 1988, Bush for President. 

2. Spouse: Marta L. Guinot, all donations 
listed in continuation sheet were made joint
ly. 

3. Children and spouses: Luis R. Guinot III, 
no contributions made; Beatriz Guinot
Barnes, daughter, no contributions made; 
Darryll Barnes, son in law, no contributions 
made; Patricia Guinot-Berube, daughter, no 
contributions made; George Berube, son in 
law, no contributions made; Victoria M. 
Guinot, daughter, no contributions made; 
Claudia C. Guinot, daughter, no contribu
tions made. 

4. Parents names: Luis Guinot and 
Marcelina Rivera Guinot, no contributions 
made. 

5. Grandparents names: Jose Guinot and 
Rosarie Rivera Guinot, deceased prior to 
1986; Esteban Rivera and Angela Perz Rivera, 
deceased prior to 1986. 

6. Brothers and spouses names: None. 
7. Sisters and spouses names: Maria C. 

Guinot, unmarried, no contributions made. 

Arthur Hayden Hughes, of Nebraska, a Ca
reer Member of the Senior Foreign Service, 
Class of Minister-Counselor, to be Ambas
sador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of 
the United States of America to the Republic 
of Yemen. 

(Contributions are tQ be reported for the 
period beginning on the first day of the 
fourth calendar year preceding the calendar 
year of the nomination and ending on the 
date of the nomination.) 

Nominee: Arthur H. Hughes. 
Post: U.S. Ambassador-Republic of 

Yemen. 
Contributions, amount, date, and donee: 
1. Self: None. 

2. Spouse: None. 
3. Children and spouses names: Alexander 

G. Hughes, Mary Made Hughes (spouse), 
Katherine L. Hughes. 

4. Parents names: Deceased 1982, 1985. 
5. Grandparents names: Deceased 1953 and 

earlier. 
6. Brothers and spouses names: David E. 

Hughes, Janice Hughes (spouse), none. 
7. Sisters and spouses names: Ardith 

Hughes Hartford, Richard Hartford (spouse), 
$10.00, 1988, George Bush. 

Christopher W.S. Ross, of California, a Ca
reer Member of the Senior Foreign Service, 
Class of Minister-Counselor, to be Ambas
sador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of 
the United States of America to the Syrian 
Arab Republic. 

(Contributions are to be reported for the 
period beginning on the first day of the 
fourth calendar year preceding the calendar 
year of the nomination and ending on the 
date of the nomination.) 

Nominee: Christopher W.S. Ross. 
Post: Ambassador to Syria. 
Contributions, amount, date, and donee: 
1. Self: None. 
2. Spouse: None. 
3. Children and spouses names: Anthony G. 

Ross, no spouse, none. 
4. Parents names: Claude G. & Antigone A. 

Ross, none. 
5. Grandparents names: Grace Ross, all 

others deceased, none. 
6. Brothers and spouses names: Geoffrey F. 

Ross, no spouse, none. 
7. Sisters and spouses names: None. 

Frank G. Wisner, of the District of Colum
bia, a Career Member of the Senior Foreign 
Service, Class of Career Minister, to be Am
bassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary 
of the United States of America to the Re
public of the Philippines. 

(Contributions are to be reported for the 
period beginning on the first day of the 
fourth calendar year preceding the calendar 
year of the nomination and ending on the 
date of the nomination.) 

Nominee: Frank G. Wisner. 
Post: Republic of the Philippines. 
Contributions, amount, date, and donee: 
1. Self: $50.00, 1990, Les Aspin for Congress. 
2. Spouse: None. 
3. Children and spouses names: None. 
4. Parents names: Mary Fritchey, mother, 

$910.00, May 2, 1988, In-kind contribution Les 
Aspin for Congress (reception at home); 
$100.00, May 10,1988, Citizens for Kathleen 
Townsend (MD); Sl00.00, June 3, 1988, Skip 
Humphrey for Senate Caml>aign (MN); 
Sl00.00, December 1989, Andrew Young; 
$100.00, December 1989, Sidney Yates (IL); 
$20.00, December 12, 1990, Kerry for Senate in 
1990 Committee (MA); $250.00, March 6, 1990, 
Re-elect Claibornie Pell; Sl,035.00, October 2, 
1990, In-kind contribution Les Aspin for Con
gress (reception at home); $100.00, October 10, 
1990, Claiborne Pell for Senate; $25.00, Octo
ber 10, 1990, Kerry for Senate (MA); $100.00, 
October 10, 1990, Espy for Congress (MS). 

5. Grandparents names: None. 
6. Brothers and spouses names: Graham 

Wisner, brother, $5,000.00, April 1987, James 
Evans, Candidate for Attorney General-Ala
bama; Sl,000, September 1990, Rep. Charles 
Jones, Candidate for Louisiana Appeals 
Court; $200.00, November 1990, Sharon Pratt 
Dixon, Candidate for Mayor of Washington, 
DC. Ellis Wisner, brother, $100.00, July 3, 
1987, the Committee for Tim Wirth. Wendy 
Hazard, sister, $200.00, 1989-90, Tom Andrews 
for Congress; $100.00, 1989, Democratic So-

cialists of America; $100.00, 1990, Democratic 
Socialists of America; $200.00, 1987~. Jesse 
Jackson for President; $50.00, 1988, Senator 
George Mitchell Campaign; $100.00, 1988, Na
tional Democratic Party. 

7. Sisters and spouses names: No informa
tion received as of January 30, 1991. 

Robert Michael Kimmitt, of Virginia, to be 
Ambassador Extraordinary and Pleni
potentiary of the United States of America 
to the Federal Republic of Germany. 

(Contributions are to be reported for the 
period beginning on the first day of the 
fourth calendar year preceding the calendar 
year of the nomination and ending on the 
date of the nomination.) 

Nominee: Robert Michael Kimmitt. 
Post: U.S. Ambassador to Germany. 
Contributions, amount date, and donee: 
1. Self: Sl,000, 1988, Pete Dawkins for Sen

ate; $250, 1988, Catch the Spirit PAC; $100, 
1988, Illinois Victory. 

2. Spouse: $500, 1988, Pete Dawkins for Sen
ate. 

3. Children (no spouses): Kathleen W. 
Kimmitt, none; Robert M. Kimmitt, Jr., 
none; William P. J. Kimmitt, none; Thomas 
M. Kimmitt, none; Margaret R. Kimmitt, 
none. 

4. Parents: Joseph S. Kimmitt, $600, 1987, 
McDonnell Douglas Helicopter Co. PAC; $600, 
1988, McDonnell Douglas Helicopter Co. PAC; 
$600, 1989, McDonnell Douglas Helicopter Co. 
PAC; $20, 1989, Democratic National Commit
tee; $600, 1990, McDonnell Douglas Helicopter 
Co. PAC; $100, 1990, Sloane for Senate; $200, 
1990, Montana Technologies Co. PAC; $20, 
1990, Democratic National Committee; $57.70, 
1991, McDonnell Douglas Helicopter Co. PAC; 
Eunice L. Kimmitt, none. 

FEC records list a $500 contribution by my 
father to the Akaka for Senate campaign in 
1990, but this contribution was made by the 
McDonnell Douglas Helicopter Co. PAC, not 
my father. 

5. Grandparents: Joseph and Margaret 
Kimmitt, deceased; Henry and Leona 
Wegener, deceased. 

6. Brothers and spouses: Joseph H. 
Kimmitt, $50, 1991, Jim Moran for Congress; 
Carol W. Kimmitt, S50 (in kind) 1990, Jim 
Moran for Congress; Thomas M. Kimmitt, 
none; Mark T. Kimmitt, none; Catherine M. 
Kimmitt, none. 

7. Sisters and spouses: Kathy K. Ross, 
none; Michael Ross, none; Mary K. Laxton, 
none; Stephen Laxton, none; Judy K. Rainey, 
$25, 1990, Ted Muenster for Senate; Terence 
J. Rainey, none. 

Robert S. Strauss, of Texas, to be Ambas
sador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of 
the United States of America to the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics. 

(Contributions are to be reported for the 
period beginning on the first day of the 
fourth calendar year preceding the calendar 
year of the nomination and ending on the 
date of the nomination.) 

Nominee: Robert S. Strauss. 
Post: Ambassador to the Soviet Union. 
Contributions, amount, date, and donee: 
1. Self: 1987-Akin, Gump, Strauss, Hauer & 

Feld Civic Action Committee; January 28, 
1987, $5,000; Gephardt for President, February 
25, 1987, Sl,000; Dukakis for President, March 
26, 1987, $500; Al Gore for President, April 22, 
1987. $500; Friends of Gary Hart, April 22, 
1987, $500; Valley Education Fund/Tony Coel
ho, May 4, 1987, Sl,000; Friends of Robert C. 
Byrd, June 23, 1987, Sl,000; Biden for Presi
dent, June 30, 1987, $500; Jim Wright Appre
ciation Fund, November 16, 1987, $1,000; 
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House Leadership Fund/Tom Foley, Novem
ber 25, 1987, $500; Jesse Jackson, June, 1987, 
$250; Simon for President, June 18, 1987, $500; 
Democratic Action Committee, January, 
1987, $10; Dallas Democratic Committee, Au
gust, 1987, Sl,000; Annette Strauss for Mayor, 
February, 1987, $5,000. 

1988: Akin, Gump, Strauss, Hauer & Feld, 
Civic Action Committee, January 25, 1988, 
$4,918; Bryan for Senate, April 22, 1988, Sl,000; 
MacKay for Senate, October 11, 1988, Sl,000; 
'88-Metzenbaum for Senate, October 12, 1988, 
Reubin Askew for Senate, April 19, 1988, 
$1,000. Reubin Askew for Senate, June 21, 
1988, $320; Dallas Democratic Committee, 
July, 1988, $1,000. 

1989: Akin, Gump, Strauss, Hauer & Feld 
Civic Action Committee, January, 1989, 
$5,000; 1990-Exon for Senate, February 1, 
1989, Sl,000; Harkin for Senate, July 21, 1989, 
Sl,000; Comm. to Reelect Tom Foley, Sep
tember 5, 1989, Sl,000; Oklahomans for Boren, 
October 23, 1989, Sl,000; Ben Cardin for Con
gress, November 15, 1989, $350; Dallas Demo
cratic Committee, February, 1989, $1000; Dal
las Democratic Committee, July, 1989, $150; 
Reelect Gov. Neil Goldschmidt, November 21, 
1989, $500. 

1990: Akin, Gump, Strauss, Hauer & Feld 
Civic Action Committee, February, 1990, 
$5,000; Gephardt for Congress, February 7, 
1990, $500; Comm. to Reelect Jack Brooks, 
February 26, 1990, $1,000; Ted Muenster for 
Senate, May 23, 1990, Sl,000; Sloane for Sen
ate, June 26, 1990, $250; Sloane for Senate, 
September 26, 1990, $500; Harkin for Senate, 
October 10, 1990, $500; Kerry for Senate, Octo
ber 10, 1990, $500; Cynthia Sullivan for Con
gress, October 10, 1990, $100; Parmer for Sen
ate, January 17, 1990, $200; Womens National 
Democratic Club, August, 1990, $400; Dallas 
Democratic Party, August, 1990, $100; Dallas 
Democractic Forum, September, 1990, $200; 
Dallas Democratic Party, October, 1990, $250; 
Ann Richards for Governor, June 26, 1990, 
Sl,000; Goddard for Governor, October 10, 
1990, $550. 

1991: Akin, Gump, Strauss, Hauer & Feld 
Civic Action Committee, January 22, 1991, 
$5,000; Friends of Bob Graham, February 28, 
1991, $500; Comm. to Reelect Jack Brooks, 
May l, 1991, $1,000; Wendell Ford for Senate, 
June 11, 1991, Sl,000; Dallas Democratic Fi
nance Council, May 3, 1991, Sl,000. 

2. Spouse: Helen J. Strauss, $500, February 
10, 1988, Gephardt for President. 

3. Children and spouses names: Robert A. 
Strauss (spouse-Olga), Babbitt for President, 
February 20, 1987, $250.00; Arizona Demo
cratic Council, March 3, 1987, $125.00; Babbitt 
for President, April 30, 1987, $50.00; Demo
cratic Senate Campaign Committee, August 
24, 1987, $25.00; The Maxi Committee, Senator 
Dennis DeConcini, November 16, 1987, 
$1000.00; Arizona Democratic Council, No
vember 24, 1987, $125.00; Arizona Democratic 
Council, February 4, 1988, $125.00; Arizona 
Democratic Council, April l, 1988, $125.00; 
The Maxi Committee, May 12, 1988, Senator 
Dennis DeConcini, $1000.00; Arizona Demo
cratic Party, June 2, 1988, $25.00; Arizona 
Democratic Council, July l, 1988, $125.00; Ari
zona Democratic Council, September 26, 1988, 
$125.00; Arizona Democratic Council, Decem
ber 29, 1988, Sl25.00; Arizona Democratic 
Council, April, 3 1989, $125.00; Arizona Demo
cratic Party, May 8, 1989, $250.00; Arizona 
Democratic Council, July 5, 1989, $125.00; Ari
zona Leadership for America, Search Com
mittee, July 11, 1989, $250.00; Arizona Demo
cratic Council, October 2, 1989, $125.00; IM
P ACT 2000, October 19, 1989, $50.00; IMPACT 
2000, October 31, 1989, $200.00; Arizona Demo
cratic Council, May 9, 1990, $250.00; Demo-

cratic Party of Arizona, August 7, 1990, 
$250.00; Democratic Party of Arizona, August 
10, 1990, $250.00; DeConcini 1994 Committee, 
September 4, 1990, Sl000.00; Democratic Party 
of Arizona, January 18, 1991, $250.00; IMPACT 
1990, February 5, 1991, $250.00; Arizona Demo
cratic Party, March 8, 1991, $125.00; Demo
cratic Party of Arizona, March 11, · 1991, 
$250.00; Arizona Democratic Party, April 29, 
1991, Sl00.00; Arizona Democratic Council, 
May 6, 1991, $125.00; Volgy for Congress, June 
11, 1991, $1000.00. 

Richard C. Strauss (spouse-Diana), Jim 
Wright Campaign, January 30, 1987, $2,000.00; 
Democratic Finance Council, February 26, 
1987, Sl,000.00; Martin Frost Campaign, March 
17, 1987, $250.00; Democratic Finance Council, 
April 28, 1987, Sl,000.00; Martin Frost Cam
paign, August 4, 1987, $2,000.00; Wright Appre
ciation Fund, November 10, 1987, $2,000.00; 
Lloyd Bentsen Campaign, January 27, 1988, 
Sl,821.34; Democratic Finance Council, Feb
ruary 19, 1988, Sl,000.00; FedPac, February 19, 
1988, $500.00; Rep. Kent Grusendorf Campaign, 
March 7, 1988, $250.JO; Dallas Democratic 
Forum, May 11, 1988, $250.00; Senator DeCon
cini Dinner, June 27, 1988, Sl,000.00; Buddy 
MacKay for Senate, October 21, 1988, 
Sl,000.00; Craig Washington for Congress, Au
gust 31, 1989, $2,000.00; Sandy Kress Cam
paign, October 30, 1989, Sl,000.00; Chet Ed
wards Campaign, December 20, 1989, $2,000.00; 
Chet Edwards Campaign, September 5, 1990, 
$2,000.00; Wendell Ford for Senate, May 23, 
1991, $2,000.00. Susan Strauss Breen (spouse
George), none. 

4. Parents Names: Deceased. 
5. Grandparents names: Deceased. 
6. Brothers and spouses names: Theodore 

Strauss (spouse-Annette), none. 
7. Sisters and spouses names: None. 
(The above nominations were re

ported with the recommendation that 
they be confirmed, subject to the nomi
nees' commitment to respond to re
quests to appear and testify before any 
duly constituted committee of the Sen
ate.) 

By Mr. PELL, from the Committee on For
eign Relations: 

Treaty Doc. 99-29. Convention Providing a 
Uniform Law on the Form of an Inter
national Will (Exec. Rept. No. 102-9); 

Treaty Doc. 101-14. Protocol Relating to an 
Amendment to Article 56 of the Convention 
on International Civil Aviation (Exec. Rept. 
No. 102-10); 

Treaty Doc. 101-15. Amendments to the 
1928 Convention Concerning International 
Expositions, as Amended (Exec. Rept. No. 
102-11); 

Treaty Doc. 101-17. Protocol Amending Ex
tradition Treaty With Canada (Exec. Rept. 
No. 102-12). 

TEXTS OF RESOLUTIONS OF ADVICE AND CON
SENT TO RATIFICATION AS REPORTED BY THE 
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 
Resolved (two-thirds of the Senators present 

concurring therein), That the Senate advise 
and consent to the ratification of the Con
vention Providing a Uniform Law on the 
Form of an International Will, adopted at a 
diplomatic conference held in Washington, 
DC, from October 16 to 26, 1973, and signed on 
behalf of the United States on October 'J:l, 
1973. 

Resolved· (two-thirds of the Senators present 
concurring therein), That the Senate advise 
and consent to the ratification of the Proto
col Relating to an Amendment to Article 56 
of the Convention on International Civil 
Aviation, done at Montreal on October 6, 
1989. 

Resolved (two-thirds of the Senators present 
concurring therein), That the Senate advise 
and consent to the ratification of Amend
ments to the Convention of November 22, 
1928, concerning International Expositions, 
as amended (TIAS Series 6548, 6549, 9948, and 
Treaty Doc. No. 98-1). 

Resolved (two-thirds of the Senators present 
concurring therein), That the Senate advise 
and consent to the ratification of Protocol 
signed at Ottawa on January 11, 1988, amend
ing the Treaty on Extradition Between the 
United States of America and Canada, signed 
at Washington on December 3, 1971, as 
amended by an exchange of notes on June 28 
and July 9, 1974. 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. DANFORTH: 
S. 1584. A bill to extend temporarily the ex

isting suspension of duty on sulfamethazine; 
to the Committee on Finance. 

S. 1585. A bill to extend temporarily the ex
isting suspension of duty on sulfathiazole; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

S. 1586. A bill to extend temporarily the ex
isting suspension of duty on difenzoquat 
methyl sulfate; to the Committee on Fi
nance. 

S. 1587. A bill to suspend temporarily the 
duty on oxalacetic acid diethylester sodium 
salt; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. DECONCINI: 
S. 1588. A bill to amend title 11 of the Unit

ed States Code to make clear that the actual 
and necessary expenses incurred by official 
creditors' and equity security holders' com
mittees in a case under chapter II may be 
paid as administrative expenses; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. GRASSLEY: 
s. 1589. A bill to amend title m of the 

Older Americans Act of 1965 with respect to 
assistance to older individuals who reside in 
rural areas; to the Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources. 

By Mr. DODD (for himself, Mr. COATS, 
and Mr. HATCH): 

S. 1590. A bill to reauthorize programs 
under the Child Abuse Prevention and Treat
ment Act, the Child Abuse Prevention and 
Treatment and Adoption Reform Act of 1978, 
the Abandoned Infants Assistance Act of 
1988, the Family Violence Prevention and 
Services Act, and the Temporary Child Care 
for Children with Disabilities and Crisis 
Nurseries Act of 1986, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Labor and Human Re
sources. 

By Mr. D'AMATO: 
S. 1591. A bill to amend title 18, United 

States Code, to provide for participation by 
fire service agencies in forfeitures resulting 
from acts in which such agencies participate 
that lead to the seizure or forfeiture of prop
erty; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CHAFEE: 
s. 1592. A bill to amend title XIX of the So

cial Security Act to allow States to provide 
coverage under Medicaid for the costs of pre
scription drugs for qualified Medicare bene
ficiaries, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Finance. 

By Mr. PELL (for himself, Mr. HATCH, 
Mr. KENNEDY, and Mrs. KASSEBAUM): 

S. 1593. A bill to improve the operation and 
effectiveness of the United States National 
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Commission on Libraries and Information 
Science, and for other purposes; considered 
and passed. 

By Mr. KENNEDY (for himself, Mr. 
HATCH, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. DUREN
BERGER, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. ADAMS, 
Mr. DODD, Mr. METZENBAUM, Mr. 
SIMON, Mr. PELL, Mrs. KASSEBAUM, 
and Mr. JEFFORDS): 

S. 1594. A bill to honor and commend the 
efforts of Terry Beirn, to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to resume and make 
technical amendments to the community
based AIDS research initiative, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources. 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. PELL: 
S. Res. 161. A resolution commending the 

Government and people of Nepal on their 
first multi-party election in 30 years; to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

By Mr. GRASSLEY: 
S. Res. 162. A resolution to establish a Se

lect Committee on POW/MIA Affairs; to the 
Committee on Rules and Administration. 

By Mr. THURMOND: 
S. Con. Res. 56. A concurrent resolution to 

recognize and commend military colleges; to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. DANFORTH: 
S. 1584. A bill to extend temporarily 

the existing suspension of duty on 
sulfamethazine; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

S. 1585. A bill to extend temporarily 
the existing suspension of duty on sul
fathiazole; to the Committee on Fi
nance. 

S. 1586. A bill to extend temporarily 
the existing suspension of duty on 
difenzoquat methyl sulfate; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

S. 1587. A bill to suspend temporarily 
the duty on oxalacetic acid diethyl 
ester sodium salt; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

SUSPENSION OF DUTY ON CERTAIN CHEMICALS 
•Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, I am 
introducing today four miscellaneous 
tariff bills. The first bill extends tem
porarily the existing suspension of 
duty on sulfamethazine through De
cember 31, 1994. The second bill extends 
temporarily the existing suspension of 

duty on sulfathiazole through Decem
ber 31, 1994. Both of these chemicals are 
used as animal feed additives and nei
ther is produced in the United States. 

The third bill extends temporarily 
the existing suspension of duty on 
difenzoquat methyl sulfate through De
cember 31, 1994. The fourth bill sus
pends temporarily the duty on 
oxalacetic acid diethyl ester sodium 
salt through December 31, 1994. Both of 
these chemicals are used in herbicides 
and, again, neither is produced in the 
United States. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
texts of these bills be printed in full in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bills 
were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

s. 1584 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. EXTENSION OF EXISTING SUSPEN· 

SION OF DUTY. 
Heading 9902.29.80 of the Harmonized Tariff 

Schedule of the United States (relating to 
sulfamethazine) is amended by striking "121 
31190" and inserting "12131194". 
SEC. 2. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in 
subsection (b), the amendment made by sec
tion 1 applies with respect to goods entered, 
or withdrawn from warehouse for consump
tion, on or after the 15th day after the date 
of the enactment of this Act. 

(b) RELIQUIDATION.-Notwithstanding sec
tion 514 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 
1514) or any other provision of law, upon a re
quest filed with the appropriate customs of
ficer before the 90th day after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, any entry or with
drawal from warehouse for consumption-

(1) which was made after December 31, 1990, 
and before the 15th day after the date of the 
enactment of this Act; and 

(2) with respect to which there would have 
been no duty if the amendment made by sec
tion 1 applied to such entry or withdrawal; 
shall be liquidated or reliquidated as though 
such amendment applied to such entry or 
withdrawal. 

s. 1585 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. EXTENSION OF EXISTING SUSPEN· 

SION OF DUTY. 
Heading 9902.29.82 of the Harmonized Tariff 

Schedule of the United States (relating to 
sulfathiazole) is amended by striking "12131/ 
90" and inserting "12131/94". 
SEC. 2. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in 
subsection (b), the amendment made by sec-

tion 1 applies with respect to goods entered, 
or withdrawn from warehouse for consump
tion, on or after the 15th day after the date 
of the enactment of this Act. 

(b) RELIQUIDATION.-Notwithstanding sec
tion 514 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C 
1514) or any other provision of law, upon a re
quest filed with the appropriate customs of
·ncer before the 90th day after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, any entry or with
drawal from warehouse for consumption-

(1) which was made after December 31, 1990, 
and before the 15th day after the date of the 
enactment of this Act; and 

(2) with respect to which there would have 
been no duty if the amendment made by sec
tion 1 applied to such entry or withdrawal; 
shall be liquidated or reliquidated as though 
such amendment applied to such entry or 
withdrawal. 

s. 1586 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. EXTENSION OF EXISTING SUSPEN

SION OF DUTY. 

Heading 9902.29.65 of the Harmonized Tariff 
Schedule of the United States (relating to 
1,2-Dimethyl-3,5-diphenylpyrazolium methyl 
sulfate) is amended by striking "12131190" and 
inserting "12131194". 
SEC. 2. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in 
subsection (b), the amendment made by sec
tion 1 applies with respect to goods entered, 
or withdrawn from warehouse for consump
tion, on or after the 15th day after the date 
of the enactment of this Act. 

(b) RELIQUIDATION.-Notwithstanding sec
tion 514 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C 
1514) or any other provision of law, upon a re
quest filed with the appropriate customs of
ficer before the 90th day after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, any entry or with
drawal from warehouse for consumption-

(!) which was made after December 31, 1990, 
and before the 15th day after the date of the 
enactment of this Act; and 

(2) with respect to which there would have 
been no duty if the amendment made by sec
tion 1 applied to such entry or withdrawal; 
shall be liquidated or reliquidated as though 
such amendment applied to such entry or 
withdrawal. 

s. 1587 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. TEMPORARY DUTY SUSPENSION. 

Subchapter II of chapter 99 of the Har
monized Tariff Schedule of the United States 
is amended by inserting in numerical se
quence the following new subheading: 

"9902.31.12 Oulacetic acid diethyl ester sodium salt (provided for in subheadine 2918.30.50) ................................................................................................................................ Free No change No change On or be-

SEC. 2. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

The amendment ma.de by section 1 applies 
with respect to goods entered, or withdrawn 
from warehouse consumption, on or after the 
15th day after the date of the enactment of 
this Act.• 

By Mr. DECONCINI: 

S. 1588. A bill to amend title 11 of the 
United States Code to make clear that 
the actual . and necessary expenses in
curred by official creditors',and equity 
security holders' committ.ees in a case 
under chapter 11 may be paid as admin
istrative expenses; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

fore 
1213U 
94". 

TREATMENT OF EXPENSES UNDER CHAPTER 11 

•Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, 
today I am introducing legislation to 
clarify that official creditors' and eq
uity security holders' committees are 
eligible to recover reasonable "actual 
and necessary" administrative ex
penses incurred during a chapter 11 
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bankruptcy procedure. The bankruptcy 
courts currently disagree over whether 
and to what extent official creditors' 
com.mi ttees may recover their costs. 
This legislation is necessary to clarify, 
once and for all, that official creditors' 
committees appointed under section 
1102 of the Bankruptcy Code are eligi
ble to have their expenses paid as an 
administrative cost. 

The George Worthington bankruptcy 
case is the only court of appeals deci
sion which reviews whether an official 
unsecured creditors' com.mi ttee may 
recover fees and expenses from a chap
ter 11 estate-See in re George Wor
thington, 921 F .2d 626 (6th Cir. 1990). In 
this decision the sixth circuit reversed, 
on rehearing, its earlier decision and 
that of the bankruptcy court, which 
held that the Bankruptcy Code con
tained no express authority for the re
imbursement of an official creditors' 
committees' administrative expenses. 

In reversing its elf, the court reasoned 
that the reimbursement of creditors' 
committees "is implied in the overall 
scheme for reorganization and in the 
legislative history of the code and its 
amendments." The evolution of the 
George Worthington chapter 11 bank
ruptcy case represents the two extreme 
positions that have been taken by the 
courts on this issue and affirms the 
need for this legislation. 

The legislation I am introducing 
today differs significantly from the bill 
that I proposed last year. I have heard 
from a number of creditor groups as 
well as bankruptcy judges who strong
ly oppose requiring official creditors' 
committees to prove they made a sub
stantial contribution to the case to re
cover their expenses. This substantial 
contribution requirement severely lim
its who and what can be reimbursed. It 
discourages active participation in 
creditors' committees because it pre
cludes recovery of expenses for routine 
committee functions, such as travel to 
committee meetings. Therefore, I have 
eliminated the "substantial contribu
tion" requirement for equity security 
holders' and official creditors' commit
tees appointed under section 1102 of the 
Bankruptcy Code. 

Creditors' committees are intended 
to play a significant role in chapter 11 
practice. Congress created equity secu
rity holders' and creditors' committees 
to protect the interests of small unse
cured creditors who are often underrep
resented in a bankruptcy action. A 
major function of these committees is 
to negotiate and consider the type of 
plan recommended to satisfy the credi
tors' claim. The creditors' committee 
is also responsible for monitoring the 
operations of the debtor to determine 
whether the debtor is· complying with 
bankruptcy procedure. This function is 
especially important considering that 
the debtor, generally, retains posses
sion of the assets during the chapter 11 
proceedings. 

Active participation of creditors' 
com.mi ttees in bankruptcy proceedings 
is necessary for an efficient and cost
effecti ve system. Abolishing barriers 
which prevent equity security holders' 
and creditors' committees reimburse
ment of administrative costs is impor
tant, but it becomes essential in small
er, more routine, cases when the incen
tive to serve is lessened. As a costly 
and unfortunate consequence in these 
cases, the burden of debtor supervision 
shifts to the trustee if creditors are un
willing to serve on com.mi ttees. 

When Congress rewrote the Bank
ruptcy Code in 1978, it intended to con
tinue the practice which existed under 
the 1898 act of allowing official credi
tors' committees reimbursement for 
reasonable and necessary costs. The 
omission of explicit language providing 
for this was an oversight. This legisla
tion will correct the problem. I feel 
confident that this bill will encourage 
unsecured creditors' and equity secu
rity holders' to actively participate in 
the committee process and result in 
fair and equitable representation in 
chapter 11 reorganization cases. 

I ask unanimous consent that the bill 
be printed in the RECORD immediately 
following this statement. 

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

s. 1588 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. ALLOWANCE OF ADMINISTRATIVE EX

PENSEB. 
Section 503(b) of title 11, United States 

Code, is amended by-
(1) striking "and" at the end of paragraph 

(5); 
(2) adding "and" at the end of paragraph 

(6); and 
(3) adding at the end thereof the following 

new paragraph: 
"(7) the actual, necessary expenses in

curred by a committee representing credi
tors or equity security holders appointed 
under section 1102 in the performance of its 
powers and duties under that section;".• 

By Mr. GRASSLEY: 
S. 1589. A bill to amend title m of 

the Older Americans Act of 1965 with 
respect to assistance to older individ
uals who reside in rural areas; to the 
Committee on Labor and Human Re
sources. 

RURAL EQUITY FOR OLDER AMERICANS 
AMENDMENTS 

•Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I am 
also introducing today a bill which 
would amend the Older Americans Act 
of 1965 to require that State allocation 
formulas include a rural weighting fac
tor. This bill was introduced in the 
House of Representatives by Congress
woman OLYMPIA SNOWE as H.R. 2020 on 
April 23, 1991. 

There is in the Older Americans Act 
at the present time a provision requir
ing that State agencies spend in rural 
areas an amount not less than 105 per-

cent of the amount spent in 1978. This 
provision was originally included in 
the act to account for the additional 
expense associated with providing serv
ices in rural communities-that is, the 
greater difficulty and expense associ
ated with providing services in areas 
where population is spread thinly 
across large distances. 

Given that the 105 percent is of the 
amount spent in 1978, it is clearly out 
of date and of little help to rural area 
agencies on aging and the people who 
they serve. The bill I introduce today 
therefore repeals this provision of the 
law. 

But the main feature of this legisla
tion is a requirement that the State al
location formulas, required by the act, 
include a factor reflecting the addi
tional costs of providing geographical 
access to services to rural older Ameri
cans. 

Furthermore, the bill also requires 
the com.missioner on aging to define by 
rule the term "rural." 

Mr. President, given that some 25 to 
30 percent of older people live in rural 
areas, but less than 15 percent of Older 
Americans Act funds are spent there, it 
seems to me that it is high time to 
place a focus on our rural communities 
when we allocate Older Americans Act 
funds at the State level. 

I ask unanimous consent that a copy 
of the bill be printed in the RECORD 
after my remarks. 

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

S.1589 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America tn 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION L SHORT 'ITl'LE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Rural Eq
uity for Older Americans Amendments of 
1991." 
SEC. 2. AMENDMENTS. 

(a) DEFINITION.-Section 302 of the Older 
Americans Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C. 3002) is 
amended-

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (14) 
through (21) as paragraphs (12) through (19), 
respectively, and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
"(20) The term 'rural' shall have the mean

ing given it by a rule that shall be issued, 
and amended from time to time, by the Com
missioner.". 

(b) ORGANIZATION.-Section 305(a)(2)(E) of 
the Older Americans Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C. 
3025(a)(2)(E)) is amended by inserting "and to 
older individuals residing in rural areas" 
after "minority individuals". 

(C) STATE FORMULA FOR DISTRIBUTION OF 
FUNDS.-(1) Section 305(a)(2)(C) of the Older 
Americans Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C. 3025(a)(2)(C)) 
is amended by inserting after "account" the 
following: "a factor that reflects the cost of 
providing geographical access to services to 
older individuals residing in rural areas". 

(2) Section 307(a)(3) of the Older Americans 
Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C. 3027(a)(3)) is amended

(A) in subparagraph (A) by striking "(A)", 
and 

(B) by striking subparagraph (B). 
(3) Section 307(b) of the Older Americans 

Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C. 3027(b)) is amended-
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(A) in paragraph (1) by striking "(1)", and 
(B) by striking paragraph (2). 

SEC. 3. EFFECTIVE DATE. 
This Act and the amendments made by sec

tion 2 shall take effect on the first day of the 
first fiscal year beginning after the date of 
the enactment of this Act.• 

By Mr. DODD (for himself, Mr. 
COATS, and Mr. HATCH): 

S. 1590. A bill to reauthorize pro
grams under the Child Abuse Preven
tion and Treatment Act, the Child 
Abuse Prevention and Treatment and 
Adoption Reform Act of 1978, the Aban
doned Infants Assistance Act of 1988, 
the Family Violence Prevention and 
Services Act, and the Temporary Child 
Care for Children with Disabilities and 
Crisis Nurseries Act of 1986, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources. 

CHILD ABUSE PREVENTION AND TREATMENT 
AMENDMENTS 

• Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce, the administra
tion's Child Abuse, Domestic Violence, 
Adoption and Family Services Act of 
1991. Joining me are Senators COATS 
and HATCH as principle cosponsors of 
this bill. 

Last year, over 21/2 million children 
were reported as victims of child abuse 
or neglect-a 31-percent increase from 
1985. Child deaths due to maltreatment 
increased by 38 percent over the same 
time interval. Over 1,200 children died 
from abuse or neglect in 1990. Domestic 
violence, meanwhile, represents one of 
the greatest public health problems 
facing women and children today. It re
sults in more serious injury to women 
than rapes, auto accidents, and 
muggings combined-and accounts for 
30--40 percent of all women entering 
hospital emergency rooms for care. 

The only good news is that we agree 
that child abuse and domestic violence 
are major national problems and that 
there is bipartisan resolve to effec
tively address this intolerable situa
tion. 

There are three principle sections in 
this bill. The Child Abuse Prevention 
and Treatment Act authorizes grant 
programs to support State efforts to 
identify, prevent, and treat child 
abuse-as well as to investigate and 
prosecute child abuse cases. The family 
violence prevention and services 
amendments seek to prevent domestic 
violence and provides immediate safe 
shelter for victims of family violence. 
The adoption opportunities section 
awards grants to link prospective par
ents with children with special needs 
who are eligible for adoption. Our Na
tion's foster care population included 
over 400,000 children at the end of June 
1990. Increasingly, children entering 
foster care have complex problems 
which require intensive services. More 
infants are born addicted to alcohol 
and other drugs, or are infected with 
the human immunodeficiency virus. 
This provision is the only Federal pro-

gram that funds postadoption services 
for adoptive families. 

This legislation reflects bipartisan 
recognition that these programs to pre
vent child abuse and domestic violence 
are ultimately cost-saving and vital to 
the well being of our society. I · look 
forward to working with all of my col
leagues to ensure the passage of effec
tive, comprehensive legislation to pro
tect our children and families.• 

By Mr. D'AMATO: 
S. 1591. A bill to amend title 18, Unit

ed States Code, to provide for partici
pation by fire service agencies in for
feitures resulting from acts in which 
such agencies participate that lead to 
the seizure or forfeiture of property; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

PARTICIPATION OF FffiE SERVICE AGENCIES IN 
FORFEITURES 

• Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce legislation that en
ables local fire services to participate 
in Federal drug forfeitures funds. Fire
fighters face drug-related arson fre
quently; yet their role in the drug war 
is not recognized. The fire and emer
gency services are directly impacted by 
the manufacture, distribution, and use 
of illegal drugs. The drug problem has 
placed a significant burden on local 
fire departments. Unfortunately, the 
gains made over the years in improved 
firefighter safety and health are being 
undermined by this new enemy. 

Section 981(e) of United States Code, 
title 18, the civil forfeiture section, 
presently reads that the Attorney Gen
eral and the Secretary of the Treasury 
are authorized to transfer forfeited 
property to, among others, any State 
or local law enforcement agency which 
participated directly in any of the acts 
which led to the seizure or forfeiture of 
the property. My bill simply inserts 
"or local fire service" after the words 
"State or local law enforcement 
agency.'' 

The International Association of Fire 
Chiefs and the International Associa
tion of Fire Fighters both enthusiasti
cally support this legislation. 

While law enforcement is recognized 
as the No. 1 agency dealing with the 
drug war, the fire service plays an im
portant part in the battle as well. The 
public looks at the drug war as being a 
police problem, which it primarily is, 
but many times it is the fire service 
that is the first to respond. 

Whether the victim has overdosed or 
has been assaulted, the fire service re
sponds with emergency medical care. 
Whether the building has been set 
ablaze by free-basing cocaine users or 
an explosion occurs from the manufac
turing of crack and other illicit drugs, 
the fire service is there to extinguish 
the flames. Often police team up with 
firefighters and building inspectors to 
close down crack houses. 

According to Hal Bruno, ABC News 
political director and a contributing 
editor to Firehouse magazine: 

The fire department's ability to gain ac
cess to places without a search warrant also 
can lead to awkward and potentially dan
gerous situations. An engine or truck com
pany checking out a strange odor in an 
apartment building can discover a PCP lab. 
A fire inspector looking for hazards and 
smoke detectors can stumble into a drug dis
tribution center. An automobile fire or acci
dent can reveal a cache of drugs or weapons 
when the vehicle's trunk is opened. The peo
ple who sell and transport drugs do not fill 
out hazardous materials warning forms. 

According to the New York State 
Professional Fire Fighters Association, 
some firefighters have been killed or 
injured due to fires being set by in
formants or gang competitors. Further, 
the association states that many fire 
departments lack the funding to pur
chase equipment and to receive the 
training required to gain access to oc
cupancies that have been converted 
into fortresses by drug dealers who 
seek to protect themselves from their 
competition and law enforcement agen
cies. 

Communities are ravaged by arson, 
fire, and explosions from crack fac
tories in urban, suburban, and rural 
areas. It is not just a big city problem. 
Moreover, the firefighter who provides 
emergency medical service sees on an 
every day basis drug-related problems 
such as the delivery of an infant ad
dicted to drugs or the deaths of inno
cent civilians on the streets. 

Two weapons used in the drug-related 
crime are guns and gasoline. The fire 
service has faced both. Fire depart
ments have encountered razor barbed 
wire, pit bulls, bulletproof plexiglas
which is virtually unbreakable-and 
steel doors. Firefighters have been as
saulted by drug addicts and dealers 
with knives and guns. This is not to 
mention the dangers inherent to the 
profession from a building collapse, an 
explosion, or exposure to carcinogenic 
gases. 

Moreover, as reported in Newsday, 
April 4, 1989, in an article entitled 
"Dodging Bullets, Bloody Needles," the 
reporter states: 

I have heard recently from firefighters 
that they now fear going into burning crack 
houses, not so much because of their fear of 
fire-an old enemy-but because the stairs 
are littered with drug users' needles. 

One only has to look at the volumi
nous number of articles in local news
papers across the Nation to understand 
the problems that our fire services are 
facing. The following are just a small 
sample of such news reports: 

New York Post, October 1990, "Drug 
Dealer Burned Alive in 'Steel Tomb'": 

A woman pushing drugs in a steel-encased 
Brooklyn crackhouse was burned alive after 
a vengeful customer poured gas under a 
metal door and ignited it * ** ·an escape 
hatch in the ceiling had been bolted shut, 
and the steel security walls installed by 
pushers tru:ned the apartment into a virtual 
blast furnace, officials said.* * *Members of 
Ladder Co. 111 had to use a blowtorch to gain 
entry.* * *they crawled in and within three 
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feet found a steel-plated wall that only had 
one small hole the size of a fist. 

Chicago Tribune, July 15, 1988, "4 
Died as Alleged Crack House Is Hit by 
Firebomb in Detroit": 

Rival drug dealers apparently firebombed a 
suspected crack house Thursday, killing four 
residents of the duplex. * * * Six other peo
ple were injured, and the flames spread to an 
adjacent duplex occupied by two fam111es 
who escaped. * * * Police and fire officials 
said little about the fire, the deadliest in De
troit since three firefighters died in March, 
1987. 

Newsday, November 1, 1988, "Fire
fighters See Leak, Find Flood of 
Drugs'': 

Fire fighters responding to a water leak 
complaint at an apartment building in 
Brooklyn's Flatbush section stumbled into a 
drug factory. * * * The fourth-floor apart
ment was stocked with huge quantities of 
crack, hashish, marijuana and LSD. * * * Po
lice also found a broken shotgun, and five 
boxes of ammunition. 

The Boston Globe, April 14, 1990, 
"Mattapan Blaze": 

Fire fighters battle a four-alarm fire that 
destroyed a vacant three-story building. 
* * * Officials said the fire appeared to have 
been set. They said the wood-frame struc
ture, which collapsed, had been used as a 
"crack house." * * * The blaze spread to two 
adjacent buildings, displacing 12 occupants. 

United Press International, Savan
nah, GA, January 28, 1990, "Fires Set 
by Crack Users Growing": 

* * * In recent months, at least a dozen 
abandoned houses and apartment buildings 
have caught fire, leaving downtown streets 
dotted with burned out hulks. Evidence of 
drug use was found in several torched build
ings. * * * One fire on January 16, 1990, 
threatened to engulf a city block before fire 
fighters extinguished it. 

Los Angeles Times, December 30, 
1989, "Drug Factory Smoked Out": 

Oceanside fire fighters found a fully oper
ational methamphetamine laboratory when 
they arrived at a house to put out a fire. 
* * * There were about 15 pounds of meth
amphetamine and paraphernalia used to 
make the illegal drug at the House. 

United Press International, New 
York, March 22, 1988, "Two Die in 
Arson Fire at Bronx Crack House": 

Two squatters died huddled in a bathtub 
while others leaped from the windows of a 
drug-infested Bronx building Tuesday when 
arsonists set a ground floor shooting gallery 
ablaze and the whole city-owned tenement 
went up in flames. The fire, fueled by pools 
by flammable liquid, erupted at 3:56 a.m. and 
raced from room to room. * * * About 70 fire 
fighters using 18 trucks finally brought the 
blaze under control but not before the roof of 
the wood-frame building collapsed. * * * 
There were also two Oxy-acetylene tanks 
normally used for welding but that also 
could be employed for anything from provid
ing heat for cooking drugs to cutting 
through locks and bars on stores or another 
"Guy's Crack Operation." * * * Police detec
tives Joined the fire marshals at the scene, 
investigating the deaths of the man and 
woman. 

Lost Angeles Times, October 16, 1990, 
"Anaheim: Burned Man Booked After 
Drug Lab Fire" : 

A man covered by burns walked into a 
doughnut shop and was arrested by police in 
connection with a fire at a home that au
thorities suspect was used as a methamphet
amine lab. * * * Fire fighters found chemi
cals and laboratory equipment used to 
produce methamphetamines. 

In 1989, New York City Fire Depart
ments responded to 7 ,000 drug-related 
fires. More than 50 percent of the fires 
and incidents in Mount Vernon, NY are 
drug-related. The Office of Fire Preven
tion and Control of the State of New 
York estimates, in their findings for 
1989 and the beginning of 1990, that 25 
percent of the alarms responded to 
throughout New York State, both paid 
and volunteer, are drug-related. 

Fire department resources are being 
exhausted because of the necessity to: 

First, purchase additional special 
tools and equipment to deal with the 
massive security systems built by 
these drug dealers; 

Second, respond to the increased 
number of calls and, consequently, to 
an increased workload; 

Third, deal with the arson involved; 
Fourth, remove hazardous materials 

at places such as raided drug labs; and 
Fifth, cope with the loss of manpower 

due to injuries. 
Fire fighters are facing an increased 

danger due to problems such as dan
gerous chemicals that are used in drug 
labs and explosive life threatening 
booby traps that are placed in drug 
houses to prevent trespassers. Fire 
services now have a need for knowledge 
and .information concerning the meth
ods and means to be used to success
fully fight drug fires. The fire services 
seek: First, recognition of their role in 
the war on drugs; second, training op
portuni ties, and third, additional 
equipment. Access to drug forfeited 
funds is crucial to the well-being and 
success of our local fire services and I 
urge my colleagues to support this im
portant legislation.• 

By Mr. CHAFEE: 
S. 1592. A bill to amend title XIX of 

the Social Security Act to allow States 
to provide coverage under Medicaid for 
the costs of prescription drugs for 
qualified Medicare beneficiaries, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Finance. 

PRESCRIPTION DRUG PURCHASING ASSISTANCE 
FOR OLDER AMERICANS ACT 

•Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, in re
cent years we have seen significant in
creases in the cost of health care. One 
of the areas that I most frequently 
hear about from my constituents is the 
increasing cost of prescription drugs. 
These increases have disproportion
ately affected the population which 
most widely uses prescription drugs-
our Nation's elderly. 

According to the Congressional Budg
et Office, in 1991, average out-of-pocket 
expenditures for prescription drugs will 
likely be $550 per Medicare part B en
rollee. For some, the cost will be much 

higher. Although Medicare covers the 
cost of prescription drugs while a pa
tient is hospitalized, the program does 
not cover the 0ost of outpatient pre
scription drugs. Some seniors do have 
coverage of such drugs. For those who 
can afford Medicare supplemental in
surance policies, or Medigap insurance, 
prescription drugs are usually covered. 
In addition, very low-income seniors 
are eligible for coverage under the 
State Medicaid programs. 

There are Medicare-eligible individ
uals, however, who do not qualify for 
Medicaid, and do not have insurance 
coverage for outpatient prescription 
drugs. For these seniors, the cost of 
daily medication for a condition such 
as high blood pressure or high choles
terol, can severely restrict their ability 
to meet other critical living expenses 
such as food and rent. In some cases 
they are forced to forgo the medication 
altogether. Without proper medication, 
these people often wind up in our hos
pital emergency rooms, at a much 
higher cost to our health care system. 

Today, I am introducing the Pre
scription Drug Purchasing Assistance 
for Older Americans Act. This legisla
tion helps make the cost of prescrip
tion drugs more affordable to low-in
come seniors. This bill gives States the 
option of extending their Medicaid pre
scription drug program to Medicare-el
igible individuals with incomes below 
110 percent of the Federal poverty 
level. In addition, this measure would 
give States the option of allowing 
those with slightly higher incomes to 
buy-in to the State's Medicaid pre
scription drug benefit. States would be 
permitted, but not required, to charge 
a premium to persons with incomes be
tween 110 percent and 200 percent of 
the Federal poverty level. This pre
mium, however, would be limited to 5 
percent of the individual's adjusted 
gross income. 

I am hopeful that this legislation will 
greatly assist low-income seniors who 
are struggling to pay for their medica
tions, or who cannot afford them at all. 
I urge my colleagues to join me in 
sponsoring this legislation. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the bill be printed in the 
RECORD immediately following my re
marks.• 

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

s. 1592 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT 'ITI'LE. 

This Act may be cited as "Prescription 
Drug Purchasing Assistance for Older Ameri
cans Act." 
SEC. 2. OPl'IONAL STATE MEDICAID COVERAGE 

OF COSTS OF PRESCRJPl'ION DRUGS 
FOR QUALIFIED MEDICARE BENE
FICIARIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 1905(p) of the So
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 139d(p)) is 



July 30, 1991 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 20589 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new paragraph: 

"(5)(A) Notwithstanding any other provi
sion of this title, in a State which provides 
medical assistance for prescribed drugs 
under section 1905(a)(12), the State may pro
vide to a qualified medicare beneficiary or 
an individual who would be such a bene
ficiary but for the fact such an individual's 
income exceeds the income level established 
by the State under paragraph (2) or section 
1902(a)(10)(E), but is less than 200 percent of 
the poverty line described in such paragraph, 
benefits for prescribed drugs in the same 
amount, duration and scope as the benefits 
made available under the State plan for indi
viduals described in section 1902(a)(10)(A)(i). 

"(B) A State electing to provide benefits 
for prescription drugs to individuals de
scribed in subparagraph (A) who would be 
qualified medicare beneficiaries but for such 
individual's income may charge a premium 
or copayment to such individuals for such 
benefits but such premium or co-payment 
may not exceed 5 percent of such individuals 
gross income.". 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall become effec
tive with respect to payments for calendar 
quarters beginning on or after Januacy 1, 
1992, without regard to whether or not final 
regulations to carry out such amendment 
have been promulgated by such date. 

By Mr. KENNEDY (for himself, 
Mr. HARKIN, Mr. DURENBERGER, 
Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. ADAMS, Mr. 
DODD, Mr. METZENBAUM, Mr. 
SIMON, Mr. PELL, Mrs. KASSE
BAUM, and Mr. JEFFORDS): 

S. 1594. A bill to honor and commend 
the efforts of Terry Beirn, to amend 
the Public Health Service Act to re
name and make technical amendments 
to the community-based AIDS research 
initiative, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Labor and Human 
Resources. 

TERRY BEIRN COMMUNITY-BASED AIDS 
RESEARCH INITIATIVE ACT OF 1991 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce the Terry Beirn 
Community-Based AIDS Research Ini
tiative Act of 1991, along with my good 
friend and colleague from Utah, Sen
ator HATCH. 

In early 1987, Senator HATCH and I in
troduced the first comprehensive AIDS 
legislation to be considered by the Con
gress. Among other things, this land
mark legislation was designed to accel
erate AIDS research and to expand ac
cess to experimental therapies to peo
ple with HIV infection and AIDS. We 
were extremely pleased, at that time, 
to receive the unanimous endorsement 
of the Committee on Labor and Human 
Resources and to ultimately enact the 
AIDS Research and Information Act of 
1988 as Public Law 100-007. 

As part of this comprehensive effort, 
our AIDS consultant to the Committee 
on Labor and Human Resources, Terry 
Beirn, recommended that we establish 
a pilot program to take advantage of 
the extraordinary expertise that com
munity clinicians had developed in the 
day-to-day care management of per
sons with HIV infection and to encour-

age participation in research protocols 
by those who were underrepresented in 
HIV related research. Public Law 100-
607 did create this type of innovative 
program which became known as the 
Community Program for Clinical Re
search on AIDS [CPCRA]. 

These programs coordinate studies 
and train medical staff in the exacting 
rigors of collecting data· .. that meets 
FDA and pharmaceutical industry 
standards for drug approval. This 
model has a proven ability to conduct 
rapid trials which meet the very high
est standards of scientific inquiry, 
most notably resulting in the FDA's 
June 1989, decision to license aero
solized pentamidine as a preventive 
treatment for PCP, the leading killer 
of people with AIDS. This decision was 
primarily based on data collected by 
community-based clinical trials. 

Currently, the CPCRA is operating in 
communities across this country from 
Phoenix to Detroit, and from Kansas 
City to Portland-located in both 
urban and rural areas. 

The Senate Appropriations Sub
committee on Labor, Health/Human 
Services, and Education applauded the 
fine contributions these programs have 
made and encouraged the NIH to sig
nificantly increase the funding alloca
tion. 

This legislation will take two ex
tremely important actions. First and 
foremost, it will rename this program 
for Terry Beirn, its primary architect
a tireless advocate for community
based research who died last week of 
AIDS-related complications. Terry was 
steadfast in his belief in biomedical re
search and sound science and he was 
convinced that a partnership among all 
interested parties would be most likely 
to yield effective therapeutics. Because 
of his dedication to this cause-we 
dedicate this program in his honor. 

Finally, this legislation reauthorizes 
this extremely important program for 
an additional 5 years. It is our hope 
that these community-based initia
tives will continue to produce treat
ments which will reduce the suffering 
for those suffering from HIV disease. 

As always I am extremely pleased by 
the strong showing of bipartisan sup
port from the Labor Committee and am 
grateful for the cosponsorship of Sen
ators HATCH, HARKIN, DURENBERGER, 
ADAMS, JEFFORDS, MIKULSKI, METZEN
BAUM, SIMON, DODD, PELL, and KASSE
BAUM. I am hopeful that the Senate 
will act swiftly on this important trib
ute. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
s. 140 

At the request of Mr. WIRTH, the 
names of the Senator from Florida [Mr. 
GRAHAM] and the Senator from Indiana 
[Mr. COATS] were added as cosponsors 
of S. 140, a bill to increase Federal pay
ments in lieu of taxes to units of gen-

eral local government, and for other 
purposes. 

s. 141 

At the request of Mr. DASCHLE, the 
names of the Senator from Connecticut 
[Mr. LIEBERMAN], and the Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. RIEGLE] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 141, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to extend 
the solar and geothermal energy tax 
credits through 1996. 

s. 150 

At the request of Mr. MOYNIHAN, the 
name of the Senator from Maryland 
[Ms. MIKULSKI] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 150, a bill to amend the Inter
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to generally 
treat bonds issued for section 50l(c)(3) 
organizations in a manner similar to 
Government bonds. 

s: 401 

At the request of Mr. DOMENIC!, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. RUDMAN], and the Senator 
from California [Mr. SEYMOUR] were 
added as cosponsors of S. 401, a bill to 
amend the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 to exempt from the luxury excise 
tax parts or accessories installed for 
the use of passenger vehicles by dis
abled individuals. 

s. 474 

At the request of Mr. DECONCINI, the 
name of the Senator from Colorado 
[Mr. BROWN] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 474, a bill to prohibit sports gam
bling under State law. 

s. 481 

At the request of Mr. SIMON, the 
name of the Senator from California 
[Mr. SEYMOUR] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 481, a bill to authorize re
search into the desalting of water and 
water reuse. 

s. 514 

At the request of Mr. MIKuLSKI, the 
names of the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
BRYAN], and the Senator from Massa
chusetts [Mr. KERRY] were added as co
sponsors of S. 514, a bill to amend the 
Public Health Service Act, the Social 
Security Act, and other Acts to pro
mote greater equity in the delivery of 
health care services to women through 
expanded research on women's issues, 
improved access to health care serv
ices, and the development of disease 
prevention activities responsive to the 
needs of women, and for other pur
poses. 

S.550 

At the request of Mr. CRAIG, the 
name of the Senator from Montana 
[Mr. BAucus] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 550, a bill to amend the Act of 
May 15, 1965, authorizing the Secretary 
of the Interior to designate the Nez 
Perce National Historical Park in the 
State of Idaho, and for other purposes. 

S.588 

At the request of Mr. MITCHELL, the 
names of the Senator from Michigan 
[Mr. LEVIN], and the Senator from Ari-
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zona [Mr. DECONCINI] were added as a 
cosponsors of S. 588, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 with re
spect to the tax treatment of certain 
cooperative service organizations of 
private and community foundations. 

s. 649 

At the request of Mr. BREAUX, the 
name of the Senator from Massachu
setts [Mr. KERRY] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 649, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to repeal 
the luxury tax on boats. 

s. 651 

At the request of Mr. GARN, the name 
of the Senator from Virginia [Mr. WAR
NER] was added as a cosponsor of S. 651, 
a bill to improve the administration of 
the Federal Deposit Insurance Corpora
tion, and to make technical amend
ments to the Federal Deposit Insurance 
Act, the Federal Home Loan Bank Act, 
and the National Bank Act. 

s. 765 

At the request of Mr. BREAUX, the 
names of the Senator from Alabama 
[Mr. HEFLIN], the Senator from Idaho 
[Mr. SYMMS], and the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. BROWN] were added as a 
cosponsors of S. 765, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to ex
clude the imposition of employer social 
security taxes on cash tips. 

s. 827 

At the request of Mr. SHELBY, the 
name of the Senator from Iowa [Mr. 
HARKIN] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
827, a bill to credit time spent in the 
Cadet Nurse Corps during World War II 
as creditable for Federal civil service 
retirement purposes for certain annu
itants and. certain other individuals 
not covered under Public Law 99--638. 

S.838 

At the request of Mr. DODD, the name 
of the Senator from Kansas [Mr. DOLE] 
was added as a cosponsor of S. 838, a 
bill to amend the Child Abuse Preven
tion and Treatment Act to revise and 
extend programs under such Act, and 
for other purposes. 

s. 881 

At the request of Mr. INOUYE, the 
name of the Senator from Maryland 
[Ms. MIKULSKI] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 881, a bill to amend title VII 
of the Public Health Service Act to 
provide educational support for indi
viduals pursuing graduate degrees in 
social work, and for other purposes. 

s. 1102 

At the request of Mr. MOYNIHAN, the 
name of the Senator from Iowa [Mr. 
GRASSLEY] was added as a cosponsor of 
s. 1102, a bill to amend title xvm of 
the Social Security Act to provide cov
erage of qualified mental health profes
sionals services furnished in commu
nity mental health centers. 

of S. 1245, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to clarify that 
customer base, market share, and 
other similar intangible items are am
ortizable. 

s. 1327 

At the request of Mr. BINGAMAN, the 
names of the Senator from Pennsyl va
nia [Mr. WOFFORD], and the Senator 
from Maryland [Mr. SARBANES] were 
added as cosponsors of S. 1327, a bill to 
provide for a coordinated Federal pro
gram that will enhance the national se
curity and economic competitiveness 
of the United States by ensuring con
tinued United States tecQllological 
leadership in the development and ap
plication of national critical tech
nologies, and for other purposes. 

At the request of Mr. BINGAMAN, the 
name of the Senator from Tennessee 
[Mr. SASSER] was withdrawn as a co
sponsor of S. 1327, supra. 

s. 1358 

At the request of Mr. GRAHAM, the 
names of the Senator from South Caro
lina [Mr. HOLLINGS], the Senator from 
New York [Mr. D'AMATO], and the Sen
ator from Arkansas [Mr. BUMPERS] 
were added as cosponsors of S. 1358, a 
bill to amend chapter 17 of title 38, 
United States Code, to require the Sec
retary of Veterans Affairs to conduct a 
hospice care pilot program and to pro
vide certain hospice care services to 
terminally ill veterans. 

s. 1398 

At the request of Mr. REID, the 
names of the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
SIMON], the Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
LEAHY], and the Senator from Okla
homa [Mr. NICKLES] were added as co
sponsors of S. 1398, a bill to amend sec
tion 118 of the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1986 to provide for certain exceptions 
from certain rules for determining con
tributions in aid of construction. 

s. 1423 
At the request of Mr. DODD, the name 

of the Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
LEAHY] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1423, a bill to amend the Securities Ex
change Act of 1934 with respect to lim
ited partnership roll ups. 

s. 1441 

At the request of Mr. COCHRAN, the 
name of the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. WELLSTONE] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 1441, a bill to provide dis
aster assistance to agricultural produc
ers, and for other purposes. 

s. 1475 

At the request of Mr. HARKIN, the 
name of the Senator from Rhode Island 
[Mr. PELL] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1475, a bill to amend the Protection 
and Advocacy for Mentally Ill Individ
uals Act of 1986 to reauthorize pro
grams under such act, and for other 
purposes. 

s. 1245 s. 1480 

of S. 1480, a bill to establish the United 
States Census Commission. 

s. 1504 

At the request of Mr. INOUYE, the 
name of the Senator from Tennessee 
[Mr. GoRE] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1504, a bill to authorize appropria
tions for public broadcasting, and for 
other purposes. 

s. 1505 

At the request of Mr. DECONCINI, the 
name of the Senator from South Da
kota [Mr. PRESSLER] was added as a <;o
sponsor of S. 1505, a bill to amend the 
law relating to the Martin Luther 
King, Jr. Federal Holiday Commission. 

s. 1554 

At the request of Mr. BENTSEN, the 
names of the Senator from Florida [Mr. 
GRAHAM], the Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. LOTT], the Senator from Massa
chusetts [Mr. KENNEDY], the Senator 
from Connecticut [Mr. LIEBERMAN], the 
Senator from California [Mr. CRAN
STON], the Senator from Rhode Island 
[Mr. PELL], the Senator from Alabama 
[Mr. SHELBY], the Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. BINGAMAN], the Senator 
from Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE], and the Sen
ator from North Carolina [Mr. SAN
FORD] were added as cosponsors of S. 
1554, a bill to provide emergency unem
ployment compensation, and for other 
purposes. 

s. 1565 

At the request of Mr. GRAHAM, the 
name of the Senator from New Jersey 
[Mr. LAUTENBERG] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 1565, a bill to amend the 
Federal A via ti on Act of 1958 to ensure 
fair treatment of airline employees in 
connection with routine transfers. 

s. 1571 

At the request of Mr. EXON, the 
names of the Senator from West Vir
ginia [Mr. ROCKEFELLER] and the Sen
ator from Iowa [Mr. HARKIN] were 
added as cosponsors of S. 1571, a bill to 
amend the Federal Railroad Safety Act 
of 1970 to improve railroad safety, and 
for other purposes. 

s. 1574 

At the request of Mr. RIEGLE, the 
name of the Senator from Washington 
[Mr. ADAMS] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1574, a bill to ensure proper and 
full implementation by the Depart
ment of Health and Human Services of 
Medicaid coverage for certain low-in
come Medicare beneficiaries. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 8 

At the request of Mr. BURDICK, the 
name of the Senator from Alabama 
[Mr. HEFLIN] was added as a cosponsor 
of Senate Joint Resolution 8, a joint 
resolution to authorize the President 
to issue a proclamation designating 
each of the weeks beginning on N ovem
ber 24, 1991, and November 22, 1992, as 
"National Family Week." 

At the request of Mr. DASCHLE, the At the request of Mr. MOYNIHAN, the SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 18 

name of the Senator from Michigan name of the Senator from Tennessee At the request of Mr. SIMON, the 
[Mr. RIEGLE] was added as a cosponsor [Mr. SASSER] was added as a cosponsor name of the Senator from New Mexico 
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[Mr. BINGAMAN] was added as a cospon
sor of Senate Joint Resolution 18, a 
joint resolution proposing an amend
ment to the Constitution relating to. a 
Federal balanced budget. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 96 

At the request of Mr. RIEGLE, the 
name of the Senator from Pennsyl va
nia [Mr. WOFFORD] was added as a co
sponsor of Senate Joint Resolution 96, 
a joint resolution to designate Novem
ber 19, 1991, as "National Philanthropy 
Day." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 140 

At the request of Mr. WARNER, the 
names of the Senator from Michigan 
[Mr. RIEGLE], the Senator from Ver
mont [Mr. JEFFORDS], the Senator from 
South Dakota [Mr. DASCHLE], the Sen
ator from Montana [Mr. BURNS], and 
the Senator from Delaware [Mr. BIDEN] 
were added as cosponsors of Senate 

._ Joint Resolution 140, a joint resolution 
to designate the week of July 27 
through August 2, 1991, as "National 
Invent America! Week." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 161 

At the request of Mr. INOUYE, the 
name of the Senator from California 
[Mr. CRANSTON] was added as a cospon
sor of Senate Joint Resolution 161, a 
joint resolution to authorize the Go for 
Broke National Veterans Association 
to establish a memorial to Japanese
American War Veterans in the District 
of Columbia or its environs, and for 
other purposes. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 176 

At the request of Mr. DIXON, the 
name of the Senator from Washington 
[Mr. ADAMS] was added as a cosponsor 
of Senate Joint Resolution 176, a joint 
resolution to designate March 19, 1992, 
as "National Women in Agriculture 
Day." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 183 

At the request of Mr. BIDEN, the 
names of the Senator from Alaska [Mr. 
STEVENS], the Senator from New Jer
sey [Mr. BRADLEY], the Senator from 
Ohio [Mr. METZENBAUM], and the Sen
ator from Washington [Mr. ADAMS] 
were added as cosponsors of Senate 
Joint Resolution 183, a joint resolution 
to designate the week beginning Sep
tember 1, 1991, as "National Campus 
Crime and Security Awareness Week." 

SENATE RESOLUTION 82 

At the request of Mr. SMITH, the 
names of the Senator from Oklahoma 
[Mr. BOREN] and the Senator from New 
York [Mr. MOYNIBAN] were added as co
sponsors of Senate Resolution 82, a res
olution to establish a Select Commit
tee on POW/MIA Affairs. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 146 

At the request of Mr. PACKWOOD, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of Sen
ate Resolution 146, a resolution ex
pressing the sense of the Senate re
garding the recent volcanic disaster in 
the Philippines. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 150 

At the request of Mr. MOYNIBAN, the 
name of the Senator from Maine [Mr. 
COHEN] was added as a cosponsor of 
Senate Resolution 150, a resolution ex
pressing the sense of the Senate urging 
the President to call on the President 
of Syria to permit the extradition of 
fugitive Nazi war criminal Alois Brun
ner. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU
TION 56-RECOGNIZING AND COM
MENDING MILITARY COLLEGES 
Mr. THURMOND submitted the fol-

lowing concurrent resolution; which 
was referred to the Committee on 
Armed Services: 

S. CON. RES. 56 
Whereas the number of essential military 

colleges-institutions that the Department 
of Defense has recognized as constituting a 
special aspect of American higher edu
cation-has decreased from 11 institutions in 
1914 to only 4 today: Norwich University, 
founded in 1819; Virginia Military Institute, 
established in 1839; The Citadel, The Military 
College of South Carolina, chartered in 1842; 
and North Georgia College, which opened in 
1873; 

Whereas the hallmark of these institutions 
has been their dedication to the principle of 
the citizen-soldier, and in this regard are 
joined in spirit and devotion by the Cadet 
Corps at Texas A&M University and Virginia 
Polytechnic Institute and State University; 

Whereas citizen-soldiers are educated, 
trained, and inspired to become productive 
members of society in any calling, but are 
also prepared to serve their country in a 
military role during times of war or national 
peril; and 

Whereas these citizen-soldiers have accept
ed as their duty an obligation to serve their 
country in every instance of war since the 
Mexican War, and have without fail or hesi
tation answered the call to arms-most re
cently with service in Southwest Asia as 
part of Operation Desert Storm: Now, there
fore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep
resentatives concurring), That the Congress 
recognizes and commends military colleges 
for the unique contributions they have made 
and continue to make, and urges citizens of 
the United States to embrace the principles 
to which these colleges are dedicated. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 161-IN REC
OGNITION OF FREE AND DEMO
CRATIC ELECTIONS IN NEPAL 

(1) commends the Government and people 
of Nepal on the holding of free and fair elec
tions and for the restoration of democracy; 

(2) congratulates Girija. Prasad Koirala. on 
his election as Prime Minister of Nepal and 
wishes him a successful administration; 

(3) expresses its appreciation to His Maj
esty King Birendra of Nepal and interim 
Prime Minister K.P. Bhattarai for their role 
in enabling the successful transition of de
mocracy; 

(4) commends Prime Minister Koirala for 
~s stated commitment to combat hunger, 
disease and illiteracy in Nepal, to protect 
the rights of women, and to safeguard Ne
pal's environment; 

(5) expresses its hope that the Government 
of Nepal will continue to uphold the rights of 
all religious minorities and to protect the 
fundamental human rights of all its citizens; 

(6) expresses its strong support for Nepal's 
new democracy and affirms its willingness to 
assist the new government's efforts to ad
dress Nepal's economic, social and environ
mental problems. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, on May 12 
Nepal held its first multiparty elec
tions in 30 years-the second South 
Asian country to join the community 
of democratic nations this year. Inter
national observers concluded that the 
elections were "generally conducted in 
a manner fair, free and open enabling 
the full expression of the will of the 
people." It is truly a great moment in 
the history of Nepal. 

I am today introducing a resolution 
offering our well-deserved congratula
tions to the people of Nepal for the res
toration of democracy; to the Nepali 
Congress Party for their electoral vic
tory; and to Girija Prasad Koirala who 
was sworn in as Prime Minister on May 
29. My resolution further commends 
Mr. Koirala for his stated commitment 
to combat hunger, disease, and illit
eracy, to protect the rights of women 
and to safeguard Nepal's fragile envi
ronment. 

Mr. President, Nepal is a country of 
extraordinary beauty, home to the 
highest mountains in the world. But 
even such unsurpassed beauty is en
hanced and strengthened when it is 
seen through the eyes of democracy 
and freedom. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 162-ESTAB
LISHING A SELECT COMMITTEE 
ON POW/MIA AFFAIRS 

Mr. PELL submitted the following Mr. GRASSLEY submitted the fol-
resolution; which was referred to the lowing resolution; which was referred 
Committee on Foreign Relations. to the Committee on Rules and Admin-

s. RES. 161 istration. 
Whereas on May 12, 1991, Nepal held its 

first multiparty elections in 30 yea.rs; 
Whereas international observers concluded 

that the elections were "generally conducted 
in a manner fair, free and open enabling the 
full expression of the will of the people; 

Whereas the elections produced an elec
toral victory for the Nepali Congress Party; 

Whereas Girija Prasad Koira.la was ap
pointed Prime Minister and sworn into office 
on May 29, 1991: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate of the United 
States--

S. RES.162 

Resolved, 
SEC. 1. (a) (1) There is hereby established a 

select committee to be known as the Select 
Committee on POW /MIA Affairs (hereinafter 
in this resolution referred to as the "select 
committee"). The select committee shall be 
composed of fourteen members appointed as 
follows: 

(A) two members from the Committee on 
Armed Services; 

(B) two members from the Committee on 
Foreign Relations; 
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(C) two members from the Committee on 

Veterans' Affairs; 
(D) two members from the Select Commit

tee on Intelligence; and 
(E) six members from the Senate. 
(2) Members appointed from each commit

tee named in clauses (A) through (D) of para
graph (1) shall be evenly divided between the 
two major political parties and shall be ap
pointed by the President pro tempore of the 
Senate upon the recommendations of the 
majority and minority leaders of the Senate 
after consultation with their chairman and 
ranking minority member. Three of the 
members appointed under clause (E) of para
graph (1) shall be appointed by the President 
pro tempore of the Senate upon the rec
ommendation of the majority leader of the 
Senate and three shall be appointed by the 
President pro tempore of the Senate upon 
the recommendation of the minority leader 
of the Senate. 

(b) The majority leader of the Senate and 
the minority leader of the Senate shall be ex 
officio members of the select committee but 
shall have no vote in the committee and 
shall not be counted for purposes of deter
mining a quorum. 

(c) At the beginning of each Congress, the 
Members of the select committee shall elect 
a chairman of the select committee and a 
vice chairman of the select committee; pro
vided, however, that the chairman and vice 
chairman of the select committee shall not 
be from the same political party. The vice 
chairman shall act in the place and stead of 
the chairman in the absence of the chair
man. 

SEC. 2. (a) There shall be referred to the se
lect committee, concurrently with referral 
to any other committee of the Senate with 
jurisdiction, all messages, petitions, memo
rials, and other matters relating to United 
States personnel unaccounted for from m111-
tary conflicts. 

(b) Nothing in this resolution shall be con
strued as prohibiting or otherwise restrict
ing the authority of any other committee of 
the Senate or as amending, limiting, or oth
erwise changing the authority of any stand
ing committee of the Senate. 

SEC. 3. The select committee may, for the 
purposes of accountab111ty to the Senate, 
make such reports to the Senate with re
spect to matters within its jurisdiction as it 
shall deem advisable. Such select committee 
shall promptly call to the attention of the 
Senate or to any other appropriate commit
tee or committees of the Senate any matters 
deemed by the select committee to require 
the immediate attention of the Senate or 
such other committee or committees. In 
making such reports, the select committee 
shall proceed in a manner consistent with 
the requirements of national security. 

SEC. 4. (a) For the purposes of this resolu
tion, the select committee is authorized at 
its discretion (1) to make investigations into 
any matter within its jurisdiction, (2) to 
hold hearings, (3) to sit and act at any time 
or place during the sessions, recesses, and 
adjourned periods of the Senate, (4) to re
quire, by subpoena or otherwise, the attend
ance of witnesses and the production of cor
respondence, books, papers, and documents, 
and (5) to take depositions and other testi
mony. 

(b) The chairman of the select committee 
or any member thereof may administer 
oaths to witnesses. 

(c) Subpenas authorized by the select com
mittee may be issued over the signature of 
the chairman, the vice chairman, or any 
member of the select committee designated 

by the chairman, and may be served by any 
person designated by the chairman or any 
member signing this subpena. 

SEC. 5. No employee of the select commit
tee or person engaged to perform services for 
or at the request of such committee shall be 
given access to any classified information by 
such committee unless such employee or per
son has (1) agreed in writing and under oath 
to be bound by the rules of the Senate and of 
such committee as to the security of such in
formation during and after the period of his 
employment or relationship with such com
mittee; and (2) received an appropriate secu
rity clearance as determined by such com
mittee in consultation with the Director of 
Central Intelligence. The type of security 
clearance to be required in the case of any 
such employee or person shall, within the de
termination of such committee in consulta
tion with the Director of Central Intel
ligence, be commensurate with the sensitiv
ity of the classified information to which 
such employee or person will be given access 
by such committee. 

SEC. 6. The select committee shall formu
late and carry out such rules and procedures 
as it deems necessary to prevent the disclo
sure, without the consent of the person or 
persons concerned, of information in the pos
session of such committee which unduly in
fringes upon the privacy or which violates 
the constitutional rights of such person or 
persons. Nothing herein shall be construed to 
prevent such committee from publicly dis
closing any such information in any case in 
which such committee determines the na
tional interest in the disclosure of such in
formation clearly outweighs any infringe
ment on the privacy of any person or per
sons. 

SEC. 7. The select committee is authorized 
to permit any personal representative of the 
President, designated by the President to 
serve as a liaison to such committee, to at
tend any closed meeting of such committee. 

SEC. 8. Subparagraph (c) of Rule XXV of 
the Standing Rules of the Senate is amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following: 
"POW/MIA Affairs ............ ,. ................ 14." 

SEC. 9. (a) The select committee shall 
make a final public report to the Senate on 
the results of its investigation and study 
conducted by such committee, together with 
its findings and any recommendations at the 
earliest practicable date, but not later than 
December 31, 1992: 

(b) After submission of its final report, the 
select committee shall conclude its business 
and close out its affairs as expeditiously as 
practicable. 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 

AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOP
MENT, FOOD AND DRUG ADMIN
ISTRATION AND RELATED AGEN
CIES APPROPRIATION ACT, FIS
CAL YEAR 1992 

LEAHY AMENDMENT NO. 917 
Mr. LEAHY proposed an amendment 

to the reported amendment on page 48, 
line 14 of the bill (H.R. 2698) making ap
prop:;:-iations for Agriculture, Rural De
velopment, Food and Drug Administra
tion, and Related Agencies programs 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1992, and for other purposes, as follows: 

"On page 48, line 14, in the committee 
amendment, areer the words "which are not 
permanent but are," strike all that follows 
and insert the following: "for thirty years or 
the maximum duration allowed under appli
cable State law; (2) cost-sharing assistance 
for the cost of carrying out the establish
ment of conservation measures and practices 
as provided for in approved wetland reserve 
program contracts; (3) other appropriate 
cost-share assistance for wetland protection; 
and (4) technical assistance: Provided, That 
this amount shall be transferred to the Com
modity Credit Corporation for use in carry
ing out this program: Provided further, That 
the Secretary is authorized to use the serv
ices, fac111ties, and authorities of the Com
modity Credit Corporation for the purpose of 
carrying out the program: Provided further, 
That none of the funds made available by 
this Act shall be used to enter in excess of 
98,000 acres in fiscal year 1992 into the Wet
lands Reserve Program provided for herein. 

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEARS 
1992 AND 1993 

SPECTER AMENDMENT NOS. 918 
and 919 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. SPECTER submitted two amend

ments intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill (S. 1507) to authorize appro
priations for fiscal years 1992 and 1993 
for military activities of the Depart
ment of Defense, for military construc
tion, and for defense activities of the 
Department of Energy, to prescribe 
personnel and strengths for such fiscal 
years for the Armed Forces, and for 
other purposes, as follows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 918 
On page 19, strike out lines 8 through 22, 

and insert in lieu thereof the following: 
SEC. 113. AIRCRAFI' CARRIER SERVICE LIFE EX· 

TENSION OF THE U.S.S. JOHN F. KEN· 
NEDY. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, no action shall be taken to transfer in
dustrial activities on the aircraft carrier 
U.S.$. JOHN F. KENNEDY (CV-67), the 
U.S.S. FORRESTAL, and any other ship 
scheduled for availab111ty at the Philadel
phia Naval Shipyard prior to the 1991 base 
closure review process, from the Philadel
phia Naval Shipyard, Philadelphia, Penn
sylvania, until there is a ruling of the United 
States District Court for the Eastern Dis
trict of Pennsylvania that disposes of the pe
tition for preliminary injunction in the case 
of Specter v. Garrett, Docket Number 91-CV-
4322. 

AMENDMENT No. 919 
On page 31, between lines 7 and 8, insert 

the following: 
SEC. 124. LIMITATION ON OVERHAUL OF THE 

u.s.s. ENTERPRISE. 

(a) LIMITATION.-All unobligated funds ap
propriated or otherwise made available for 
the Department of Defense may not be used 
for the overhaul of the U.S.S. ENTERPRISE 
(CVN-65) or for construction of new aircraft 
carriers until the Secretary of the Navy, the 
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Administrator of the Environmental Protec
tion Agency, and the Chairman of the Nu
clear Regulatory Commission have jointly 
certified to Congress that the Secretary, the 
Administrator, and the Commission have a1>
proved a comprehensive plan, which includes 
annual cost estimates for the next ten years, 
for the disposal of all nuclear waste of the 
nuclear-powered aircraft carriers of the Navy 
and that the plan names the specific sites for 
the disposal of such waste. An unclassified 
report detailing such plans shall be provided 
to the appropriate committees to accompany 
the notice of certification. 

(b) REPORT ON HEALTH EFFECTS.-Not later 
than September 30, 1992, the Secretary of 
Labor, acting through the Assistant Sec
retary of Labor for Occupational Safety and 
Health, shall transmit to Congress a report 
on the human health risks associated with 
overhaul work on nuclear-powered aircraft 
carriers. 

AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOP
MENT, FOOD AND DRUG ADMIN
ISTRATION, AND RELATED 
AGENCIES APPROPRIATION ACT, 
FISCAL YEAR 1992 

HATCH AMENDMENT NO. 920 
Mr. HATCH proposed an amendment 

to the bill H.R. 2698, supra, as follows: 
On page 79, line 14, strike after the number 

$704,734,000, "of which $167,630,000 shall be 
available only to the extent an official budg
et request, for a specific dollar amount, is 
transmitted to the Congress". 

BURDICK (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 921 

Mr. BURDICK (for himself, Mr. COCH
RAN, Mr. KASTEN, Mr. BOND, Mr. BUMP
ERS, and Mr. DURENBERGER) proposed 
an amendment to the bill H.R. 2698, 
supra, as follows: 

On page 52, line 14, strike "Sl,840,000,000" 
and all that follows through "loans" on page 
52, line 16, and insert in lieu thereof: 
"Sl,922,140,000, of which $1,000,000,000 shall be 
for unsubsidized guaranteed loans and 
$182,140,000 shall be for subsidized guaranteed 
loans". 

On page 53, line 4, strike "guaranteed 
loans" and insert in lieu thereof: 
"unsubsidized guaranteed loans and 
$15,350,000 shall be for subsidized guaranteed 
loans". 

On page 52, line 22, before the"." insert: ": 
Provided, That loan funds made available 
herein shall be completely allocated to the 
States and made available for obligation in 
the first two quarters of fiscal year 1992". 

WIRTH AMENDMENT NOS. 922 AND 
923 

Mr. WIRTH proposed two amend
ments to the bill H.R. 2698, supra, as 
follows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 9'l2 
On page 15, line 10, strike "$61,978,000" and 

insert in lieu thereof "$63,978,000'" 
On page 15, line 12, strike the semicolon 

";" insert a comma "," and the following 
new text: "of which $2,000,000 shall be avail
able for global change research for the mon
itoring of ultraviolet radiation"; and 

On line 12, strike "$102,000,000" and insert 
in lieu thereof: "$100,000,000." 

AMENDMENT NO. 9'l3 
Paragraph 11, line 14, after "629,143,000" in

sert: "of which $750,000 is available for the 
Center for Russian wheat aphid research at 
Colorado State University". 

HARKIN AMENDMENT NO. 924 
Mr. BURDICK (for Mr. HARKIN) pro

posed an amendment to the bill H.R. 
2698, supra, as follows: 

On page 44, line 23, strike · "$3,500,000" and 
insert in lieu thereof ''$10,000,000''. 

HELMS AMENDMENT NO. 925 
Mr. COCHRAN (for Mr. HELMS) pro

posed an amendment to the bill H.R. 
2698, supra, as follows: 

At the end of the bill, add the following 
new section: 

SEC. . None of the funds appropriated or 
otherwise made available by this Act shall 
be used to issue a final regulation to carry 
out section 214 of Public Law 98-180. 

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEARS 
1992 AND 1993 

SPECTER AMENDMENT NO. 926 
(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. SPECTER submitted an amend

ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1507, supra, as follows: 

At the appropriate place insert the follow
ing: 

On page 19, strike out lines 8 through 22, 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: 
"Sec. 113. AIRCRAFT CARRIER SERVICE LIFE EX· 

TENSION PROGRAM. 
(a) TRANSFER OF UNOBLIGATED FISCAL YEAR 

1990 FUNDS.-Notwithstanding any other pro
vision of law, the Secretary of the Navy shall 
transfer from any unobligated funds appro
priated for the Navy for fiscal year 1990 for 
shipbuilding and conversion that remain 
available for obligation, $405,000,000 for shiJ>
building and conversion in connection with 
the sealift program established pursuant to 
section 102(c) of the National Defense Au
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 1991 (Public 
Law 101--510; 10 U.S.C. 7291 note). Funds 
transferred pursuant to this subsection shall 
remain available until September 30, 1997. 

AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOP
MENT, FOOD AND DRUG ADMIN
ISTRATION AND RELATED AGEN
CIES APPROPRIATION, FISCAL 
YEAR 1992 

SANFORD (AND HELMS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 927 

Mr. SANFORD (for himself and Mr. 
HELMS) proposed an amendment to the 
bill H.R. 2698, supra, as follows: 

On page 30, line 11, strike "$720,436,000" and 
insert in lieu thereof "$707,936,000"; and 

On page 17, line 21, strike "$60,769,000" and 
insert in lieu thereof "$73,269,000". 

SIMPSON AMENDMENT NO. 928 
Mr. SIMPSON proposed an amend

ment to the bill H.R. 2698, supra, as fol
lows: 

On page 61, line 10, strike "$622,050,000" and 
insert "$504,235,000". 

On page 61, line 12, strike "$239,250,000" and 
insert "$193, 765,000". 

On page 62, strike lines 1--4. 
On page 62, line 10, strike "$157 ,609,000" and 

insert "$127,866,000". 
On page 62; line 11, .after "$14,152,000,", in

sert the following: "and cost of the other 
loan guarantees, $105,000". 

DEPARTMENTS OF COMMERCE, 
JUSTICE, AND STATE, THE JUDI
CIARY, AND RELATED AGENCIES 
APPROPRIATION ACT, FISCAL 
YEAR 1992 

HOLLINGS (AND RUDMAN) 
AMENDMENT NOS. 929 AND 930 

Mr. HOLLINGS (for himself, and Mr. 
RUDMAN) proposed two amendments to 
the bill (H.R. 2608) making appropria
tions for the Departments of Com
merce, Justice, and State, the Judici
ary, and related agencies for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1992, and for 
other purposes, as follows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 929 
On page 34, line 18, "that" is amended to 

read "That". 
On page 77, line 10, strike "further". 
On page 90, line 4, in-between the head 

"Radio Construction", and "For" insert 
"(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)". 

On page 98, line 24, "commericalization" is 
amended to read "commercialization". 

On page 65, line 17 strike "payments to" 
and insert "the". 

On page 65, line 18 strike "academies" and 
insert "academy programs". 

On page 65, line 19 strike "grants" and in
sert "payments". 

On page 49, line 4 strike the word "natu
ral". 

AMENDMENT NO. 930 
On page 19, line 18, strike "$959,517,000" and 

insert "$950,817 ,000". · 
On page 6, line 4, strike "$112,642,000" and 

insert "$114,142,000". 
On page 40, line 9, after the semicolon in

sert: "grants, contracts, or other payments 
to nonprofit organizations for the purposes 
of conducting activities pursuant to coopera
tive agreements or memoranda of under
standing;''. 

On page 40, line 11, strike "$1,544,569,000" 
and insert "$1,550,769,000". 

On page 49, line 20, strike "$4,437,000" and 
insert "$4,937 ,000". 

On page 68, after line 22, insert: 
"COMMISSION ON LEGAL IMMIGRATION REFORM 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
For necessary expenses of the Commission 

on Legal Immigration Reform as authorized 
by Section 141 of Public Law 101-649, $500,000, 
to be available until expended." 

On page 90, line 2, strike the period at the 
end of the line and insert: ": Provided, That 
interest and earnings in the Fund shall be 
made available to the Eisenhower Exchange 
Fellowships, Incorporated, pursuant to 20 
U.S.C. 5203(a).". 

HOLLINGS (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 931 

Mr. HOLLINGS (for himself, Mr. 
REID, and Mr. HEFLIN) proposed an 
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amendment to the bill H.R. 2608, supra, 
as follows: 

On page 3, line 23, after the word "peti
tions" insert the following: ": Provided fur
ther, That, $1,000,000 of the funds made avail
able in fiscal year 1992 under subpart 2 of 
part E of title I of the Omnibus Crime Con
trol and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amend
ed, shall only be available for a grant to the 
National Judicial College to provide judicial 
education and training to State trial judges 
with limited and general jurisdiction in the 
area of illegal drug and violent criminal of
fenses". 

HOLLINGS (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 932 

Mr. HOLLINGS (for himself, Mr. 
KENNEDY' and Mr. SIMPSON) proposed 
an amendment to the bill H.R. 2608, 
supra, as follows: 

On page 20, line 7, under the heading Immi
gration and Naturalization Service, insert 
before the period the following new proviso: 
": Provided further, That, until April 1, 1992, 
none of the funds appropriated by this Act 
shall be used to enforce section 214(g)(l)(C)) 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act (8 
U.S.C. 1184(g)(l)(C)) or sections 207(a) or 
207(b) of the Immigration Act of 1990 (Public 
Law 101~9), and that until such date aliens 
seeking admission as artists, athletes, enter
tainers or fashion models (or for the purpose 
of accompanying or assisting in an artistic 
or athletic performance or as the spouse or 
child of such a nonimmigrant) shall be ad
mitted by the Attorney General under the 
terms of section 101(a)(15)(H)(i)(b) of the Im
migration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
1101(a)(15) (H)(i)(b)) as in effect on September 
30, 1991.". 

HOLLINGS (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 933 

Mr. HOLLINGS (for himself, Mr. 
THURMOND, Mr. MCCAIN, Mr. AKAKA, 
and Mr. DECONCINI) proposed an 
amendment tocthe bill H.R. 2608, supra, 
as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the follow
ing: 

SEC. . The decennial census of population 
of 1990 shall be adjusted to reflect the 
changes recommended on June 21, 1991, by 
the Post Enumeration Commission and the 
Director of the Census. 

HOLLINGS AMENDMENT NO. 934 
Mr. HOLLINGS proposed an amend

ment to amendment No. 933 proposed 
by him to the bill H.R. 2608, supra, as 
follows: 

Amend the pending amendment by insert
ing the following after the word "CENSUS" on 
line 4, ", except that such adjustment shall 
not apply to political reapportionment". 

KOHL AMENDMENT NO. 935 
Mr. KOHL proposed an amendment to 

amendment No. 933 proposed by Mr. 
HOLLINGS (and Mr. THuRMOND), and 
subsequently amended, to the bill H.R. 
2608, supra, as follows: 

Strike all after "SEC." and insert: 
The Subcommittee on Government Infor

mation and Regulation, of the Committee on 
Governmental Affairs, shall report to the 

Senate on the use of the Post-Enumeration 
Survey of the 1970 Census for purposes other 
than political apportionment and shall rec
ommend such changes as necessary. Such re
port shall be made after consultation with 
the Secretary of Commerce and shall be 
made by February 1, 1992. 

D'AMATO (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 936 

Mr. HATFIELD (for Mr. D'AMATO, for 
himself, Mr. RUDMAN' and' Mr. KASTEN) 
proposed an amendment to the bill 
H.R. 2608, supra, as follows: 

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following: 
SEC •• 

Findings: 
(1) The report accompanying R.R. 5021, the 

fiscal year 1991 appropriations bill for the 
Departments of Commerce, Justice, State 
and Judiciary and related agencies, included 
language regarding the Bureau of Prisons' 
proposed construction of a Metropolitan De
tention Center (MDC) on 29th Street and 
Third Avenue in the Sunset Park Commu
nity of Brooklyn, New York; and 

(2) The Senate report urged the Bureau of 
Prisons to "work closely with the city of 
New York, other relevant government juris
dictions, and local community groups in lo
cating a site that is consistent with local 
land use policies and long-range plans while 
also meeting operating requirements of the 
Federal criminal justice system."; and 

(3) The report also stated that the commit
tee "believes that plans for developing the 
detention facility should not go forward 
until an agreement is reached with State and 
local government officials."; and 

(4) No such agreement has been reached. 
Therefore, it is the sense of the Senate 

that the Bureau of Prisons should not pro
ceed with construction of the Brooklyn MDC 
until it has ascertained that all efforts to 
reach agreement with State and local gov
ernment officials have been exhausted, and 
that the proposed site continues to be the 
only viable location for a detention center. 

DOLE AMENDMENT NO. 937 
Mr. HATFIELD (for Mr. DOLE) pro

posed an amendment to the bill H.R. 
2608, supra, as follows: 

On page 3, line 23, after the word "peti
tions" insert the following: ": Provided fur
ther, That, $150,000 of the funds made avail
able in fiscal year 1992 under subpart 2 of 
part E of title I of the Omnibus Crime Con
trol and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amend
ed, shall only be available for a grant to 
Project Freedom in Wichita, KS for its Drug 
Affected Babies Prevention Initiative". 

HELMS AMENDMENT NO. 938 
Mr. HELMS proposed an amendment 

to the bill H.R. 2608, supra, as follows: 
On page 39, line 15, insert after the word 

"law" a comma and the following: "no per
son incarcerated in a federal or state penal 
institution shall receive any funds appro
priated to carry out subpart 1 of part A of 
title IV of the Higher Education Act of 1965 
and, notwithstanding any other provision of 
law". 

HELMS AMENDMENT NO. 939 
Mr. HELMS proposed an amendment 

to the bill H.R. 2608, supra, as follows: 

On page 9, line 5, insert after the word "ex
penses" a semicolon and the following: 

"SEC. . (a) Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, a State shall, not later than 
1 year after the date of enactment of this 
Act, certify to the Secretary of Heal th and 
Human Services that such State has in effect 
regulations, or has enacted legislation, to 
protect licensed health care professionals 
from contracting the human 
immunodeficiency virus and the hepatitis B 
virus during the performance of exposure 
prone invasive procedures. 

(b) The regulations or legislation referred 
to in subsection (a) shall permit licensed 
health care professionals to require that, 
prior to the commencement of or during the 
conduct of an exposure prone invasive proce
dure, a patient may be tested for the etio
logic agent for the human immunodeficiency 
virus. Such regulations or legislation shall 
not apply in emergency situations when the 
patient's life is in danger. 

(c)(l) The result of tests conducted under 
subsection (b) shall be confidential and shall 
not be released to any other party without 
the prior written consent of the patient. 

(2) The regulations or legislation referred 
to in subsection (a) shall contain enforce
ment provisions that subject an individual 
who violates the provisions of paragraph 
(c)(l) to a $10,000 fine or a prison term of not 
more than one year for each such violation. 

(d) Except as provided in subsection (e), if 
a State does not provide the certification re
quired under subsection (a) within the 1-year 
period described in such subsection, such 
State shall be ineligible to receive assistance 
under the Public Health service Act (42 
U.S.C. 301 et seq.) until such certification is 
provided. 

(e) The Secretary of Health and Human 
Services shall extend the time period de
scribed in subsection (a) for a State, if-

(1) the State has determined not to pro
mulgate regulations to adopt the guidelines 
referred to in subsection (a); and 

(2) the State legislature of such State 
meets on a biennial basis and has not met 
within the 1-year period beginning on the 
date of enactment of this Act. 

(0 As used in this section, the term "expo
sure prone invasive procedure" means such 
procedures as listed in guidelines promul
gated by the Centers for Disease Control con
cerning recommendations for preventing the 
transmission by heal th care professionals, of 
the human immunodeficiency virus and the 
hepatitis B virus to patients during exposure 
prone invasive procedures." 

GRAHAM (AND MACK) AMEND
MENTS NOS. 940 THROUGH 942 

Mr. GRAHAM (for himself and Mr. 
MACK) proposed an amendment to the 
bill H.R. 2608, supra, as follows: 

AMENDMENT No. 940 
At the end of the bill, add the following 

new section: 
SEC. • REGULATIONS REQUIRED. 

(a) The Attorney General shall prescribe 
regulations under title 5, United States 
Code, to carry out section 404(b)(l) of the Im
migration and Nationality Act, including a 
delineation of (1) scenarios that constitute 
an immigration emergency, (2) the process 
by which the President declares an immigra
tion emergency, (3) the role of the Governor 
and local officials in requesting a declara
tion of emergency, (4) a definition of "assist
ance as required by the Attorney General'', 
and (5) the process by which States and lo
calities are to be reimbursed. 
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(b) The Attorney General shall prescribe 

regulations under title 5, United States 
Code, to carry out section 404(b)(2) of such 
Act, including providing a definition of the 
terms in section 404(b)(2)(ii) and a delinea
tion of "in any other circumstances" in sec
tion 404(b)(2)(iii) of such Act. 

(c) The regulations under this section shall 
be published for comment not later than 30 
days after the date of enactment of this Act 
and issued in final form not later than 15 
days after the end of the comment period. 

AMENDMENT NO. 941 
On page 99, between lines 7 and 8, insert 

the following new section: 
SEC. • TRACKING SYSTEM FOR "1-94" FORMS. 

(a) TRACKING SYSTEM.-The A~torney Gen
eral shall develop a tracking system for the 
Department of Justice form designated "I-
94" or any other successor form that speci
fies the date to which an alien is admitted to 
the United States. 

(b) REPORT.-Not later than 45 days after 
the date of enactment of this Act, and every 
12 months thereafter, the Attorney General 
shall submit to the Congress a report on the 
progress made in carrying out this section 
and a statistical report on visitors 
overstaying their visas. 

AMENDMENT NO. 942 
At the end of the bill, add the following 

new section: 
SEC. • TIMELY PAROLE OF CERTAIN ALIENS DE· 

TAINED AT THE KROME PROCESS
ING CENTER, FLORIDA. 

Not later than 90 days after an alien begins 
detention at the Krome Processing Center, 
Florida, the Attorney General shall exercise 
his authority under section 212(d)(5) of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act (relating 
to parole) to release such alien from deten
tion if such alien (1) is determined to have 
family ties in the community; (2) is not con
sidered to be a danger to the community; (3) 
is likely to participate in the resolution of 
his immigration claims; and (4) has posted a 
reasonable bond. 

MITCHELL (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 943 

Mr. HOLLINGS (for Mr. MITCHELL, 
for himself, Mr. BOREN' and Mr. BRAD
LEY) proposed an amendment to the 
bill H.R. 2608, supra, as follows: 

On page 75, line 19, strike "(Including 
Transfer of Funds)" 

On page 76, line 18, strike "; and in addi
tion $8,000,000 shall be derived by transfer 
from "Acquisition and Maintenance of Build
ings Abroad". 

On page 89, line 2, in between the head 
"Educational and Cultural Exchange Pro
grams" and "For" insert 

"(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)". 
On page 89, line 20, before the period insert 

the following: "; and in addition $13,000,000 
shall be derived by transfer from Department 
of State, Administration of Foreign Affairs, 
"Acquisition and Maintenance of Buildings 
Abroad" to remain available until expended 
of which $7,000,000 shall only be available for 
support of the U.S.-Soviet Exchange Pro
gram and of which $4,000,000 shall only be 
available for the Educational Exchanges En
hancement Act of 1991 and of which $2,000,000 
shall be available only for the Federal En
dowment for High School Student Exchanges 
and Democracy. 

GRAMM AMENDMENT NO. 944 

Mr. GRAMM proposed an amendment 
to the bill H.R. 2608, supra, as follows: 

On page 71, strike line 2 and insert the fol
lowing: "for special contingency funds, and 
of which $4~.410,000 shall be transferred to 
the Department of Justice and made avail
able to the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
(which amount shall be in addition to other 
sums appropriated to the Department of Jus
tice and made available to the Federal Bu
reau of Investigation by this Act), and the 
Board of Directors of the Legal Services Cor
poration shall reduce the foregoing alloca
tions as the Board considers to be appro
priate.". 

UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION 
EXTENSION ACT 

KASTEN AMENDMENT NO. 945 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. KASTEN submitted an amend

ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill (S. 1554) to provide emer
gency unemployment compensation, 
and for other purposes, as follows: 

At the end of the bill add the following new 
section 
SEC. • SENSE OF THE SENATE Wl'nl RESPECT TO 

PLANT OPENING AND JOB CRE· 
ATION INCENTIVES. 

(a) FINDINGS.-The Senate finds that-
(1) Expanding unemployment benefits does 

nothing to prevent and reduce unemploy
ment-it simply treats the symptoms in
stead of curing the underlying disease of ane
mic economic growth and lingering jobless
ness; 

(2) The only real cure for unemployment is 
rapid economic growth which creates well
paying, private-sector jobs; 

(3) Low-tax, incentive-based economic poli
cies to promote work, investment, saving, 
and entrepreneurship caused the economic 
expansion of the 1980s which created. 20 mil
lion new jobs and raised real middle Amer
ican family income by 12 percent; 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.-lt is the sense 
of the Senate that the Congress should im
mediately adopt legislation that promotes 
plant openings, economic growth, and job 
creation, and that such legislation include 
the following incentives for work, saving, 
and investment: 

(1) reduction in the tax on capital gains to 
15 percent for both individuals and busi
nesses, and indexation of the basis for infla
tion to provide new incentives for invest
ment in job-creating small business ven
tures, and to eliminate the unfair taxation of 
phantom gains; 

(2) permanent extension of the tax exclu
sion from gross income of the amounts paid 
for employee educational assistance to in
crease job opportunities for workers, and 
promote job advancement through training 
and education; 

(3) establishment of enterprise zones with 
Federal tax incentives to promote small 
business investment and job creation in the 
Nation's economically distressed rural and 
urban areas; and 

(4) elimination of the Social Security earn
ings limitation which would give America's 
senior citizens more freedom to work and 
produce. 

COMMERCE, JUSTICE, STATE, THE 
JUDICIARY, AND RELATED 
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT, FISCAL YEAR 1992 

SEYMOUR AMENDMENT NO. 946 
Mr. SEYMOUR proposed an amend

ment to the bill H.R. 2608, supra, as fol
lows: 

On page 99, between lines 7 and 8, insert 
the following: 

SEC. . (a) Except with respect to budget 
authority provided by titles m and V and 
lines 1~ of title I of this Act, each amount 
of budget authority for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1992, provided in this Act for 
expenses under the heading "salaries and ex
penses", other than payments required by 
law, is hereby reduced by a percentage such 
that the total reduction equals $40,000,000. 
Provided, That such reductions shall be ap
plied ratably to each account, program, ac
tivity, and project provided for in this Act. 

(b) In addition to amounts otherwise ap
propriated or made available by this Act to 
the Border Patrol program under title I of 
this Act, an amount equal to the aggregate 
of the reductions under subsection (a) of this 
section is hereby made available to the Bor
der Patrol program as follows: 75 percent of 
such amount shall be available for personnel 
for use in connection with the southwest 
border of the United States, and 25 percent of 
such amount shall be available for vehicles 
and equipment for use in connection with 
such southwest border. 

SCHOOL DROPOUT DEMONSTRA
TION ASSISTANCE ACT AUTHOR
IZATION 

KENNEDY AMENDMENT NO. 947 
Mr. HOLLINGS (for Mr. KENNEDY) 

proposed an amendment to the bill 
(H.R. 2313) to amend the School Drop
out Demonstration Assistance Act of 
1988 to extend authorization of appro
priations through fiscal year 1993, and 
for other purposes, as follows: 

Strike all after the enacting clause and in
sert the following: 
TITLE I-AMENDMENTS TO SCHOOL 

DROPOUT DEMONSTRATION ASSIST· 
ANCE ACT OF 1988 

SEC. 101. SHORT TI'l1.E. 
This title may be cited as the "National 

Dropout Prevention Act of 1991". 
SEC. 102. EXTENSION OF AUTBORIZA'l10N OF AP· 

PROPRIATIONS. 
Section 6003(a) of the School Dropout Dem

onstration Assistance Act of 1988 (hereafter 
in this title referred to as the "Act") (20 
U.S.C. 3243(a)) is amended to read as follows: 

"(a) IN GENERAL.-Subject to subsection 
(b), there are authorized to be appropriated 
for the purposes of this pa.rt $50,000,000 for 
fiscal year 1991 and such sums as may be nec
essary for each of the fiscal years 1992 and 
1993.". 
SEC. 103. GRANTS TO LOCAL EDUCATIONAL 

AGENCIES. 
(a) AMENDMENTS.-Section 6004 of the Act 

(20 U.S.C. 3244) is amended-
(1) in subsection (a), by striking 

"$1,500,000" and inserting "$2,000,000"; 
(2) in subsection (c), by inserting after 

"value as a demonstration." the following: 
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"Any local educational agency, educational 
partnership, or community-based organiza
tion that has received a grant under this Act 
shall be eligible for additional funds subject 
to the requirements under this Act."; and 

(3) in subparagraph (B) of subsection (f)(l), 
by striking "for the second such year" and 
inserting "in each succeeding fiscal year". 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendment 
made by paragraph (1) shall take effect on 
October 1, 1992. 
SEC. 104. DROPOUT PREVENTION. 

Section 6005 of the Act (20 U.S.C. 3245) is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new subsection: 

"(e) GRANTS FOR NEW GRANTEES.-ln 
awarding grants under this part in fiscal 
year 1992 and each fiscal year thereafter to 
applicants who did not receive a grant under 
this part in fiscal year 1991, the Secretary 
shall utilize only those priorities and special 
considerations described in subsections (c) 
and (d).". 
SEC. 105. AUTHORIZED ACTIVlTIES. 

Section 6006(b) of the Act (20 U.S.C. 3246(b)) 
is amended-

(1) in paragraph (8), by striking "and"; and 
(2) by striking paragraph (9) and inserting 

the following new paragraphs: 
"(9) mentoring programs; and 
"(10) any other activity described in sub

section (a).". 
SEC. 106. REPORTS. 

The Act (20 U.S.C. 3241 et seq.) is further 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new section: 
"SEC. 8008. REPORTS. 

"(a) ANNUAL REPORTS.-The Secretary 
shall submit to the Congress a report by Jan
uary 1 of each year, beginning on January l, 
1993, which sets forth the progress of the 
Commissioner of Education Statistics, estab
lished under section 406(a) of the General 
Education Provisions Act, to implement a 
definition and data collection process for 
school dropouts in elementary and secondary 
schools, including statistical information for 
the number and percentage of elementary 
and secondary school students by .race and 
ethnic origin who drop out of school each 
year including dropouts--

"(1) throughout the Nation by rural and 
urban location as defined by the Secretary; 
and 

"(2) in each of the individual States and 
the District of Columbia. 

"(b) RECOMMENDATIONS.-The report under 
subsection (a) shall also contain rec
ommendations on ways in which the Federal 
Government, States and localities can fur
ther support the implementation of an effec
tive methodology to accurately measure 
dropout and retention rates on the national, 
State, and local levels.". 

TITLE ll-DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS 

SEC. 201. ESTABLISHMENT OF POSmON. 
Section 202 of the Department of Edu

cation Organization Act (20 U.S.C. 3412) is 
amended-

(1) by redesignating subsection (d) as sub
section ( e ); and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (c) the fol
lowing new subsection: 

"(d) There may be in the Department an 
Under Secretary of Education who shall per
form such functions as the Secretary may 
prescribe. The Under Secretary shall be ap
pointed by the President, by and with the ad
vice and consent of the Senate.". 
SEC. 202. COMPENSA'nON. 

Section 5314 of title 5, United States Code, 
is amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following: 

"Under Secretary of Education". 
SEC. 208. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-This Act shall take effect 
on the first day of the first Department of 
Edu_cation pay period that begins on or after 
the date of enactment of this Act. 

(b) SPECIAL RULE.-An incumbent in a po
sition within the Department of Education 
on the day preceding the day that this Act 
takes effect who has been appointed by the 
President to a position within the Depart
ment of Education with the advice and con
sent of the Senate may serve as the Under 
Secretary at the pleasure of the President 
after the day preceding the day that this Act 
takes effect. 
TITLE III-MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 

PART A-STAR SCHOOLS 
SEC. 301. STATEMENT OF PURPOSE. 

Section 902 of the Star Schools Program 
Assistance Act (hereafter in this title re
ferred to as the "Act") (20 U.S.C. 4081) is 
amended-

(!) by striking "vocational education" and 
inserting "literacy skills and vocational edu
cation and to serve underserved populations 
including the disadvantaged, illiterate, lim
ited-English proficient, and disabled"; 

(2) by striking "demonstration"; and 
(3) by inserting "to" before "obtain". 

SEC. 302. PROGRAM AUTHORIZED. 

Section 903 of the Act (20 U.S.C. 4082) is 
amended-

(!) in subsection (a)-
(A) by inserting "(1)" before "The Sec

retary"; and 
(B) by inserting at the end thereof the fol

lowing new paragraphs: 
"(2) The Secretary shall award grants pur

suant to paragraph (1) for a period of 2 years. 
"(3) Grants awarded pursuant to paragraph 

(1) may be awarded for an additional 2-year 
period in accordance with section 907."; 

(2) in subsection (b)-
(A) in paragraph (1), by striking 

"$100,000,000 for the period beginning October 
1, 1987, and ending September 30, 1992" and 
inserting "$50,000,000 for fiscal year 1992 and 
such sums as may be necessary in fiscal year 
1993"; 

(B) by striking paragraph (2); and 
(C) by redesignating paragraph (3) as par8,-

graph (2); 
(3) in subsection (c)
(A) in paragraph (1)-
(i) in subparagraph (A)
(l) by striking "(A)"; 
(II) by striking "demonstration"; and 
(ill) by inserting "in any one fiscal year" 

after "$10,000,000"; and 
(ii) by striking subparagraph (B); and 
(B) in paragraph (2)-
(i) by inserting "(A)" after "(2)"; 
(ii) by inserting "to the Secretary" after 

"available"; and 
(iii) by inserting at the end thereof the fol

lowing new subparagraph: 
"(B) Not less than 25 percent of the funds 

available to the Secretary in any fiscal year 
under this title shall be used for tele
communications facilities and equipment."; 
and 

(4) by inserting at the end thereof the fol
lowing new subsection: 

"(e) COORDINATION.-The Department of 
Education, the National Science Foundation, 
the Department of Agriculture, and any 
other Federal agency operating a tele
communications network for educational 
purposes shall coordinate the activities as
sisted under such programs.". 

SEC. 303. ELIGmLE TELECOMMUNICA'nONS 
PARTNERSHIPS. 

Subsection (a) of section 904 of the Act (20 
U.S.C. 4083(a)) ls amended-

(!) in the matter preceding paragraph (1) 
by striking "demonstration"; 

(2) in paragraph (2)-
(A) in subparagraph (B), by striking ", or a 

State higher education agency"; 
(B) in subparagraph (C), by inserting "or a 

State higher education agency" after "edu
cation"; 

(C) in subparagraph (D)-
(i) in the matter preceding clause {1), by in

serting "or academy" after "center"; and 
(ii) by striking "or" at the end of clause 

(ii); and 
(D) in subparagraph (E)-
(i) by amending clause (i) to read as fol

lows: 
"(i) a public or private entity with experi

ence and expertise in the planning and oper
ation of a telecommunications network, in
cluding entities involved in telecommuni
cations through satellite, cable, telephone, 
or computer; or"; 

(11) by striking clause (ii); 
(iii) by redesignating clause (iii) as clause 

(ii); and 
(iv) by striking the period at the end of 

clause (ii) (as redeslgnated by clause (111)) 
and inserting a comma and "or"; and 

(F) by inserting at the end thereof the fol
lowing new subparagraph: 

"(F) a public or private elementary or sec
ondary school."; and 

(3) by adding at the end thereof the follow
ing new subsection: 

"(C) SPECIAL STATEWIDE NETWORK.-
"(!) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary may fund 

one statewide telecommunications network 
under this title if such network-

"(A) provides two-way full motion inter
active video and audio communications; 

"(B) links together public colleges and uni
versities and secondary schools throughout 
the State; and 

"(C) meets any other requirements deter
mined appropriate by the Secretary. 

"(2) STATE CONTRIBUTION.-A statewide 
telecommunications network funded under 
paragraph (1) shall contribute (either di
rectly or through private contributions) non
Federal funds equal to not less than 50 per
cent of the cost of such network.". 
SEC. 304. APPLICA'nONS. 

Section 905 of the Act (20 U.S.C. 4084) is 
amended-

(1) in subsection (br
(A) in paragraph (1)-
(i) in subparagraph (B), by inserting ", or 

any combination thereof'' after "equip
ment"; and 

(11) in subparagraph (G) by-
(!) striking ''elementary and secondary 

school teachers (particularly teachers in 
schools receiving assistance under chapter 1 
of title I of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965) in" and inserting "in
structors who w111 be"; and 

(II) inserting "in using such facilities and 
equipment, and in integrating programs into 
the class curriculum" after "sought"; 

(B) in paragraph (2r-
(i) by striking "describe,"; 
(ii) by inserting "describe" after "instruc

tional programming,"; and 
(111) by inserting "and provide assurances 

that such programming will be designed in 
consultation with professionals who are ex
perts in the applicable subject matter and 
grade level" after "training"; 

(C) in paragraph (3), by inserting "(in ac
cordance with section 907)" after "lan
guages,"; 
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(D) in paragraph (4)-
(i) by striking "teacher"; and 
(ii) by inserting "for teachers and other 

school personnel" after "policies"; 
(E) in paragraph (6)-
(i) by striking "the facilities" and insert

ing "any facilities"; 
(ii) by striking "will be made available to" 

and inserting "for"; and 
(iii) by inserting "will be made available to 

schools" after "schools"; 
(F) in paragraph (7)-
(i) by inserting "(such as students who are 

disadvantaged, limited-English proficient, 
disabled, or illiterate)" after "students"; and 

(ii) in paragraph (7), by inserting "and will 
use existing telecommunications equipment, 
where available" before the semicolon at the 
end thereof; 

(G) by striking "and" at the end of para
graph (8); 

(H) by redesignating paragraph (9) as para
graph (10); and 

(l) by inserting after paragraph (8) the fol
lowing new paragraph: 

"(9) describe the activities or services for 
which assistance is sought, including activi
ties and services such as-

"(A) providing facilities, equipment, train
ing, services, and technical assistance de
scribed in paragraphs (1), (2), (4) and (7); 

"(B) making programs accessible to indi
viduals with disabilities through mecha
nisms such as closed captioning and descrip
tive video services; 

"(C) linking networks together, for exam
ple, around an issue of national importance 
such as elections; 

"(D) sharing curriculum materials between 
networks; 

"(E) providing teacher and student support 
services; 

"(F) incorporating community resources 
such as libraries and museums into instruc
tional programs; 

"(G) providing teacher training to early 
childhood development and Head Start 
teachers and staff; 

''(H) providing teacher training to voca
tional education teachers and staff; and 

"(I) providing programs for adults at times 
other than the regular school day in order to 
maximize the use of telecommunications fa
cilities and equipment."; 

(2) in subsection (c)
(A) in paragraph (3)-
(i) by striking "public and private" and in

serting ", in the case of elementary and sec
ondary schools, those"; 

(11) striking "(particularly schools"; and 
(111) striking "1965)" and inserting "1965"; 
(B) by striking "and" at the end of para-

graph (6); 
(C) by redesignating paragraph (7) as para

graph (9); 
(D) by redesignating paragraph (6) as para

graph (7); 
(E) by inserting after paragraph (5) the fol

lowing new paragraph: 
"(6) the eligible telecommunications part

nership will-
"(A) provide a comprehensive range of 

courses for educators with different skill lev
els to teach instructional strategies for stu
dents with different skill levels; 

"(B) provide training to participating edu
cators in ways to integrate telecommuni
cations courses into the existing school cur
riculum; and 

"(C) include instruction for students, 
teachers, and parents;"; and 

(F) by inserting after paragraph (7) (as re
designated by subparagraph (D)) the follow
ing new paragraph: 

"(8) a telecommunications entity (such as 
a satellite, cable, telephone, computer, or 
public or private television station) will par
ticipate in the partnership and will donate 
equipment or in-kind services for tele
communications linkages; and". 
SEC. SOS. CONTINUING EUGIBILITY. 

The Act (20 U.S.C. 4081 et seq.) is amend
ed-

(1) by redesignating section 907 as section 
911; and 

(2) by inserting after section 906 the follow
ing new sections: 

"CONTINUING ELIGIBILITY 
"SEC. 907. (a) IN GENERAL.-ln order to be 

eligible to receive an additional grant under 
section 903(a)(3) in any fiscal year, an eligi
ble telecommunications partnership shall 
demonstrate in the application submitted 
pursuant to section 905 that such partnership 
will-

"(1) continue to provide services in the 
subject areas and geographic areas assisted 
with funds received under this title in pre
vious fiscal years; and 

"(2) use all such grant funds to provide ex
panded services by-

"(A) increasing the number of students, 
schools or school districts served by the 
courses of instruction assisted under this 
title in previous fiscal years; 

"(B) providing new courses of instruction; 
or 

"(C) serving new populations of under
served individuals, such as children or adults 
who are disadvantaged, have limited-English 
proficiency, are disabled, are illiterate, lack 
high school diplomas or their equivalent. 

"(b) SPECIAL RULES.-Grant funds received 
pursuant to the application of subsection (a) 
shall be used to supplement and not supplant 
services provided by the recipient under this 
title in previous fiscal years. 

"EVALUATION 
"SEC. 908. (a) IN GENERAL.-From amounts 

appropriated pursuant to the authority of 
section 903(b), the Secretary shall reserve 
the greater of not more than $500,000 or 5 per
cent of such appropriations to conduct an 
independent evaluation by grant, contract or 
cooperative agreement, of the Star Schools 
Assistance Program. 

"(b) REPORT.-The Secretary shall prepare 
and submit an interim report on the evalua
tion described in subsection (a) not later 
than January 1, 1993 and shall prepare and 
submit a final report on such evaluation not 
later than June 1, 199S. 

"(c) EVALUATION.-Such evaluation shall 
include-

"(1) a review of the effectiveness of tele
communications partnerships and programs 
after Federal funding ceases; 

"(2) an analysis of non-Federal funding 
sources, including funds leveraged by Star 
Schools funds and the permanency of such 
funding; 

"(3) an analysis of how Star Schools grant
ees spend funds appropriated under this Act; 

"(4) a review of the subject matter, content 
effectiveness, and success of distance learn
ing through Star Schools program funds, in
cluding an in-depth study of student learning 
outcomes as measured against stated course 
objectives of distance learning courses of
fered by Star Schools grantees; 

"(5) a comprehensive review of in-service 
teacher training programs through Star 
Schools programming, including the number 
of teachers trained, time spent in training 
programs, and a comparison of the effective
ness of such training and conventional 
teacher training programs; 

"(6) an analysis of Star School projects 
that focus on teacher certification and other 
requirements and the resulting effect on the 
delivery of instructional programming; 

"(7) the effects of distance learning on cur
ricula and staffing patterns at participating 
schools; 

"(8) the number of students participating 
in the Star Schools program and an analysis 
of the socioeconomic characteristics of stu
dents participating in Star Schools pro
grams, including a review of the differences 
and effectiveness of programming and serv
ices provided to economically and education
ally disadvantaged and minority students; 

"(9) an analysis of the socioeconomic and 
geographic characteristics of schools partici
pating in Star Schools projects, including a 
review of the variety of programming pro
vided to different schools; and 

"(10) the impact of dissemination grants 
under section 910 on the use of technology
based programs in local ·educational agen
cies. 

"FEDERAL ACTIVITIES 
"SEC. 909. The Secretary may assist grant 

recipients under this title in acquiring sat
ellite time, where appropriate, as economi
cally as possible. 

"DISSEMINATION GRANTS 
"SEC. 910. (a) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary 

shall make grants under this section to tele
communications partnerships funded by the 
Star Schools Program and to other eligible 
entities to enable such partnerships and en
tities to provide dissemination and technical 
assistance to State and local educational 
agencies not presently served by tele
communication partnerships. 

"(b) SPECIAL RULE.-The Secretary shall 
make grants under this section in any fiscal 
year in which the amount appropriated for 
this title exceeds the amount appropriated 
for this title in fiscal year 1991 by not less 
than 10 percent. 

"(c) RESERVATION.-ln any fiscal year in 
which the Secretary awards grants under 
this section in accordance with subsection 
(b), the Secretary shall reserve not less than 
5 percent but not more than 10 percent of the 
amount appropriated under this title for 
such fiscal year to award such grants. 

"(d) APPLICATIONS.-
"(l) IN GENERAL.-Each telecommuni

cations partnership and other eligible entity 
that desires to receive a grant under this 
section shall submit an application to the 
Secretary, at such time, in such manner, and 
containing or accompanied by such informa
tion as the Secretary may reasonably re
quire. 

"(2) CONTENTS.-Each application described 
in paragraph (2) shall contain assurances 
that the telecommunications partnership or 
other eligible entity shall provide technical 
assistance to State and local educational 
agencies to plan and implement technology
based systems, including-

"(A) information regarding successful dis
tance learning resources for States, local 
educational agencies, and schools; 

"(B) assistance in connecting users of dis
tance learning, regional educational service 
centers, colleges and universities, the pri
vate sector, and other relevant entities; 

"(C) assistance and advice in the design 
and implementation of systems to include 
needs assessments and technology design; 
and 

"(D) support for the identification of pos
sible connections, and cost-sharing arrange
ments for users of such systems. 

"(e) DEFINITION.-For purposes of this sec
tion, the term 'eligible entity' means a fed-
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erally funded program or an institution of 
higher education that has demonstrated ex
pertise in educational applications of tech
nology and provides comprehensive technical 
assistance to educators and policy makers at 
the local level.". 

PART B-TECHNICAL AND MISCELLANEOUS 
PROVISIONS 

SEC. 311. CARL D. PERKINS VOCATIONAL AND AP
PLIED TECHNOLOGY EDUCATION 
ACT. 

(a) CORRECTIONS EDUCATION.-Subsection 
(c) of section 102 of the Carl D. Perkins Voca
tional and Applied Technology Education 
Act (20 U.S.C. 2312) is amended-

(1) in para.graph (1), by-
(A) striking "paragraph (2)" and inserting 

"paragraph (3)"; 
(B) inserting "and" before "the sex eq

uity"; and 
(C) striking "and the program for criminal 

offenders under section 225,"; 
(2) by redesignating paragraph (2) as para

graph (3); and 
(3) by inserting the following new para

graph after paragraph (1): 
"(2) Except as provided in paragraph (3) 

and notwithstanding the provisions of sub
section (a), each State shall reserve for the 
program for criminal offenders under section 
225, an amount that is not less than the 
amount such State expended under this Act 
for such program for the fiscal year 1990.". 

(b) INDIAN AND NATIVE HAWAIIAN PRO
GRAMS.-Paragraph (1) of section 103(b) of the 
Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Applied 
Technology Education Act (20 U.S.C. 
2313(b)(l)) is amended by inserting at the end 
thereof the following new subparagraph: 

"(D)(i) Funds received pursuant to grants 
and contracts described in subparagraph (A) 
may be used to provide stipends to students 
who are enrolled in vocational education 
programs and who have acute economic 
needs which cannot be met through work
study programs. 

"(ii) Stipends described in clause (i) shall 
not exceed reasonable amounts as prescribed 
by the Secretary.". 
SEC. 812. THE ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY 

EDUCATION ACT OF 1965. 

Subsection (c) of section 1221 of the Ele
mentary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965 (20 U.S.C. 2791(c)) is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new para
graph: 

"(3) SPECIAL RULE.-Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, for purposes of deter
mining the amount of a grant under this sub
section for which a State educational agency 
is eligible from funds appropriated for the 
program assisted under this subpart for each 
fiscal year beginning after October 1, 1990, 
the Secretary shall allow intermediate 
school districts to count children with dis
abilities in the same manner as such chil
dren were counted in determining such 
amount in fiscal year 1990, regardless of 
whether such children receive services di
rectly from the intermediate school dis
trict." . 
SEC. 118. NATIONAL LITERACY ACT AMEND

MENTS. 
Section 601 of the National Literacy Act of 

1991 is amended to read as follows: 
"SEC. 601. JPUNC'nONAL LITERACY AND LD'E 

SKILLS PROGRAMS FOR STATE AND 
LOCAL PRISONERS. 

"(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-The Secretary is au
thorized to make grants to eligible entities 
to assist such entities in establishing, im
proving, and expanding a demonstration or 
system-wide functional literacy program. 

"(b) PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS.-(1) To qual
ify for funding under subsection (d), each 
functional literacy program shall-

"(A) to the extent possible, make use of ad
vanced technologies, such as interactive 
video- and computer-based adult literacy 
learning; and 

"(B) include--
"(i) a requirement that each person incar

cerated in the system, prison, jail, or deten
tion center who is not functionally literate, 
except a person described in paragraph (2), 
shall participate in the program until the 
person-

"(!) achieves functional literacy, or in the 
case of an individual with a disability, 
achieves a level of functional literacy com
mensurate with his or her ability; 

"(II) is granted parole; 
"(ill) completes his or her sentence; or 
"(IV) is released pursuant to court order; 

and 
"(ii) a prohibition on granting parole to 

any person described in clause (i) who refuses 
to participate in the program, unless the 
State parole board determines that the pro
hibition should be waived in a particular 
case; and 

"(iii) adequate opportunities for appro
priate education services and the screening 
and testing of all inmates for functional lit
eracy and disabilities affecting functional 
literacy, including learning disabilities, 
upon arrival in the system or at the prison, 
jail, or detention center. 

"(2) The requirement of paragraph (l)(B)(i) 
may not apply to a person who-

"(A) is serving a life sentence without pos-
sibility of parole; 

"(B) is terminally ill; or 
"(C) is under a sentence of death. 
"(c) ANNUAL REPORT.-(1) Within 90 days 

after the close of the first calendar year in 
which a literacy program authorized by sub
section (a) is placed in operation, and annu
ally for each of the 4 years thereafter, a 
grantee shall submit a report to the Sec
retary with respect to its literacy program. 

"(2) A report under paragraph (1) shall dis
close--

"(A) the number of persons who were test
ed for eligibility during the preceding year; 

"(B) the number of persons who were eligi
ble for the literacy program during the pre
ceding year; 

"(C) the number of persons who partici
pated in the literacy program during the pre
ceding year; 

"(D) the names and types of tests that 
were used to determine functional literacy 
and the names and types of tests that were 
used to determine disabilities affecting func
tional literacy; 

" (E) the average number of hours of in
struction that were provided per week and 
the average number per student during the 
preceding year; 

"(F) sample data on achievement of par
ticipants in the program, including the num
ber of participants who achieved functional 
literacy; 

"(G) data on all direct and indirect costs of 
the program; and 

"(H) information on progress toward meet
ing the program's goals. 

"(d) COMPLIANCE GRANTS.-(1) The Sec
retary shall make grants to eligible entities 
that elect to establish a program described 
in subsection (a) for the purpose of assisting 
in carrying out the programs, developing the 
plans, and submitting the reports required 
by this section. 

"(2) An eligible entity may receive a grant 
under this subsection if the entity-

"(A) submits an application to the Sec
retary at such time, in such manner, and 
containing such information as the Sec
retary may require; 

"(B) agrees to provide the Secretary-
"(!) such data as the Secretary may re

quest concerning the cost and feasib111ty of 
operating the functional literacy programs 
authorized by subsection (a), including the 
annual reports required by subsection (c); 
and 

"(ii) a detailed plan outlining the methods 
by which the provisions of subsections (a) 
and (b) will be met, including specific goals 
and timetables. 

"(e) LIFE SKILLS TRAINING GRANTS.-(1) 
The Secretary is authorized to make grants 
to eligible entities to assist them in estab
lishing and operating programs designed to 
reduce recidivism through the development 
and improvement of life skills necessary for 
reintegration into society. 

"(2) To receive a grant under this sub
section, an eligible entity shall-

"(A) submit an application to the Sec
retary at such time, in such manner, and 
containing such information as the Sec
retary shall require; and 

"(B) agree to report· annually to the Sec
retary on the participation rate, cost, and ef
fectiveness of the program and any other as
pect of the program on which the Secretary 
may request information. 

"(3) In awarding grants under this sub
section, the Secretary shall give priority to 
programs that have the greatest potential 
for innovation, effectiveness, and replication 
in other systems, jails, and detention cen
ters. 

"(4) Grants awarded under this subsection 
shall be for a period not to exceed 3 years, 
except that the Secretary may establish a 
procedure for renewal of the grants under 
paragraph (1). 

"(f) DEFINITIONS.-For the purposes of this 
section-

"(!) the term 'eligible entity' means a 
State correctional agency, a local correc
tional agency, a State correctional edu
cation agency, and a local correctional edu
cation agency; 

"(2) the term 'functional literacy' means 
at least an eighth grade equivalence or a 
functional criterion score on a nationally 
recognized literacy assessment; and 

"(3) the term 'life skills' includes self-de
velopment, communication skills, job and fi
nancial skills development, education, inter
personal and family relationship develop
ment, and stress and anger management. 

"(g) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
There are authorized to be appropriated for 
purposes of carrying out this section 
Sl0,000,000 for fiscal year 1992, $15,000,000 for 
fiscal year 1993, $20,000,000 for fiscal year 
1994, and $25,000,000 for fiscal year 1995. ". 
SEC. 314. REAUTHORIZATION OF SCIENCE 

SCHOLARSHIP PROGRAMS. 
(a) NATIONAL ScIENCE SCHOLARS PRo

GRAM.-Subsection (b) of section 601 of the 
Excellence in Mathematics, Science and En
gineering Act of 1990 (20 U.S.C. 5381(b)) is 
amended by inserting ", $4,500,000 for fiscal 
year 1992 and $10,000,000 for fiscal year 1993" 
after "1991". 

(b) NATIONAL ACADEMY OF SCIENCE, SPACE, 
AND TEcHNOLOGY.-Subsection (o) of section · 
621 of the Excellence in Mathematics, 
Science and Engineering Act of 1990 (20 
U.S.C. 5411(0)) is amended by striking "fiscal 
year 1991" and inserting "each of the fiscal 
years 1992 and 1993". 
SEC. 315. TECHNICAL AMENDMENT. 

Section 343(a)(2)(A) of the Tech-Prep Edu
cation Act (20 U.S.C. 2394a(a)(2)(A)) is amend-

- -· ·- - - - -- " ... _..,_ ~ --- - "" ·~- '- - - - ... __ ,,_ .- -: ...... - -
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ed by striking "subject to a default manage
ment plan required by the Secretary" and in
serting ·'prohibited from receiving assist
ance under part B of the Higher Education 
Act of 1965 pursuant to the provisions of sec
tion 435(a)(3) of such Act". 

TITLE IV-IMPACT AID 
SEC. 401. ADJUSTMENT FOR CERTAIN DE· 

CREASES IN FEDERAL AC11VITIES. 
Section 3(e) of the Act of September 30, 

1950 (Public Law 81-874) (hereafter in this 
title referred to as the "Act") (20 U.S.C. 
238(e)) is amended-

(1) in the matter following subparagraph 
(C) of paragraph (1), by inserting "this sub
section and" before "subsections (a) and 
(b)"; and 

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking "section" 
and inserting "subsection". 
SEC. 402. PAYMENT AMOUNTS. 

Section 5 of the Act (20 U.S.C. 240) is 
amended: 

(1) by amending paragraph (2) of subsection 
(b) to read as follows: 

"(2) As soon as possible after the beginning 
of any fiscal year, the Secretary shall, on the 
basis of a written request for a preliminary 
payment from any local educational agency 
that was eligible for a payment for the pre
ceding fiscal year on the basis of an entitle
ment established under section 2, make such 
a preliminary payment of 50 ·percent of the 
amount that such agency received for such 
preceding fiscal year on the basis of such en
titlement."; and 

(2) by amending subparagraph (D) of sub
section (e)(l) to read as follows: 

"(D) For any fiscal year after September 
30, 1991, the Secretary is authorized to mod
ify the per pupil amount described in sub
paragraph (A) of this paragraph, in any case 
in which, in the fiscal year for which the de
termination is made, a local educational 
agency is described under a different clause 
of section 5(c)(2)(A) than such agency was in 
fiscal year 1987. ". 
SEC. 403. SPECIAL PAYMENT RULES. 

(a) PAYMENTS TO LOCAL EDUCATIONAL 
AGENCIES.-Any local educational agency 
that received a payment for fiscal year 1987, 
1988, 1989, or 1990 under section 3 of the Act 
of September 30, 1950 (Impact Aid) (20 u.s.c. 
238), the amount of which was incorrect be
cause of a failure by the Secretary of Edu
cation to apply any of the limitations on per 
pupil payments or local contribution rates 
specified in Public Law 99-500, Public Law 
99-591, and Public Law 100-202, and which 
such payment resulted in or would result in 
an overpayment, shall be entitled to the 
amount of such payment. 

(b) FEDERAL CONTRIBUTIONS.-No portion of 
any payment received by a local educational 
agency for fiscal year 1988, 1989, or 1990 under 
section 2 of the Act of September 30, 1950 
(Impact Aid) (20 U.S.C. 237) may be recovered 
on the ground that such payment was deter
mined incorrectly by employing a formula 
using such agency's base revenue limit per 
average daily attendance. 

NOTICES OF HEARINGS 
COMMITTEE ON RULES AND ADMINISTRATION 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I wish to 

announce that the Committee on Rules 
and Administration ·will meet on Fri
day, August 2, 1991, at 10 a.m~. in SR-
301, to mark up Senate Resolution 82, 
to establish a Select Committee on 
POW/MIA Affairs. 

For further information regarding 
this markup, please contact Mr. Jack 

Sousa, chief counsel of the Rules Com
mittee, on 224-5648. 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE 
Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Finance be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
July 30, 1991, at 10 a.m. to hold a hear
ing on enforcing rules of origin require
ments under the United States-Canada 
Free Trade Agreement. 

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

SUBCOMMITTEE ON MINERAL RESOURCES 
DEVELOPMENT AND PRODUCTION 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub
committee on Mineral Resources De
velopment and production of the Com
mittee on Energy and Natural Re
sources be authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate, 2:30 p.m., 
July 30, 1991, to receive testimony on 
S. 1187, legislation to amend the Stock 
Raising Homestead Act; and S. 1179, 
the Geologic Mapping Act of 1991. 

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

SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL TRADE 
Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Sub
committee on International Trade of 
the Committee on Finance be author
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on July 30, 1991, at 2:45 p.m., to 
hold a hearing on S. 535, the Reforest
ation Trust Fund Act of 1991. 

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

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Energy and Natural Resources 
be authorized to meet during the ses
sion of the Senate, 9:30 a.m., July 30, 
1991, to receive testimony on S. 1351, 
the Department of Energy Science and 
Technology Partnership Act. 

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

SUBCOMMITTEE ON THE CONSTITUTION 
Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Sub
committee on the Constitution of the 
Committee on the Judiciary be author
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Tuesday July 30, 1991, at 10 
a.m., to hold a hearing on the first 
amendment implications of Rust ver
sus Sullivan. 

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

SUBCOMMITTEE ON COURTS AND 
ADMINISTRATIVE PRACTICE 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub
committee on Courts and Administra
tive Practice of the Committee on the 
Judiciary, be authorized to meet dur-

ing the session of the Senate on Tues
day, July 30, 1991, at 2:30 p.m., to hold 
a hearing on commercial and credit is
sues in bankruptcy. 

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

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 
Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Select 
Committee on Intelligence be author
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Tuesday, July 30, 1991 at 2 
p.m., to hold a closed hearing on intel
ligence matters. 

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

SUBCOMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENTAL 
PROTECTION 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub
committee on Environmental Protec
tion, Committee on Environment and 
Public Works, be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
Tuesday, July 30, beginning at 9:30 
a.m., to conduct a hearing to examine 
and evaluate recent developments con
cerning international negotiations on 
global climate change and strato
spheric ozone depletion. 

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

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 
Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Foreign Relations be authorized 
to meet during the session of the Sen
ate on Tuesday, July 30, at 9:30 a.m., to 
hold an ambassadorial nomination 
hearing. 

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

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 
Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Foreign Relations be authorized 
to meet during the session of the Sen
ate on Tuesday, July 30, at 3 p.m., to 
consider and vote on pending business 
items. 

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

COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND 
TRANSPORTATION 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Commerce, Science, and Trans
portation, be authorized to meet dur
ing the session of the Senate on July 
30, 1991, at 10 a.m., on pending commit
tee business. 

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

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

BUDGET SCOREKEEPING REPORT 
•Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I hereby 
submit to the Senate the most recent 
budget scorekeeping report for fiscal 
year 1991, prepared by the Congres
sional Budget Office under section 
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308(b) of the Congressional Budget Act 
of 1974, as amended. This report serves 
as the scorekeeping report for the pur
poses of section 605(b) and section 311 
of the Budget Act. 

This report shows that current . level 
spending is under the budget resolution 
by S0.4 billion in budget authority, and 
under the budget resolution by S0.4 bil
lion in outlays. Current level is $1 mil
lion below the revenue target in 1991 
and $6 million below the revenue target 
over the 5 years, 1991-95. 

The current estimate of the deficit 
for purposes of calculating the maxi
mum deficit amount is $326.6 billion, 
$0.4 billion below the maximum deficit 
amount for 1991 of $327 billion. 

The report follows: 
U.S. CONGRESS, 

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE, 
Washington, DC, July 29, 1991. 

Hon. JIM SASSER, 
Chairman, Committee on the Budget, U.S. Sen

ate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The attached report 
shows the effects of Congressional action on 
the budget for fiscal year 1991 and is current 
through July 26, 1991. The estimates of budg
et authority, outlays, and revenues are con
sistent with the technical and economic as
sumptions of the Budget Enforcement Act of 
1990 (Title xm of P.L. 101-508). This report is 
submitted under Section 308(b) and in aid of 
Section 311 of the Congressional Budget Act, 
as amended, and meets the requirements for 
Senate scorekeeping of Section 5 of S. Con. 
Res. 32, the 1986 First Concurrent Resolution 
on the Budget. 

Since my last report, dated July 22, 1991, 
there has been no action that affects the cur
rent level of spending and revenues. 

Sincerely, 
RoBERT D. REISCHAUER, 

Director. 

THE CURRENT LEVEL REPORT FOR THE U.S. SENATE, 
1020 CONG, lST SESS. AS OF JULY 26, 1991 

[In billions of dolllars) 

On-bud&et: 
Budpt authority •.•••.•...•... 
Outlays ............................. 
Rewnues: 

1991 ........................ 
1991-95 .................. 

Muimum deficit amount . 
Direct loan obliaation 
Guarant•d loan commit-

ments ........................... 
Debt subject to limit ........ 

Off-budaet: 
Social Security outlays: 

1991 
1991-95 .................. 

Social Security revenues: 
1991 ........................ 
1991-95 .................. 

Revised on
budaet ag-
1re1ates 1 

1,189.2 
1,132.4 

805.4 
4,690.3 

327.0 
20.9 

107.2 
4,145.0 

234.2 
1,28U 

303.1 
1,736.3 

Current 
1eve12 

1,188.8 
1,132.0 

805.4 
4,690.3 

326.6 
20.6 

106.9 
3,468.3 

234.2 
l,28U 

303.1 
1,736.3 

Current 
level+/
aureaates 

-0.4 
-.4 

(3) 
(3) 

-.4 
- .3 

- .3 
-676.7 

1 The mised budaet aure11tes were made by the Senate Budpt Com
mittee staff in ICCOld1nce with section 13112(1) of the Budaet Enfon:ement 
Act of 1990 (title XIII of Public Law 101-508). 

2 Current level represents that estimated revenue and direct spending ef
fects of all le&islation that Con1ress has enacted or sent to the President 
for his approval. In addition, full-year fundine estimates under current law 
are included for entitlement and mandatory pro1rams requirin& annual ap
propriations even if the appropriations have not been made. In accordance 
with section 606(d)(2) of the Bud&et Enforcement Act of 1990 (title XIII of 
Public Law 101-508) and in consultation with the Bud&et Committee, cur
rent level excludes $45.3 billion in budget authority and $34.6 billion in out
lays for designated emergencies including Operation Desert Shield/Desert 
Storm; $0.1 billion in budget authority and 0.2 billion in outlays for debt 
forgiveness for Em>t and Poland; and $0.2 billion in authority and outlays 
for Internal Revenue Service fundin& above the June 1990 baseline level. 
Current level outlays include a $1.l billion savings for the Bank Insurance 
Fund that the committee attributes to the Omnibus Budeet Reconciliation 
Act (Public Law 101-508), and revenues include the Office of Management 
and Budeet's estimate of $3.0 billion for the Internal Revenue Service provi
sion in the Treasury-Postal Service appropriations bill (Public Law 101-509). 
The current level of debt subject to limit reflects the latest U.S. Treasury in
formation on public debt transactions. 

3 Less than $50,000,000. 

THE CURRENT LEVEL REPORT FOR THE U.S. SENATE, 
1020 CONG., lST SESS., SENATE, SUPPORTING DETAIL, 
FISCAL YEAR 1991 AS OF CLOSING OF BUSINESS JULY 
26, 1991 

[In millions of dollars] 

I. Enacted in previous sessions: 
Revenues ......................... . 
Permanent appropriations 
Other legislation ............. .. 
Offsetting receipts .......... . 

Total enacted in pre-
vious sessions ........ . 

II. Enacted this session: 
Extending IRS deadline for 

Desert Storm troops 
(H.R. 4, Public Law 
102-2) ........................ . 

Veterans' education, em
ployment and training 
amendments (H.R. 180, 
Public Law 102-16) .... 

Dire emereency supple
mental appropriations 
for 1991 (H.R. 1281, 
Public Law 102-27) .... 

Higher education tech
nical amendments 
(H.R. 1285, Public Law 
102-26) ...................... . 

OMB domestic discre-
tionary sequester ........ . 

Emergency supplemental 
for humanitarian as-
sistance (H.R. 2251, 
Public Law 102-55) .... 

Total enacted this ses-
sion ........................ .. 

Ill. Continuing resolution au-
thority .................................. .. 

IV. Conference agreements rati-
fied by both Houses ........... .. 

V. Entitlement authority and 
other mandatory adjustments 
required to conform with 
current law estimates in re-

't1. vt~~o~i:~~~~~rn~~r~:-
sumption used by Committee 
for budget enforcement act 
estimates ............................. . 

Bud&et au
thority 

······12rns 
664,057 

- 210,616 

1,178,546 

Outlays Revenues 

...... 6:33:016 834,910 

676,371 
-210,616 

1,098,770 834,919 

-1 

2 .................. . 

3,823 1,401 

-2 -1 

(I) 
~~~~~~~~~~ 

3,826 1,405 -1 

-8,572 539 ................. .. 

15,000 31,300 -29,500 

On-budget current level ............ 1,188,799 1,132,014 805,409 
Revised on-bud&et auregates . 1,189,215 1,132,396 805,410 

Amount remaining: 
Over budget reso-

lution ............. . 
Under budget res-

olution ............ 416 382 
1 Less than $500,000. 
Note.--flumbers may not add due to roundin&.• 

NATIONAL INVENT AMERICA! 
•Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I would 
like to congratulate Glenn Olds, Jr., of 
East Greenwich, RI, for being named a 
regional winner in the Invent America! 
student invention competition. Glenn, 
who is 10 years old, now is competing 
in the national competition, which is 
being held in Washington this week. 

Invent America! helps young people 
develop their creative and analytical 

thinking skills, which they will need to 
meet the challenges of today's highly 
complex and technological world. Since 
President Bush established this public
private partnership in 1987, millions of 
children in kindergarten through 
eighth grade have participated in 
State, regional, and national Invent 
America! competitions. National win
ners have gone on to receive highest 
honors at the Japanese Institute of In
vention and Innovation World Competi
tion. 

This year, Glenn decided to attack an 
annoying problem: mosquitoes. After 
consulting with an entomologist at the 
University of Rhode Island, Glenn de
veloped a model "Glenn's Gas Zapper." 
Glenn's invention emits gases that at
tract mosquitoes to an electrified wire 
mesh. According to Glenn, once the 
bugs land on the wire, electric current 
zaps them. 

Later this week, Glenn and the other 
regional finalists will be treated to a 
well deserved ice cream social where 
the top nine student inventors will re
ceive awards. Regardless of the out
come of the competition. Glenn and all 
the participants should be proud of 
their accomplishments, and it is a 
pleasure to take this opportunity to 
recognize their efforts.• 

LAFFER CURVE IN REVERSE 
•Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, I would 
like to enter into the RECORD an arti
cle from the July 22, Wall Street Jour
nal by Matthew Kibbe, Director of Fed
eral budget policy at the U.S. Chamber 
of Commerce. 

This article demonstrates clearly 
why the tax increases enacted last fall 
were a mistake. I opposed those new 
taxes because I felt they would deepen 
the recession and increase the size of 
the Federal budget deficit. As Mr. 
Kibbe points out in his article, this is 
precisely what happened. 

Last fall's budget agreement was a 
disaster on all counts, it brought larger 
deficits, higher taxes, higher spending 
and longer unemployment lines. 

It is my belief that spending re
straint is the best means of balancing 
the Federal budget. This is why I have 
introduced a balanced budget/tax limi
tation amendment to the U.S. Con
stitution. I commend to my colleagues 
this fine article, and I call upon them 
to support spending restraint. 

The article follows: 
THE LAFFER CURVE IN REVERSE 

(By Matthew B. Kibbe) 
A dull-sounding document released last 

week by the Office of Management and Budg
et, the "Mid-Session Review of the Budget," 
has exposed assumptions behind the October 
budget deal as total nonsense. Remember? 
That was the deal by which the president and 
Congress agreed to impose major tax in
creases in an effort to eliminate the budget 
deficit. The tax increase was enacted in No
vember. 

But instead of the hoped-for surge of reve
nues, tax receipts are falling dramatically. 
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The fall in tax receipts, plus the costs of the Irvine was selected for its achieve
savings & loan bailout and the Gulf War, ment in the areas of community aware
have pushed the projected budget deficit for . ness, employment, education, and 
1992 up by S67 billion, to S348 billion. · 1. ~ · 

Official Washington is puzzled. "For some training, civil he, recreation, trans-
reason," the Washington Post observed, portation, housing, and respite care. 
"less money flowed into government coffers · President Franklin D. Roosevelt said, 
than the budget called for. This unexpected "In the field of world policy I would 
and largely unexplained shift in the govern- dedicate this Nation to the policy of 
ment's revenue base is the major reason that the good neighbor." The good neigh
the deficit in future years runs about S70 bil- bors of the city of Irvine are working 
lion higher than last winter's estimate." each day to make their community a 

In fact, the loss of revenue-or rather the 
loss of revenues that might have been ex- better place for all its residents. 
pected had the deal not been made-is hardly Please join me in extending the con
inexplicable. Opponents of last year's tax gratulations of the U.S. Senate to the 
rise predicted this very effect-higher taxes city of Irvine and our best wishes to its 
plus new regulatory burdens shrink the econ- disabled citizens who share in this 
omy and thus the revenues that economy award.• 
throws off. 

Richard Darman, OMB director and the 
chief proponent of the budget deal, still de
nies the existence of the problem. "Putting 
Desert Storn and deposit insurance aside," 
he wrote in the Mid-Session Review, "the es
timates in the president's budget have prov
en quite accurate on the whole." 

In fact, 81 o/o of the revenues expected from 
November's tax increases are failing to ma
terialize. At the moment, it looks as if only 
$32 billion of what was supposed to be a $165 
billion tax increase over the next five years 
will ever arrive. Even that $32 billion is ques
tionable: If projected revenues are adjusted 
to account for the lower growth rates in the 
Blue Chip consensus economic forecast, the 
total package will actually end up yielding 
only S6 billion, or slightly more than Sl bil
lion a year than they would have been had 
the deal not been made. 

These new budget numbers are powerful 
empirical confirmation of the much-deni
grated supply-side effect. Higher tax rates do 
not necessarily mean higher tax revenues. 
The opposite is often true. 

Based on the administration's own esti
mates, it now seems that George Bush broke 
his "no new taxes" pledge for at best an av
erage of S6 b1llion a year for the next five 
years. If there ever had been any doubt about 
it, it should be clear by now that the only 
way to reduce the federal budget deficit is 
through spending cuts and not through tax 
increases. 

Mr. Darman is supposed to have another 
budget deal planned for after the 1992 elec
tion. Let's hope he's learning something 
from the fiasco of his last one.• 

CONGRATULATIONS TO THE CITY 
OF ffiVINE 

•Mr. SEYMOUR. Mr. President, I 
stand in recognition of the city of 
Irvine, which will be recognized today 
at festivities in that city being held to 
celebrate its selection as the grand 
prize recipient in the Calling on Amer
ica. Community Leadership Award cam
paign. 

The National Organization on Dis
ability recently chose Irvine to receive 
this honor for its outstanding achieve
ments in a variety of areas involving 
persons with disabilities. 

James Brady, former press secretary 
to President Ronald Reagan and cur
rent vice chair of the organization, per
sonally called to announce Irvine's se
lection as the one city in the entire 
United States most successful in its ef
fort to serve the disabled community. 

FULTON 15TH ANNIVERSARY 
•Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I wish 
to call my colleagues' attention to the 
fact that on August 9, 1991, the Miller 
Brewing Co. will be observing the 15th 
anniversary of its Fulton, NY, brewery. 
The brewery's 1,100 employees, their 
families, and guests will participate in 
a 2-day celebration of several events, 
including public tours and related fes
tivities. 

I wish to commend president and 
CEO Leonard J. Goldstein, a native 
New Yorker, and the Fulton work force 
for their commitment to the local com
munity, Oswego County, and the area's 
economy. Recently released economic 
impact figures for the brewery and 
other Miller facilities in the State-a 
container plant adjacent to the brew
ery, a glass bottle .manufacturing plant 
in Auburn, and a regional sales office 
in Latham-combine for a total impact 
in the Empire State of $420 million. 
That total includes $94.1 million in sal
aries, wages, and benefits to a state
wide total of more than 1,600 employ
ees. The 31 distributors who sell Miller 
products in New York employ an addi
tional 1,000 workers. 

The company also paid $28 million in 
corporate income and property taxes, 
payroll, franchise, and excise taxes in 
New York. Another $298 million was 
spent on direct materials, contracted 
services, utilities, employees expenses, 
minority contracts and purchases, rent 
and supplies. In addition to the above 
numbers, the company contributed 
$200,000 to local and State charitable 
organizations and community events. 
Miller employees also invest hundreds 
of volunteer hours in a myriad of civic 
and community organizations. 

The brewery has an effective annual 
capacity of 10 million barrels. The 
brewery services the Northeastern 
United States and parts of the Mid
western United States. Miller Brewing 
Co. is a concerned corporate citizen as 
well. 

Miller is also committed to educat
ing the public about responsible con
sumption of alcohol beverages. Their 
"Think When You Drink" television 
and print advertising is designed to 

help consumers make informed choices 
about when and whether to drink. This 
year, they joined with the Beer Insti
tute and the U.S. Department of Trans
portation to help publicize the depart
ment's goal of increasing seat belt 
usage from the current level of 50 per
cent to 70 percent by 1992. 

Mr. President, I ask that my col
leagues join me in commending Miller 
Brewing Co. and their Fulton brewery 
on their 15th anniversary and wish 
them many more prosperous years as a 
corporate citizen of New York State.• 

FRUIT-PART OF A HEALTHY DIET 
•Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, today's 
Washington Post contains an editorial 
entitled "Raisin Wars" which discusses 
an issue that has affected and contin
ues to perplex the Kellogg Co. 
headquartered in Battle Creek, MI. As 
the editorial points out, the U.S. De
partment of Agriculture [USDA] cur
rently has in effect a regulat!on which 
is intended to ensure that only cereals 
meeting certain nutritional standards 
are eligible for the WIC Program. How
ever, this regulation keeps out of the 
WIC Program certain nutritious cere
als that contain fruit that would other
wise qualify, except for the fact that 
they contain fruit. For instance, bran 
flakes would qualify under current WIC 
guidelines, but when raisins are added 
and the cereal becomes raisin bran the 
cereal becomes ineligible. 

At the same time, the USDA, along 
with many other Federal agencies as 
well as various nutrition experts, ac
knowledge that fruit is an essential 
element of a nutritious diet and rec
ommend eating several portions of 
fruit a day. In fact, it has been brought 
to my attention that literature distrib
uted to WIC participants through local 
WIC offices in my own State of Michi
gan urge WIC participants to eat fruit 
and specifically raisins as a snack. It 
has also been brought to my attention 
that the USDA produces and distrib
utes to WIC participants literature 
which not only urges them to eat fruit, 
but to "use fruit on cereal." I am 
aware that the USDA has also adminis
tered a demonstration program in 10 
States, including my own State of 
Michigan, in which it has paid for 
vouchers to be distributed to WIC par
ticipants for the purpose of purchasing 
fruit. 

Mr. President, it simply does not 
make good sense for the USDA and 
other agencies of the Federal Govern
ment on one hand to urge all Ameri
cans to eat more fruit and to specifi
cally urge WIC participants to ''use 
fruit on cereal" and to pay for vouch
ers enabling WIC participants to pur
chase fruit, while on the other hand it 
is denying WIC participants the oppor
tunity to choose a cereal which meets 
all the nutritional standards required 
by the WIC program except for the fact 
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that it contains fruit. As the editorial 
points out, this is "government at its 
most famously elephantine.'' 

I am aware that the USDA appar
ently has a WIC Advisory Board which 
is undertaking a review of the WIC food 
package, and I am confident this advi
sory board will do an excellent job. 
However, as we all know, "reviews" 
often take on a life of their own. This 
matter is a well-documented inconsist
ency in policy and it has existed far too 
long.· I would, therefore, hope and urge 
that the USDA take note of the point 
which is made in the editorial and 
adopt a more sensible, reasonable and 
flexible policy with respect to this 
issue. I would also urge that the USDA 
make whatever changes are necessary 
to conform its WIC feeding policies 
with its own dietary recommendations 
as soon as possible, and certainly no 
later than the beginning of our next 
calendar year. 

Mr. President, at this point I ask 
that the text of the editorial be printed 
in the RECORD. 

The editorial follows: 
RAISIN WARS 

The federal government thinks that chil
dren should eat less sugar and more fruit, 
which is fine-except when it's contradic
tory. The fruit that the government likes 
can be a major source of the sugar that it 
doesn't. The contradiction arises with par
ticular force inside a box of Kellogg's Raisin 
Bran. Can you believe that it may now arise 
within the U.S. Senate as well? 

It seems that, were it not for the sugar 
from the raisins, this product of the Kellogg 
Co. would be eligible to be bought by needy 
families under the sugar standard of the gov
ernment's WIC program, a stern 6 grams per 
serving and no more. Counting the raisins 
and the rest of the sugar in the box, however, 
it's not eligible. That's true even though the 
same Agriculture Department that main
tains the WIC regulations can be found in 
other contexts urging Americans not merely 
to eat more fruit, but to put it on their ce
real. 

Kellogg cares, and not just for love of con
sistency in the Code of Federal Regulations. 
The WIC feeding progrm for needy pregnant 
women, infants and children is itself a pretty 
big bowl of breakfast. It helps to feed nearly 
5 million people including a third of the na
tion's newborns at a cost of about S2.4 billion 
a year. Of that, an estimated $150 million 
goes for cereal, and about two-thirds of the 
cereal money, Kellogg says, is spent on 
Cheerios, which meet the WIC sugar and 
other nutrition standards and are made by 
Kellogg competitor General Mills. WIC real
ly stands for women, infants and Cheerios, 
the Kellogg people like to joke, not sweetly. 

Kellogg, based in Michigan, is urging that 
state's Sen. Carl Levin to offer an amend
ment to the agriculture appropriations bill 
~mehow relaxing the sugar rule so that the 
raisins won't count. Other senators including 

minority leader Bob Dole have warned they 
will resist a step they call a threat to the 
program's "integrity." They cite a letter 
from the American Academy of Pediatrics 
and other protective groups urging that the 
question of what can and cannot be bought 
with the money not be politicized and noting 
that the department is already in the midst 
of a regular reexamination of the rules. 

If the government is going to cross the 
threshold of setting nutritional standards at 
all-as perhaps it had to, at least in the par
ticular kind of program WIC is-we suppose 
it was bound to come to this. You make the 
rules, and the next thing you know poor kids 
can't have Raisin Bran, which other kids are 
eating without ill effect, because to allow 
Raisin Bran is to open the floodgates to gov
ernment subsidized Snickers bars for poor 
and nutritionally deprived families. It is 
government at its most famously ele
phantine. Of this much only we are certain: 
The Senate floor is the wrong place to write 
the rules. But the Agriculture Department, 
if it is to have a free hand, should at a mini
mum keep the free hand light. Surely it's 
possible to have rules that square with the 
WIC program's raisin d'etre and still let in a 
scoop of raisins.• 

ORDERS FOR TOMORROW 
Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that when the Sen
ate completes its business today it 
stand in recess until 8:30 a.m., Wednes
day, July 31; that following the prayer, 
the Journal of proceedings be deemed 
approved to date; the time for the two 
leaders be reserved for their use later 
in the day; that then there be a period 
for morning business not to extend be
yond 9:15 a.m., with Senators per
mitted to speak therein; that during 
morning business the following Sen
ators be recognized to speak: Senator 
JOHNSTON for up to 15 minutes, Senator 
WOFFORD for up to 10 minutes, Senator 
McCAIN for up to 10 minutes, Senator 
MURKOWSKI for up to 10 minutes. 

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

RECESS UNTIL 8:30 A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, if 
there be no further business to come 
before the Senate, I now ask unani
mous consent the Senate stand in re
cess as under the previous order until 
8:30 a.m., Wednesday, July 31, 1991. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 9:42 p.m., recessed until Wednesday, 
July 31, 1991, at 8:30 a.m. 

NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by 

the Senate July 30, 1991: 

THE JUDICIARY 

DAVID R. HANSEN, OF IOWA, TO BE U.S. CIRCUIT JUDGE 
FOR THE EIGHTH CIRCUIT VICE A NEW POSITION CRE
ATED BY PUBLIC LAW 101~. APPROVED DECEMBER l, 
1990. 

CONFIRMATIONS 

Executive Nominations confirmed by 
the Senate July 30, 1991: 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

CHARLF.s R. BOWERS, OF CALIFORNIA, A CAREER MEM
BER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF MIN· 
ISTER-COUNSELOR, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAOR
DINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES 
OF AMERICA TO THE REPUBLIC OF BOLIVIA. 

SALLY G. COWAL, OF MASSACHUSETTS, A CAREER 
MEMBER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF 
MINISTER-COUNSELOR, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAOR
DINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES 
OF AMERICA TO THE REPUBLIC OF TRINIDAD AND TO
BAGO. 

MORRIS D. BUSBY, OF VIRGINIA, A CAREER MEMBER OF 
THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF MINISTER
COUNSELOR, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND 
PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
TO THE REPUBLIC OF COLOMBIA. 

LUIS GUINOT, JR., OF PUERTO RICO, TO BE AMBAS
SADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF 
THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA TO THE REPUBLIC OF 
COSTA RICA. 

ARTHUR HAYDEN HUGHES, OF NEBRASKA, A CAREER 
MEMBER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF 
MINISTER-COUNSELOR, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAOR
PINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES 
OF AMERICA TO THE REPUBLIC OF YEMEN. 

CHRISTOPHER W. S. ROSS, OF CALIFORNIA, A CAREER 
MEMBER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF 
MINISTER-COUNSELOR, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAOR
DINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATF.S 
OF AMERICA TO THE SYRIAN ARAB REPUBLIC. 

FRANK G. WISNER, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, A 
CAREER MEMBER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, 
CLASS OF CAREER MINISTER. TO BE AMBASSADOR EX
TRAORDINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED 
STATES OF AMERICA TO THE REPUBLIC OF THE PHIL
IPPINES. 

ROBERT MICHAEL KIMMITT, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE AM
BASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF 
THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA TO THE FEDERAL RE
PUBLIC OF GERMANY. 

ROBERT S. STRAUSS, OF TEXAS, TO BE AMBASSADOR 
EXTRAORDINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNIT
ED STATES OF AMERICA TO THE UNION OF SOVIET SO
CIALIST REPUBLICS. 

GEORGE EDWARD MOOSE, OF MARYLAND, A CAREER 
MEMBER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF 
MINISTER-COUNSELOR, TO BE DEPUTY REPRESENT A
TIVE OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA IN THE SECU
RITY COUNCIL OF THE UNITED NATIONS, WITH THE RANK 
OF AMBASSADOR. 

BOARD FOR INTERNATIONAL BROADCASTING 

KARL C. ROVE, OF TEXAS, TO BE A MEMBER OF THE 
BOARD FOR INTERNATIONAL BROADCASTING FOR A 
TERM EXPIRING APRIL 28, 1994. 

INTERNATIONAL MONETARY FUND 

QUINCY MELLON KROSBY, OF NEW YORK, TO BE U.S. 
ALTERNATE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF THE INTER
NATIONAL MONETARY FUND FOR A TERM OF 2 YEARS. 

U.S. INFORMATION AGENCY 

CHARLF.s GRAVES UNTERMEYER, OF TEXAS, TO BE AN 
ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR OF THE U.S. INFORMATION AGEN
CY. 

U.S. INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 
COOPERATION AGENCY 

JAMES THOMAS GRADY. OF MASSACHUSETl'S, TO BE A 
MEMBER OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE OVER
SEAS PRIVATE INVESTMENT CORPORATION FOR A TERM 
EXPIRING DECEMBER 17, 1991. 

WELDON W. CASE, OF FLORIDA, TO BE A MEMBER OF 
THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE OVERSEAS PRIVATE 
INVESTMENT CORPORATION FOR A TERM EXPIRING DE
CEMBER 17, l!llKl. 

THE ABOVE NOMINATIONS WERE APPROVED SUBJECT 
TO THE NOMINEES' COMMITMENT TO RESPOND TO RE
QUESTS TO APPEAR AND TESTIFY BEFORE ANY DULY 
CONSTITUTED COMMITI'EE OF THE SENATE. 
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
LAW SCHOOL CAN DO MORE 

HON. CHARLIE ROSE 
OF NORTH CAROLINA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 30, 1991 
Mr. ROSE. Mr. Speaker, if House committee 

assignments were based upon interest or apti
tude, the contributions of Members to the 
great deliberative and legislative processes in 
the House would be far greater than they are 
today. I say this because I know that each of 
us performs best, the things which interest 
and challenge us the most. 

However, very few Members are selected to 
serve on committees based upon their interest 
or aptitude. Political considerations, such as 
party affiliation, geographical balance, or dele
gation strength, usually govern the selection 
process. The unfortunate result is that the po
tential of many Members is simply 
misallocated-to subject areas in which they 
have no interest, or which do not challenge 
them. This lost potential is a terrible waste of 
talent, to the individual, to the House, and to 
the Nation. And this loss of human potential 
happens not only in the House, but throughout 
our society. 

I like to think of the United States as the 
land of opportunity-a place where every indi
vidual has the opportunity to maximize his or 
her contribution to the Nation and to the com
munity. However, I know that the thousands of 
selection processes-such as the selection of 
House Members to serve on committees, or 
the selection of military specialists by the 
Armed Forces, or the selection of manage
ment trainees by businesses, or the selection 
of students by schools-is at best uneven. At 
worst, these selection processes are discrimi
natory, counterproductive to our society, and 
wasteful to the human potential of interested 
and talented people who are turned away. 

Why don't we do more to capitalize on the 
talents and interests of House Members? And 
why don't we do more to create opportunity for 
individuals in our society-so that those indi
viduals can maximize their contribution to the 
society? Each of us would be better served by 
people who are happy with, and challenged by 
the work that they do. And they would likely 
be more productive, earn more money, pay 
more taxes. In short, everyone would be better 
off. 

The answer lies in defects in our selection 
processes. If the various selection processes 
throughout our society are limiting the con
tributions which individuals can make, then we 
need to examine these processes, and we 
need to improve upon them. No selection 
process will ever be perfect, but I'm convinced 
that we can do a better job than we're now 
doing. This is nowhere better illustrated than 
in the following article by Prof. Dan Pollitt, 
which appeared in the Raleigh, NC, News and 
Observer on May 19, 1991. Professor Pollitt 

talks about an alternative to the current selec
tion process by which the next generation of 
legally educated public servants are chosen. 

I was intrigued by the article-which illus
trates the need for change in one area of our 
society. But the bigger challenge is personal 
to each of us-to you and to me as individ
uals. We must examine the many selection 
processes in which we play a role, and begin 
improving them, so that we do not limit or 
foreclose talented and interested individuals 
from making their best contribution-to them
selves and their children-and thus to our
selves and our children. There is no need for 
losers in this process-only winners. 

LAW SCHOOL CAN DO MORE 
(By Daniel H. Pollitt) 

CHAPEL HILL.-Last Sunday some 200 
young, br1lliant, attractive men and women 
walked across the stage at Memorial Hall to 
receive their law diplomas. The law school 
can take pride in them, and in their com
petence to serve the people and the State of 
North Carolina. They were selected three 
years ago from a pool of over 3,000 appli
cants, with those lacking an undergraduate 
grade average of at least B-plus rejected out 
of hand. Many of those selected had held un
dergraduate class office, editorships, and the 
like. 

This elite group includes the future gov
ernors, the judges, the legislators, the mov
ers and shakers of their home communities. 
They w111 do well. They will do good. 

But will they do enough? 
Fictitious alumnus John Jones illustrates 

the career path many might follow. He re
turned to his home town and opened a solo 
practice above the barber shop. His shingle 
read: "John Jones. Lawyer. Upstairs." 

He was a good citizen. He was at his neigh
bors' side when they purchased their first 
home, when they incorporated a business, 
when their children were caught with drugs. 
He wrote their w1lls, he probated their es
tates with fairness and dispatch. 

He worked for his community, chairing the 
by-laws committee of his civic groups and 
church. He represented the school board and 
served a stint as a county commissioner. 
When he died, the townfolk erected a tomb
stone for him. It read: "John Jones. Lawyer. 
Upstairs." 

Is not this honor enough? Should John 
Jones have done more? 

He sometimes regretted that he had stood 
mute when the Kurt Vonnegut books were 
removed from the high school library; that 
he had been "too busy" for the young marine 
reservist in his church (w1lling to die but not 
to kill for his country), who refused the 
order to report for war in the Persian Gulf. 
He worried when rumors of sexual abuse at 
the day care center stampeded the commu
nity into a seemingly blind search for venge
ance. 

He knew the police sweep down by the 
tracks violated the Fourth Amendment re
quirement that all warrants particularly de
scribe the place to be searched and the 
things to be seized. And his mind turned to 
the Establishment of Religion Clause when
ever his minister offered prayers at the high 
school footbal games. 

But why mess with these things? Why be 
an oddball? It might be his undoing. He lis
tened to the voices within that whispered 
caution, told him to wait; wait until his 
prestige was secure, his voice more powerful; 
wait for the right time, for the right case. 

But every lawyer's case is a leap in the 
dark. There is always the hazard of being un
done. If the lawyer stays close by the camp
fire and never ventures forth, the circle of 
safety and freedom w111 contract. And one 
dark night, the fire will go out. The highest 
wisdom is to dare. 

THE CAUSE OF THE DEFENSELESS 
Long ago Justice Cardozo observed that 

"there is more to membership in the bar 
than a license to sign a brief or intone a 
prosy argument." The American Bar Asso
ciation elaborates with its oath requiring a 
new lawyer to swear that he will "never re
ject from any consideration personal to my
self the cause of the defenseless or op
pressed.'' 

Many lawyers in this state befriend the de
fenseless and oppressed. In Raleigh alone, 
among a growing host of others, the names 
of Mayne Albright, Burton Craige, Jim 
Fuller, Melinda Lawrence, Hank Patterson, 
Trip Van Noppen, Bill Thorp and Wade 
Smith come quickly to mind. But the saga of 
John Jones suggests that the ABA oath may 
be honored more in its breach as in its ob
servance. 

There are lawyers the state over, very 
competent lawyers, available to draft a con
tract, incorporate a business, advise on 
taxes, file suit for an automobile collision. 
But they may not be there for the flag burn
er, for the employee discharged 1llegally be
cause of her race, her sex, or her national or
igin. 

The prison inmate, the physically handi
capped, the mentally 111, the homeless sim
ply can't find counsel to enforce due process 
and equal protection rightly theirs under the 
American concepts of justice. 

Is the law school at fault? 
We certainly try to encourage a sense of 

civic responsib111ty. In addition to the main
line bar exam courses in professional respon
sib111ty, criminal and constitutional law, we 
offer a broad spectrum of "public law" 
courses: consumer law, environmental law, 
employmennt discrimination, gender-based 
discrimination, health law, housing law, 
labor law, ocean and coastal law, and a . 
course on race and poverty. We offer ad
vanced seminars on such things as capital 
punishment, children and the legal system, 
political and civil rights. But these courses 
are not on the bar examination, and there
fore are fitted in only if the student's sched
ule of "required" bar examination courses 
permits. 

We have clinical programs wherein the stu
dents represent the poverty-level population 
in criminal and civil trials; or write briefs in 
pending cases under the tutelage of the ap
pellate public defender. These are small pro
grams, and over-subscribed. We have volun
teer programs: a prisoners' rights project 
where the students advise prison inmates, 
and a visitation program initiated by Lucy 
Inman where students go weekly to the N.C. 
Correctional Center for Women to help the 

• This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 

Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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inmates with their domestic property and 
other problems. These are woefully under
subscribed. 

We encourage student citizenship around 
the law school with public recognition, re
ceptions and prizes. But all this does not 
seem to be enough. 

THE BIG-BUCKS JOB 

Many students enter law school out of a 
sense of mission, out of a belief that law can 
be an instrument for social change. But 
somehow the law schools pound this human
istic inclination to the bone. By graduation, 
the brass ring is the big-bucks job with the 
major law firms in the major cities. This 
holds true the nation over. 

At Stanford recently, only four students 
signed up for interviews with the Environ
mental Defense Fund, and only two of the 
graduating class opted for jobs with public
interest law firms. Harvard's President Bok 
(a former law dean) commented that Ameri
ca's law schools had done "surprising little" 
to improve the system of justice; that the 
overwhelming preference of the law grad
uates for the corporate law firm represented 
a "massive diversion of exceptional talent 
into pursuits that often all little to the 
growth of the economy, the pursuit of cul
ture or the enhancement of the human 
spirit." 

We do provide role models. Three recent 
faculty additions come from the public law 
sector: Jack Boger from the NAACP Legal 
Defense Fund in New York; Rich Rosen from 
the Public Defender's Office in Washington, 
D.C.; and Lou B111onis from the Appellate 
Defender's Office in Raleigh. 

Senior faculty member Charles Daye is the 
executive director of the N.C. Association of 
Black Lawyers and presides over a program 
to provide housing for the low-income rural 
elderly. Senior faculty member Barry Nakell 
founded N.C. Prisoner Legal Services and is 
an active litigator on behalf of the "defense
less and oppressed.'' Senior faculty member 
Ken Broun teaches a course each summer to 
improve the litigation skills of black law
yers in South Africa. Burnele Powell chairs 
the Chapel Hill chapter of the American As
sociation of University Professors (con
cerned with academic freedom). And so it 
goes. 

Why then does concern for the public inter
est play second fiddle to the job with the cor
porate law firm? There probably are many 
institutional factors at work. 

Law schools are responsible in part. Their 
primary emphasis is on research and publica
tion. Public service rides in the rumble seat 
on the road to promotion, tenure and the en
dowed chair. Students discover that public 
service, despite its lip service, is not the 
source of rewards. 

But more fundamental institutional fac
tors share responsib111ty: 

Economics. We used to have a "color bar" 
that kept some people out of law school. Now 
we have an economic bar. Tuition and fees 
for North Carolinians are approximately 
Sl,100; for nonresidents, somewhat over 
$7,000. The cost of books, housing, food and 
so on runs the total cost of three years in 
Chapel Hill to a minimum of $25,000. This is 
low. At Harvard, Yale and so on, tuition 
alone might be twice that much. 

With public-interest law jobs starting in 
the low $20,000 range, and the corporate law 
firm jobs starting at the $60,000 range, the 
choice for most is easy. They are almost 
impelled by their debts to go where the 
money is. 

SHEER BULK OF NUMBERS 

Admission standards. Law continues to be 
a glamorous and desirable profession, thanks 
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perhaps to our steady TV diet of the likes of 
"Perry Mason" and "L.A. Law." Each year 
over 3,000 students apply for the 235 seats 
available in the first-year class. The sheer 
bulk of numbers requires the law school to 
rely heavily on machine-graded standards: 
the cumulative grade point average plus the 
grade on the Law School Admission Test 
(LSAT). The high quality of the applicants 
means that the editor of The Daily Tar Heel, 
the president of the senior class, the head of 
the Student Y, the fraternity rush chair
person, the Peace Corps veteran, the crime 
reporter for The News and Observer would 
not be admitted unless they had achieved a 
B-plus average during all four years of un
dergraduate education. 

Many in these categories might have done 
so, but admission by college ranking elimi
nates many applicants who obviously would 
make valuable contributions to the bar and 
to society at large. 

Size. We have a fulltime faculty of 35 (plus 
20 or more adjuncts) and a student body of 
650. There is a faculty lounge, a student 
lounge (wholly inadequate). Classrooms are 
built to seat 100 or more students sitting in 
rows facing forward. Few students dare to 
raise their hands and their concerns in front 
of 100 semi-strangers. 

They approach the desk at the end of class, 
but few accept the standing faculty invita
tion for office visits. They fear they might 
intrude. Sheer size inhibits free interchange 
between and among faculty members and 
students. Many students come to class, and 
then go home. Rather dismal. 

Curriculum. The course of study is fairly 
standard in all law schools. It focuses on 
judge-made law at the appellate level, using 
the Socratic method of instruction. The 
teacher asks one student to recite a case and 
then follows up with a series of searching 
questions. This method is fam111ar to tele
vision viewers who recall Professor 
Kingsfield's "bully boy" inquisitions on 
"Paper Chase." 

It is generally agreed that to most, the 
first year is an exciting, agonizing, challeng
ing, intellectually eye-opening experience; 
although some find the Socratic method 
hum111ating and degrading as an ego-boost
ing professor demonstrates his superiority 
over the hapless student. 

But as the process continues in the second 
year and the third, it strikes most students 
as too much of the same and a bore. Studies 
of legal education uniformly agree that the 
second and third years of law are "pretty 
universally dull"; that a "feeling of malaise 
and discontent" . stalks the nation's law 
schools. It was reported at Stanford that stu
dents simply stop going to class in the sec
ond and third years, learning the law instead 
through a cornucopia of study aids and 
course outlines that lay out the legal doc
trine in neat, easily digestible pieces. This 
will suffice for the professor whose examina
tions are machine-graded. 

Facilities recognize the "second-year 
slump" and the "third-year blahs," and they 
innovate with law reviews, moot-court pro
grams, seminars and clinics to challenge and 
excite the upperclass students. But these ex
periences are limited and restricted to a 
small minority of the student body, gen
erally those in the top third of the class. 

It need not be this way. President Michael 
Sovern of Columbia (a former law dean) sug
gests that second-year students take a year 
off and clerk in a law firm. In England, aspir
ing attorneys receive three years of aca
demic training followed by two years of ap
prenticeship with experienced practitioners. 
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In Germany, students spend four years at a 
university and an additional six months pre
paring for a state bar examination. Then for 
the next two years they rotate apprentice
ships with a judge, a prosecuting attorney, 
and a practicing lawyer. 

But in America the law schools are like 
peas in a pod and have been for a century or 
more. Studies of American legal education 
concluded that it "has, for too long, been in 
the grip of a single model." They cry for di
versity and experimentation. 

There has been very little innovation. 
Northeastern University in Boston has bro
ken the mold. After the traditional first 
year, students alternate four quarters in the 
classroom with four quarters of legal appren
ticeship in legislative and judicial offices 
throughout the land. However measured, the 
program is a success. 

Antioch University opened a law school in 
Washington in 1972 with a core curriculum 
built around the problems and concerns of 
the urban poor. There was a heavy emphasis 
on clinical education, and the upperclass stu
dents were encouraged to intern in congres
sional offices, to clerk with a judge or ap
prentice with a law firm. Unfortunately the 
law school was plagued by personality con
flicts and ceased operation. 

In 1983 the City University of New York 
opened a law school in Queens College with 
the express purpose of training lawyers for 
public service. Over a thousand men and 
women applied for admission in the opening 
class of 144. Students were chosen because 
they saw the law "as a public service profes
sion" and wanted to use it "as a means of 
working for a more just society." Older stu
dents with "real world experience" were ad
mitted to enrich "both the school and the 
practice of law" and the school was man
dated to search for students who "because of 
socio-economic factors such as poverty or 
race" might not otherwise have had the op
portunity to become lawyers. 

There is room yet for another school com
mitted to diversity, innovation and public 
service. Where better than here in North 
Carolina? 

THE MODEL LAW SCHOOL 

The faculty. When all else is said and done, 
the strength of any educational institution 
lies in its faculty. Father Hesburgh of Notre 
Dame emphasized this when he described 
"the key and central factor" in education as 
"the teacher-educator, how he teaches, but 
particularly how he lives and exemplifies the 
values inherent in what he teaches." Values, 
he added, "are exemplified better than they 
are taught." 

The model law school would recruit profes
sors on the basis of performance, not prom
ise, and seek out the mature men and women 
who have demonstrated a mastery of the law 
and a regard for its processes, who have won 
their spurs in the arena of social concerns. 
All this on the theory that the best edu
cation is the modern equivalent of Mark 
Hopkins (the fabled Williams College teach
er) on one end of a log and a student on the 
other. 

Models are found on the UNC-Chapel Hill 
regular faculty: Bill Aycock and Ferebee 
Taylor, both learned in the law and both 
former chancellors of the university; on the 
adjunct faculty, we have Harry Martin and 
Willis Whichard, both judges on the N.C. Su
preme Court with extensive experience in 
private practice and the legi5lative arena. 

The student body. The model school would 
keep an eye on academics, but put the em
phasis in admissions on a record of public 
service. The editor of the Tar Heel, the class 
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officer, the head of the campus Y, the Peace 
Corps veteran would all be welcome, even 
with grade averages of less than B-plus. The 
law school would seek out the late-bloomer 
with a record of participation in civil affairs, 
the teacher who wants a mid-life career 
change, the housewife whose children are 
now in school, the retiree with a yen for the 
law. A rich heterogeneous mix. 

Size. The school would remain small, with 
not more than 100 in each of the three class
es. This would facilitate an interchange be
tween student and student, between student 
and faculty as all work together for a com
mon goal. There would be no faculty lounges 
and student lounges, but simply lounges. 

Curriculum. After the standard first-year 
curriculum, the innovation would come with 
a second year in Washington. During the day 
the students would intern in congressional 
offices for one semester, and intern with 
those who head the major departments and 
administrative agencies in the other. They 
would learn, first-hand, how law is made, and 
how law is applied by those with primary re
sponsibility. In the evening they would take 
a reduced course load, as do the students in 
the evening divisions at Georgetown, George 
Washington and Howard law schools. 

In the third year, opportunity would be 
made for internships in the public-service 
agencies and/or in clinical work in which 
students work with indigent clients. 

The calendar. Because of the internships 
and the light course loads in Washington, 
the students would begin their studies in 
June instead of August and thereafter attend 
classes the year around. The summer pro
gram could be enriched by a series of rotat
ing scholars giving two or three open lec
tures a week. Likely invitees would include 
Washtngton civil rights lawyer Joseph Rauh 
Jr. with a history of the New Deal; Julius 
Chambers of the NAACP Legal Defense 
Fund; Nadine Strossen of the ACLU; Judy 
Lichtman of the Women's Legal Defense 
Fund; and maybe even the Rev. W.W. 
Finlator, the retired Raleigh Baptist leader, 
to relate the Bible to contemporary legal is
sues. 

Finances. The economic bar to legal edu
cation must come down. Tuition, on request, 
would be deferred until graduation, and then 
would be based on a fixed percentage of 
whatever the new lawyer's income happened 
to be. If the law school graduate opted for a 
$20,000 a year legal services job, his tuition 
payments would be low. If she took a high
paying corporate job, her tuition payments 
would be considerably more. 

The human spirit. In all that it did, the 
model law school would seek an element 
which Derek Bok says is now generally ne
glected in legal education: the enhancement 
of the human spirit. It would demonstrate 
that the study of law need not be dull. 

With alternating periods of study and pub
lic law experience nurturing one another, 
law study can become lively and public-ori
ented. The school would teach legal sub
stance and the joy of intellectual pursuit. It 
would teach that law is a process for the sen
sible solution of human problems. It would 
teach the student to respect precedent and 
to face change with confidence and pride. It 
would teach that law, perforce, consists of 
dull details-but also that law stands for 
ideals, honor, even romance and high adven
ture. 

The school would demonstrate by concrete 
example that there is more than one mold 
for legal education; that it is possible to es
tablish a school where caring men and 
women find sympathy, understanding, guid-
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ance, and example as they prepare for a ca
reer in law and public service. 

A "BENT FOR PUBLIC SERVICE" 

Dan Pollitt has taught law at the Univer
sity of North Carolina at Chapel Hill since 
1957. As counsel to several Congressional 
committees, he has helped write numerous 
pieces of social legislation including this 
year's civil rights and family leave bills. 

He has been one of North Carolina's fore
most champions for civil liberties over the 
past four decades, having helped found orga
nizations including Southerners for Eco
nomic Justice, the N.C. Labor Law Center 
and the N.C. Civil Liberties Union. 

Mr. Pollitt will retire froni the UNC fac
ulty next year, but he is not thinking of end
ing his career training lawyers. He has devel
oped a proposal for an innovative law school 
that would emphasize "a bent for public 
service." 

He has a building lined up in Wilmington, 
and a roster of prospective faculty members 
and trustees. Now he is seeking $1 million in 
start-up money. 

MAMIE L. WILLIAMS 

HON. MARCY KAPTUR 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 30, 1991 
Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, this weekend, 

our community lost one of our most beloved 
citizens, Mrs. Mamie L. Williams. She had at
tained the age of 80 years. She not only was 
a true friend to me, but hundreds and hun
dreds of people in our community and Nation. 
She was a kind, generous and loving woman 
who always greeted you with open arms and 
a full heart-the type of individual that comes 
along once in a lifetime. Her life was not easy. 
Tragedy intervened at many turns. But it was 
her smile and boundless hope that was her 
gift to us. 

Even at the age of 80, Mamie Williams con
tinued her tradition of active service to people. 
Though she officially retired from the city of 
Toledo's Department of Community Develop
ment in 1976, she continued to work part time 
as a clerk in that office until her death. Her en
ergy and dedication to her profession out
paced that of even her youngest colleagues. 
She cared deeply about Toledo's neighbor
hoods. She was a pioneer community builder. 

As she grew older and as a result of her life 
long service to our area, Mamie received the 
Outstanding Senior Citizen of Lucas County 
Award in 1978. In 1988, her achievements 
brought her statewide recognition and induc
tion into the Senior Hall of Fame in Columbus, 
OH. 

A deeply religious woman, Mamie Williams 
was also a leader in the religious community. 
Mamie was a faithful member of the Church of 
the New Convenant and was an evangelist for 
the past 8 years. She served as church treas
urer, as chairwoman of the Fellowship Group 
6 and as a member of the Edith Gable Mis
sionary Society. She was actively involved in 
the Toledo American Baptist Association, and 
served as chairwoman of the Christian Social 
Relations Committee of the American Baptist 
Women's Ministries, and as a trustee of the 
Toledo American Baptist Association. She was 
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a former member of the Third Baptist Church 
where she served actively for over a half-cen
tury. 5ne developed interfaith friendships with 
people of all religions, races and backgrounds. 
It is impossible to fully thank her for what she 
contributed to all of us. 

She was a bundle of energy. Not so long 
ago, I recall her regular trip to Washington, 
DC, to meet with other religious leaders in
volved in voter registration and political devel
opment, including for the lowest income peo
ple in our society. 

I know I join with all those who knew her in 
extending my deepest sympathies to Mamie 
Williams' family and many friends. Mamie's 
survivors include a daughter, Mrs. Francella 
Daniels; son-in-law, William Daniels; son, 
Ward Williams; sisters, Mrs. Naomi Lawson 
and Mrs. Mattie Thomas; half-sister, Mrs. Es
ther B. Jackson; and a stepson, Ordell Gar
land; 18 grandchildren, 42 great-grandchildren; 
7 great-great-grandchildren; and numerous 
nieces and nephews. She was preceded in 
death by her husband, George B. Williams, 
and daughter Annette Harris. 

Mr. Speaker, Mamie Williams' legacy will 
not be forgotten. She touched our lives with 
her kindness, her spirit and her boundless 
hope. Mamie's passing will leave a large void 
for many years to come in the lives of those 
who knew and loved her. 

Mother, wife, grandmother, great-grand
mother, great-great-grandmother, friend, pa
triot, political activist, community leader, child 
of God, woman of faith-we shall miss you. 

TRIBUTE TO LAWRENCE G. 
LAWLER 

HON. ELTON GALLEGLY 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 30, 1991 
Mr. GALLEGLY. Mr. Speaker, as a strong 

supporter of law enforcement in general, and 
the FBI in particular, I rise today to honor one 
of the FBl's best as he retires after 26 years 
of service to the Bureau and his country. 

Lawrence G. Lawler, the special agent in 
charge of the FBl's Los Angeles Bureau, can 
look back on a storied career and a long 
record of accomplishment. 

A native of Oakland, CA, Mr. Lawler began 
his career with 3 years of duty with the Oak
land Police Department. In 1965, he was ap
pointed an FBI special agent, and after train
ing was assigned to the El Paso, TX, Division. 
In 1967, he was transferred to Washington 
State, and then in 1969, he was promoted to 
a supervisorial position at FBI headquarters in 
Washington, DC. 

In 1975, he was again promoted, this time 
to assistant special agent in charge of the San 
Francisco Division. During his tenure in the 
city by the bay, he was the Bureau executive 
in charge of the Patty Hearst case, the inves
tigation into an attempted assassination of 
President Ford, and the Jonestown massacre. 

He returned to the Nation's Capital in 1979 
to head the National Crime Information Cen
ter, one of the FBl's national computer net
works, providing vital. information to all recog
nized law enforcement agencies in the United 
States. 
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Subsequently, he became special agent in 

charge for Jacksonville, FL, and then Min
neapolis, MN, before assuming responsibility 
for the Los Angeles office in 1988. The LA Di
vision, the third-largest in the Nation, encom
passes seven counties with a population in ex
cess of 15 million. 

During his tenure in Los Angeles, Mr. 
Lawler has directed some of the Nation's most 
complex and significant investigations, ranging 
from the savings and loan industry to the 
never-ending problem of illegal drugs to pre
venting terrorism. During his time in office, he 
has vastly improved the productivity and mo
rale of the division by successfully achieving 
salary reforms and creating direct liaison ave
nues with local justice agencies, the business 
community and civic and professional leaders. 

Mr. Speaker, Larry Lawler's many friends 
and colleagues will celebrate his career at a 
ceremony on August 29. I ask my colleagues 
to join me in saluting a fine individual and an 
outstanding law enforcement officer as he 
completes 26 years in service to the United 
States, and in wishing him well as he embarks 
on a new career in the investigation field. 

CORRECTING THE BIASED VIEW OF 
SERBIANS IN THE WESTERN 
PRESS 

HON. HELEN DELlCH BENTLEY 
OF MARYLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 30, 1991 
Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, the Serbian 

people of Yugoslavia, and particularly the Re
public of Serbia, are suffering under an ill-in
formed media bias in the Western press. The 
current situation in Yugoslavia cannot be re
duced to a simplistic scenario of Communist 
versus non-Communist, rather it is entrenched 
in years of history. Add to this the catalyst of 
reformed Communist leaders regressing to 
verdant nationalism in newly formed demo
cratic republics, not only just in Serbia, but 
also in Croatia and Slovenia, and the result is 
an increasingly volatile brew. 

Much has been said regarding this subject, 
but two articles by Jasmina Wellinghof of the 
San Antonio Light over the last month go far 
In helping clarify the complex ethnic and reli
gious disputes that are rocking Yugoslavia. In 
the process, Ms. Wellinghof does an excellent 
job of dispelling the dualistic myth that cur
rently is being perpetuated by the Western 
press regarding the dissolution of the Yugo
slav Federation. 

Therefore, I would like to include the follow
ing two articles for inclusion into the RECORD: 

CAREFULLY DRAWN BOUNDARIES COULD 
PREVENT YUGOSLAV BLOODSHED 

The eruption of serious violence in Yugo
sla vta last week sent a shudder of apprehen
sion throughout Europe. What ts feared is 
that the instab111ty w111 spread, awakening 
all sorts of old territorial and ethnic griev
ances. 

Already, the Socialist Party of Italy has 
demanded the return of !stria, a peninsula 
currently divided between the secessionist 
Yugoslav republics of Croatia and Slovenia, 
but which belonged to Italy prior to War 
World II. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
For the European Community and the 

United States the question ts whether the 
Yugoslav crisis can be turned around before 
its tectonic waves start cracking open the 
rest of the continent. 

To be sure, this ts the 11th hour, but with 
proper understanding of the core problem, 
the international community may help find 
a permanent solution. Because the Yugoslav 
picture ts so complex and unique, misconcep
tions have been many, and press reports con
fusing. 

For too long, the story we heard in the 
United States had Serbia cast as the hege
monic, communist villain trying to prevent 
"pro-Western" Slovenia and Croatia from 
pursuing democratic change. In reality, de
mocracy or communism had little to do with 
the Yugoslav turmoil. 

From communist totalitarianism, Croatia 
and Slovenia have moved to rightist nation
alism, suppressing in the process whatever 
greater freedom they might have had for a 
few weeks after the communists left power. 
The presidents of both secessionist republics 
are former communists, schooled in the au
thoritarian mentality of longtime dictator 
Jostp Broz Tito. The Associated Press re
ported that in Croatia the media are fully 
controlled by President Franjo Tudjman and 
his party. 

Although Serbia, too, ts governed by 
former communists who have done their 
share of suppressing. I personally have seen 
there a great many opposition and independ
ent papers, and witnessed on June 9 a major 
opposition rally in Belgrade. But more to the 
point and contrary to a number of press re
ports in this country, the Serbian Govern
ment does not contest the Croatian or Slove
nian people's right to self-determination. It 
merely asks for the same right for the Serbs. 

The trouble is, the ethnic groups are 
intermixed territorially, and the real danger 
zone is not in Slovenia, which is relatively 
pure ethnically, but in central Yugoslavia 
where Serbs and Croats live unhappily to
gether. 

It ts important to understand that we are 
dealing here with small nations frustrated 
by history and 45 years of destructive 
Tttotsm. There are only 1.8 m1111on Slove
nians, 4 m1111on Croats and 9.5 m1111on Serbs. 
Serbs clung the longest to the dream of one 
country for the South Slavs (Yugo-Slavs), 
primarily because their co-nationals live dis
persed throughout the territory of Yugo
slavia and because they sacrificed their own 
independent state on the altar of the union. 

Confronted, however, with growing de
mands by the smaller groups, Serbs have in
creasingly turned inward, rekindling their 
own dormant nationalism. 

Since nationalistic passions have blinded 
people to all practical concerns, it ts 
unreallistic to expect them to respond to ra
tional pleas for American-style democracy 
or to financial pressures from the European 
Community. Survival in the eyes and hearts 
of Croats and Slovenians right now means 
only one thing: getting their own nationalist 
states, period. In the hearts of Serbs, it ts to 
get all the Serbs to live in one country. 

As things stand at this moment, the 700,000 
strong Serbian minority in Croatia refuses 
to be separated from their fellow Serbs in 
the rest of Yugoslavia. Now the Croatian po
lice are doing in the Serbian Krajina region 
what the federal army is doing in Slovenia. 
To further complicate matters, the entire 
central republic of Bosnia-Herzegovina ts 
ethnically mixed, thanks to artificial inter
nal borders created arbitrarily in 1945 by 
Tito and his cohorts. 
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Ironically, while U.S. Secretary of State 

James Baker and the EC leaders keep ex
horting the Yugoslavs to negotiate, no one 
. has had the nerve so far to explicitly state 
what these negotiations must by necessity 
entail the redrawing of internal boundaries 
to better reflect the. ethnic and emotional di
visions between the Serbs and the Croats. 

Without that, chances are that the current 
fighting in Slovenia w111 soon look like a 
minor skirmish compared with the bloody 
civil war that's likely to erupt in central 
Yugoslavia. 

A MARCH TO DISASTER IN YUGOSLAVIA 

Even as the fragile cease-fire holds in the 
secessionist republic of Slovenia, civil war ts 
looming larger in central Yugoslavia. 

It ts crucial for the international commu
nity to understand the core problem of the 
Yugoslav turmoil, which has little to do with 
democracy or communism. Quite simply, 
there w111 be no stab111ty or permanent peace 
in the Balkans until the two largest ethnic 
groups, the Serbs and the Croats, settle their 
differences and their borders to the reason
able satisfaction of both. 

Bound together by geography, ethnicity, 
economic necessity and a history that most
ly dented them national self-expression, the 
Serbs, Croats, Slovenians and the rest of 
their fellow South Slavs have throughout 
this century had a love-hate relationship. 
Dreams for a common country-finally real
ized in 1918-gave way to World War II night
mares when the Croatian nationalist extrem
ists, called the Ustashas, slaughtered hun
dreds of thousands of Serbs, together with 
Jews and Gypsies. 

Now, 50 years later, history seems to be re
peating itself. Instead of recognizing that 
the demise of communism was their historic 
chance to build prosperity and democracy, 
the Yugoslavs slid into destructive ethnic fa
naticism, which ironically gained support 
from the Western press, eager to exploit an
other dramatic scenario that pitches "free
dom lovers" against "Communist villains." 

That it did not correspond to reality both
ered only the most scholarly of writers 
whose articles appeared in obscure maga
zines. 

The popular press, however, had Serbs cast 
as the hegemonic, Communist villain trying 
to prevent the "pro-Western" Slovenia and 
Croatia from pursuing democratic change. 
Reporters and editors apparently never no
ticed that both secessionist republics insist 
on their own nationalist states. If they were 
after freedom and democracy, wouldn't they 
join forces and aspire to become one larger, 
and therefore more viable state? 

The truth ts, all three warring republics 
are governed by former Communists and all 
have retained the old socialist bureaucracy 
and mentality. In Croatia the press ts com
pletely controlled by President Franjo 
Tudjman and his party, while the former so
cially owned property is being turned into 
state property. Privatization, the economic 
requirement for democracy, has been halted. 

Ironically, it is in Serbia that I found the 
greatest freedom of speech, a thriving oppo
sition and an advancing privatization proc
ess. 

But it was also in Serbia where I found the 
most "Yugo dreamers," which I define as 
idealists who st111 entertain the dream of 
one, democratic, united Yugoslavia. "If we 
only got rid of Tudjman, (Milan) Kucan 
(president of Slovenia), (Slobodan) Milosevic 
(Serbian republic leader) and the rest of 
these clowns," they would tell me, "we 
would be OK." 
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This was in early June before Slovenia and 

Croatia declared their independence, but 
these dreamers were largely journalists and 
intellectuals who obviously knew that Cro
atia was equipping its own army and Slove
nia had sent representatives all over the 
world to ask for support. 

I wonder what they would say today, but 
clearly with or without the "clowns," pas
sions have been so inflamed that happy coex
istence is hard to imagine. Instead of Presi
dent Bush's new world order, we are seeing 
the old European order re-emerge. Already 
lining up behind the Croatian/Slovenian 
independence bid are Germany and Austria, 
a fact that awoke old fears in France, Eng
land and other European countries. 

The French paper Liberation reported that 
President Mitterrand and German Chan
cellor Kohl had "a serious verbal discus
sion,'' about the Yugoslav issue when they 
met in Luxembourg. The paper mentioned 
"nostalgia for the old Austro-Hungarian em
pire." 

As a leading world democracy, the United 
States must be fair to all, which in this case 
means recognizing the Serbian people's right 
to self-determination as well as that of the 
Croatians and Slovenians. Which brings us 
back to settling differences and borders, 
since the Serbs and the Croats are terri
torially intermixed like no other groups. 

Haunted by memories of the Ustasha mas
sacres and harassed by the Croatian public, 
press and police-just as they were back in 
the 1930's-the Serbian minority in the 
Krajina region is ready to fight for its free-

1 dom from Croatia. Certainly other Serbs will 
not just watch them die. Seemingly dis
regarding the feeble federal government, in 
the last few days, the governments of both 
Serbia and Croatia have warned their people 
about the possib111ty of war. 

Let's not have any illusions. The ensuing 
disaster, which is quite likely to shake up 
the whole of Europe, can be prevented only 
through serious and immediate negotiations. 
The United States must not abandon this 
matter to a German-dominated Europe. 

CONGRATULATIONS TO THE TIN 
CAN SAILORS 

HON. BARNEY FRANK 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 30, 1991 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, 
I want to extend my congratulations to the Tin 
Can Sailors on enrolling the 15,000th member 
of that organization. The Tin Can Sailors are 
headquartered in Fall River, MA, as part of the 
very important complex of ships which keep 
alive an essential part of America's history at 
Waterfront Park. Membership in the Tin Can 
Sailors is open to those who have served in 
the U.S. Navy on destroyers, and the organi
zation does a great deal to keep alive a very 
important part of America's heritage. To Cap
tain James Galvin, USNR, retired, who Is the 
president of this organization and to executive 
secretary Edward J. Ward and to the other 
members of the staff and to the contributors, 
my best wishes for this latest example of the 
excellent work they do. 
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

A TRIBUTE TO MARIO F. 
RODRIGUEZ 

HON. ILEANA ROS.LEHTINEN 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 30, 1991 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to bring to the attention of my colleagues 
the achievements of Mario F. Rodriguez. This 
gentleman, born in Guantanamo, Cuba, has 
accomplished the "American Dream" by being 
named one of America's most influential His
panics. Mr. Rodriguez was recently profiled in 
the Miami Herald for his achievements. The 
article reads: 

A TRIBUTE TO MARIO F. RODRIGUEZ 

(By Charles B. Rabin) 
In 1971, when people were experiencing free 

love and worried about how to end the war in 
Vietnam, Mario F. Rodriguez was developing 
a concept that would make him a lot of 
money. 

Three years after graduating from the Uni
versity of Miami with a degree in account
ing, Rodriguez realized there could be a prof
it in the exchange or lease of thousands of 
time-share properties. He was helped in his 
endeavors by a friend, Andy Ponticos. 

"At first, we called it Buy-A-Week Inc.," 
Rodriguez said. "But we changed the name 
later on." 

After graduating from college in January 
of 1968, Rodriguez assumed he'd find work in 
the accounting field. Things didn't work 
quite as planned, and he began investing in 
real estate. 

"It mushroomed into a mini-syndication, 
and I eventually had to ask my family for 
money. That's when Andy thought of time
sharing and we started developing real estate 
based on this idea," Rodriguez said. 

SEEKING A NAME 

Rodriguez approached another friend, radio 
and television personality Hank Goldberg, 
who at the time was an advertising execu
tive, seeking advice on a name for the com
pany. He thought the company needed an 
identity. 

"He came up with Interlude, but it sounded 
too sleazy. Out of that, we came up with In
terval Inc.," said Rodriguez. The name 
stuck. 

Today, Interval International, of which 
Rodriguez is chairman of the board, is a 
worldwide exchange network and travel club 
for time-share owners at more than 700 affili
ated resorts, in more than 50 countries. 

To help keep Interval running smoothly, 
Rodriguez and a core group of about 10 other 
time-share investors formed the Inter
national Foundation for Timesharing. It was 
formed with the intention of funding re
search that looks at consumers and the de
mographics of time-sharing. 

ANOTHER STEP UP 

Rodriguez was recently named president of 
the foundation and also chairman of the 
International Council of the American Re
sort and Residential Development Associa
tion. 

The association is an umbrella group that 
includes Rodriguez's foundation and four 
similar organizations. The association pro
motes a code of ethics in the industry and 
does lobbying. 

"I've only known Mario since January," 
said Sandra Woolard, the association's Edu
cation Institute administrator. "He's very 
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professional and seems quiet, but he's also a 
strong leader. He's probably the most be
loved of all the members." 

The two appointments are only the latest 
honors for Rodriguez. 

The 46-year-old entrepreneur, who came to 
the United States from Guantanamo, Cuba, 
soon after he was born in 1946, was named as 
one of America's 100 most influential His
panics earlier this year by Hispanic Business 
magazine. 

JUST A SURPRISE 

"It came as very much a surprise to me," 
Rodriguez said. 

Staying home and relaxing isn't found in 
Rodriguez's itinerary. 

An avid skier, who heads Northwest in 
search of snow whenever he gets the chance, 
Rodriguez sits on the board of directors and 
is chairman of the loan committee of the 
First National Bank of Miami, is a member 
of the State Department's Advisory Commit
tee on International Investment, a director 
of the Armando Valladares Human Rights 
Foundation, belongs to the Southeastern 
U.S./Japan Association, the Florida/Korea 
Economic Cooperation Committee and the 
United States-Mexico Chamber of Com
merce. 

He is also a member of the Cuban-Amer
ican Foundation. 

FINDING MONEY DIFFICULT 

Though apparently not suffering greatly 
from the country's recent recession, it is evi
dent that finding money for real estate in
vestment is a lot more difficult than it was 
five or 10 years ago. 

One of his major projects . this year is a 
symposium on investment and finance that 
will be held in Hong Kong in November. The 
goal is to bring domestic time-share lenders 
and developers together with foreign lenders. 

"We're trying to find new sources of money 
for time-share developers," Rodriguez said. 
"The banks here aren't lending to real estate 
developers these days." 

I wish Mr. Rodriguez much success in his 
endeavors. He is a role model for the industry. 
Interval Inc., his time-sharing business, has 
expanded and developed into a global enter
prise. His accomplishments show the children 
of the South Florida community and now the 
people of the United States that, with the right 
ideas and a good education, there are no lim
its to one's own potential for success. 

RULE ON H.R. 3040, THE UNEM
PLOYMENT INSURANCE REFORM 
ACT OF 1991 

HON. DAN ROSTENKOWSKI 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 30, 1991 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speaker, pursu
ant to the rules of the Democratic Caucus, I 
wish to serve notice to my colleagues that I 
have been instructed by the Committee on 
Ways and Means to seek less than an open 
rule for the consideration by the House of 
Representatives of H.R. 3040, the Unemploy
ment Insurance Reform Act of 1991. 



20608 
HELSINKI HUMAN RIGHTS DAY 

COMMEMORATION 

HON.LAWRENCEJ.SMITH 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 30, 1991 
Mr. SMITH of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I rise 

today in support of House Joint Resolution 
264, declaring August 1, 1991, as Helsinki 
Human Rights Day. Thirty four countries 
signed the accords to protect human rights. 
They recognized democracy and fair elections 
as safeguards of personal freedoms. They 
promised nondiscrimination against minorities, 
and free emigration. These are nice promises, 
but these words mean nothing when they are 
not supported by actions. 

In the 16 years since the Helsinki accords 
were signed, we have seen tremendous 
changes in the world. In 1975, we could 
scarcely imagine a world where summits be
tween the United States and the Soviet Union 
would be almost commonplace; where democ
ratization and an end to Communist domina
tion would open Eastern Europe to the free
doms enjoyed elsewhere; where free elections 
and the plans for a multiparty system would 
be laid in the Soviet Union. The world is mov
ing towards a new era, but for millions of peo
ple, denied the basic human rights set down 
in the Helsinki accords, life is still a struggle. 

For example, I have joined other Members 
of Congress in repeatedly asking President 
Gorbachev to release the thousands of Jews 
who have repeatedly asked for and been re
fused permission to leave the Soviet Union. · 
The Soviet Union must set these refuseniks 
free so they can emigrate to a country where 
they can practice as Jews and be free from 
the anti-Semitism that they have felt through
out their lives. He has responded, over the 
years, by allowing more Jews than ever to 
emigrate, but the Soviet Government still se
verely restricts emigration. Although almost 
200,000 Jews left the U.S.S.R. in 1990, many 
of them had been waiting for years for their 
visas. Refuseniks are still called parasites, for 
they are forbidden to work, refused edu
cational opportunities, and lose their homes. 
Their treatment is no different from 40 years 
ago. 

In 1952, Harry Truman vetoed a law man
dating a quota system for immigration into the 
United States. He discussed the pitiful state of 
those living under Soviet domination, and his 
words ring true for many Jewish refuseniks 
today. He said, "They are silenced, fenced off 
by barbed wire and minefields-no one 
passes their borders but at the risk of his life." 
In the gulags, the prisons, the Siberian tundra, 
Jews remain imprisoned for treason, bribery, 
and smuggling. In many cases, these are all 
crimes the refuseniks never committed. These 
actions violate the spirit of the Helsinki ac
cords, and, more importantly, violate human 
rights. 

For most, the Soviet Union may be a freer 
country than it was a few years ago, but the 
anti-Semitism from town governments, the 
Russian Orthodox Church, bureaucratic offi
cials and many citizens add up to difficult lives 
for most Jews. That Is why so many of them 
apply for permission to emigrate, for they hope 
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to escape the prejudices they encounter every 
day. Jews cannot attend certain schools, join 
certain branches of military service, or live in 
certain areas. 

On May 20, 1991, when the Supreme So
viet passed laws liberalizing emigration proce
dures, Jews around the world rejoiced. How
ever, the bill will not have much affect on emi
gration until January 1 , 1993. Thousands of 
Jews have been waiting for years for freedom. 
It is cruel for us to ask them, "Just be patient, 
just wait a little longer." Today, I again ask 
President Gorbachev to let these people go. 
Let them leave this country where they are 
discriminated against, where they feel the pain 
of prejudice every day. Let them emigrate, to 
celebrate the freedoms they have been pray
ing for. Let them leave, and the Soviet Union 
would show its commitment to freedom and 
human rights. If the U.S.S.R. abides by this 
request, they will be upholding the Helsinki ac
cords, and prove that the words and promises 
they make are backed by good and true ac
tions. 

CELEBRATING FRANCIS SCOTT 
KEY'S BIRTHDAY 

HON. HELEN DEUCH BENTLEY 
OF MARYLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 30, 1991 
Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, it is at this 

time that I would like to remember the birthday 
of our Maryland son, Francis Scott Key, the 
author of the national anthem of the United 
States of America, "The Star-Spangled Ban
ner," in 1814. 

On August 1 , 1779, Key was born in Fred
erick County on his family's estate, Terra 
Rubra. After graduating from St. John's Col
lege in Annapolis, MD, he began his career as 
an attorney in Frederick. Later in 1805, he 
moved to Georgetown where he had lived dur
ing the start of the War of 1812. 

Because of the British confiscation of United 
States ships and disputes of frontier land, the 
United States went to war with Great Britain. 
The war was a difficult one for the unprepared 
troops in the United States and defeat was the 
consequence of many battles. As a deeply re
ligious man, Key had been opposed to the 
War of 1812. However, his loyalty to his coun
try led the young lawyer to be a lieutenant and 
quartermaster in a field company just before 
the British conquered Washington. 

In 1814, as a well-known and distinguished 
young lawyer, Key was sought to negotiate 
with the British for the release of a prisoner, 
his friend Dr. William Beanes. Key found the 
negotiations to be successful. However, they 
took place aboard a British flagship in the Bal
timore harbor during their 25 hours of continu
ous bombardment of Fort McHenry where 
within enemy lines, he witnessed the attack. 

As an accidental witness to the battle, Key 
was overwhelmed by the perseverance and 
bravery of the American soldiers at Fort 
McHenry. The crushing strength of the Royal 
Navy could not defeat the small fort at the en
trance to Baltimore. Throughout the bombing, 
the U.S. flag flew proudly and defiantly, never 
faltering. This courageous display so moved 
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young Key, that he immediately wrote the 
poem, "Defence of Fort McHenry," which in 
1931 would become our national anthem. 

The battle in Baltimore that day in 1814 al
ways will be a proud moment for American 
history. The vision of the underdog des
perately defending their new country and their 
flag would be the inspiration for the song that 
would continue to rally patriotism in all Ameri
cans today it is that song that praises the flag, 
the symbol of all the values we as Americans 
are committed to and will defend to this day. 
The poem that Francis Scott Key penned so 
quickly that day would go on to be the most 
important song in the U.S. history and the flag 
that was the motivation for Key is now on dis
play in the Smithsonian Institution's Museum 
of History and Technology in Washington, DC. 

In honor of the gift that Key gave our coun
try it is with pride that I celebrate with other 
Marylanders the birthday of one of our own 
great men of history. It is also the reason that, 
although the flag of the United States is cus
tomarily displayed only from sunrise to sunset, 
one of the few exceptions to this rule is the 
flying of the Stars and Stripes for 24 hours a 
day over the grave of Francis Scott Key in 
Frederick, MD, and at the battle site at Fort 
McHenry in Baltimore. 

THE CYPENS CELEBRATE THEIR 
50TH ANNIVERSARY 

HON. ILEANA ROS.LEHTINEN 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 30, 1991 
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I wish to 

bring to your attention two of my constituents, 
the Honorable Irving and Mrs. Hazel Cypen, 
who are celebrating their 50th wedding anni
versary. 

The Cypens are well-known residents of 
south Florida who have been actively involved 
in the community and in various Jewish orga
nizations. On Sunday, August 25, 1991, at 
their second home, the Miami Jewish Home 
and Hospital for the Aged at Douglas Gar
dens, the Cypens will be celebrating the 50 
special years that they have spent together. 

Judge Cypen has dedicated 35 years of 
service to the Miami Jewish Home, serves as 
chairman of their board, and has been award
ed the lifetime title of their honorary president. 
Judge Cypen is full of vigor and commitment, 
as he is a member of more than 25 organiza
tions. Judge Cypen has been recognized for 
his hard work and devotion as the recipient of 
the Outstanding Citizen of Dade County 
Award from B'nai B'rith International and also 
the silver medallion awardee of the National 
Conference of Christians and Jews. 

Judge Cypen's professional career is just as 
notable. He is not only the senior member of 
the Cypen & Cypen law firm, but he has also 
previously served as a circuit judge with the 
State of Florida, assistant city attorney and 
municipal judge for the city of Miami Beach. 

Hazel Cypen has also immersed herself in 
helping others through several charitable orga
nizations. rAs a mother of five and a grand
mother of six, Mrs. Cypen has found time to 
serve on the Greater Miami Jewish Federa-
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tion, Alzheimer's Care NOTABLES, Bonds for 
Israel, the PTA of Central Beach Elementary 
School, and much more. She has also held 
positions of past president of the Sisterhood of 
Temple Emanu-EI, and is presently serving as 
the vice president of the Greater Women's 
Auxiliary at the Miami Jewish Home. On top of 
all these activities, Hazel Cypen has found 
time to be the administrative assistant at the 
law firm Cypen & Cypen. 

The Cypens have given so much to Miami 
and it is only appropriate that on their special 
day we recognize them. Their dedication to 
each another is one that not only deserves the 
admiration of south Florida, but one that can 
be appreciated by the entire Nation. 

THE BASE COMMUNITY RECOVERY 
ACT OF 1991 

HON. ROBERT T. MATSUI 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 30, 1991 
Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, today I rise to in

troduce the Base Community Recovery Act of 
1991, legislation which I feel is sorely needed 
as a result of the economic bombshell that the 
Department of Defense and the President of 
the United States have dropped on some 23 
States. Eighty-two bases are recommended 
for closure or realignment in our national de
fense structure. That means there will be dev
astating economic effects for communities 
throughout the country that are home to the 
bases being closed. 

The States that are affected include Arkan
sas, Arizona, California, Colorado, Florida, · 
Idaho, Illinois, Hawaii, Indiana, Louisiana, 
Maine, Massachusetts, Michigan, Missouri, 
New Jersey, New Mexico, Ohio, Pennsylvania, 
Rhode Island, South Carolina, Texas, Virginia, 
and the State of Washington. This literally 
means the loss of thousands and thousands 
of jobs, both direct and indirect, and a loss of 
hundreds of millions of dollars to the relevant 
local economies in each of these States. 

Congress needs to show these communities 
that we are ready to support them by acting to 
ensure that they have access to the full range 
of resources necessary to rebuild their econo
mies. To that end, I am introducing legislation, 
which is companion legislation to S. 1498-the 
Breaux-Roth Base Community Recovery Act 
of 1991-that will provide tax incentives to 
businesses that locate on closed or realigned 
bases; tax incentives to employers that hire 
former military or civilian employees of a 
closed or realigned base, and tax incentives to 
individuals who have lost their jobs and who 
decide to stay in that closed-base area. I am 
pleased to note that Representatives PICKLE, 
GEREN, FAZIO, TALLON, CONDIT, CAMPBELL, 
and HUCKABY are joining me in introducing this 
legislation. 

Specifically, this legislation has five major 
components. The first provision would expand 
the targeted jobs tax credit, already in exist
ence, to include as a category of eligible em
ployees former military and civilian employees 
of these closed or realigned bases. A credit of 
up to $2,400 would be available per em
ployee. The credit would be available to any 
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business anywhere, and would enable a small 
business to reduce its labor costs by hiring 
these individuals if they fit its hiring require
ments. 

The second part of our legislation would en
courage individuals to stay in a base closure 
area. To accomplish that, the legislation would 
provide dislocated military or civilian employ
ees with a wage credit to offset that individ
ual's personal income when he or she takes a 
new job in the same base closure area. The 
credit would be a nonrefundable, one-time 
credit, equal to 1 O percent of that person's 
wages, but could not exceed $3,000. 

Next, the bill provides capital incentives be
cause many of these bases have buildings 
that need repair or renovation in order to be 
ready for new uses. Our legislation would re
duce the cost of doing. this type of work by 
providing for accelerated depreciation for 
building construction, for reconstruction, and 
also for improvements which would be pro
vided. The goal is to encourage a business to 
move onto a closed military base and offer 
new employment in the area by making the 
closed base location attractive. Our bill pro
vides for a depreciation recapture rate of 21.5, 
as opposed to the normal 31.5, year. 

In addition, our legislation would reduce the 
cost of capital for new businesses locating on 
closed bases by allowing them to deduct a 
greater amount of the cost of new equipment 
placed in service. Notwithstanding a 25-per
cent limitation, the legislation would provide 
that businesses could deduct at least $10,000, 
but not more than $200,000, of the cost of 
new equipment. 

Finally, our legislation would allow busi
nesses locating on closed or realigned bases 
access to tax-exempt financing. Specifically, 
the bill expands the small issue development 
bond program currently available for manufac
turing and first-time farmers. Each State's 
bond cap would be increased by at least $50 
million to provide for the issuance of tax-ex
empt bonds on behalf of entities locating on 
closed or realigned bases. The bill also allows 
for the issuance of new $20 million bonds be
cause current law only authorizes the issu
ance of $10 million bonds. 

Mr. Speaker, I have been asked by others 
what the cost of this legislation would be and, 
obviously, there is a cost attached. No matter 
what the exact number is, I do know that the 
cost will be offset by the amount of revenues 
that would be lost if we were to do nothing. 
For example, if 12,000 people lose their jobs 
as the result of these base closures, Mr. 
Speaker, 12,000 people will not be paying 
Federal taxes and instead will be relying on 
the social welfare system. Any cost of provid
ing these tax incentives will be reduced by 
generating new jobs and growth and economic 
development, and thereby, at the very least, 
generating more Federal tax revenues. If we 
can find the money to aid people abroad and 
foreign governments-and in most cases right
fully so-then I truly believe that we can come 
to the aid of American citizens and commu
nities that are personally and economically af
fected by domestic base closures and 
realignments. Our Government has an obliga
tion to its citizens, and particularly when they 
are dislocated from jobs where they are ac-
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tively serving the security interest of their 
country. 

A TRIBUTE TO COL. DAVID L. 
NAEHRING 

HON. VIC FAZIO 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 30, 1991 
Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to pay 

tribute to Col. David L. Naehring who will retire 
after 25 years of dedicated service to the U.S. 
Air Force. Colonel Naehring has been serving 
for the past 3 years as the director of distribu
tion and commander of the 2894th Distribution 
Squadron at McClellan Air Force Base in Sac
ramento, CA. 

Originally from Cincinnati, OH, Colonel 
Naehring was commissioned into the Air Force 
in 1965 following graduation from the Univer
sity of Cincinnati with a bachelor's degree in 
business administration. Colonel Naehring en
tered the supply career field after graduating 
in May 1966 from Supply Officer's School at 
Amarillo Air Force Base in Texas. He was 
then assigned to the 397th Bomber Wing at 
Dow Air Force Base, ME. In 1968, Colonel 
Naehring went to Vietnam where he was 
awarded the Bronze Star. After earning his 
master's degree in systems and logistics In 
1971 from the Air Force Institute of Tech
nology at Wright-Patterson Air Force Base In 
Dayton, OH, Colonel Naehring was assigned 
to the staff of the inspector general at Head
quarters Tactical Air Command at Langley Air 
Force Base in Virginia. 

Colonel Naehring was selected in 1973 to 
be part of an advance party which moved 
headquarters U.S. Air Force in Europe 
[USAFE] from Lindsey Air Station to Ramstein 
Air Base in Germany. After attending the Air 
Command and Staff College at Maxwell Air 
Force Base in Montgomery, AL, Colonel 
Naehring was then assigned to the Directorate 
of Distribution at Warner Robins Air Logistic 
Center in 1977. In 1980, he became the sup
ply squadron commander at Lowry Air Force 
Base, CO. Colonel Naehring returned to head
quarters USAFE in 1982 as the chief of supply 
operations where he led the effort to convert 
27 supply accounts in Europe to the Unisys 
1100/60 computer system. 

In 1985, Colonel Naehring moved to the Di
rectorate of Distribution at Ogden Air Logistics 
Center, and in 1987 he became the Air Force 
Logistics Command's director of supply at 
Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, OH. Colonel 
Naehring became the director of distributions 
at Sacramento Air Logistics Center in 1988 
where he directed an industrial supply and 
transportation complex with a military and civil
ian work force in excess of 1,600 people and 
was responsible for on-the-shelf inventories 
valued at more than $4. 7 billion. Under Colo
nel Naehring's direction, the Directorate of 
Distribution at Sacramento has become a fore
runner in industrial operations, innovative pro
grams, and heightened productivity. 

Colonel Naehring demonstrated progressive 
and enlightened leadership while serving as 
the director. He managed over $40 million in 
military construction programs which signifi-
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cantly upgraded the facilities and expanded 
storage capacity. He directly influenced the 
formulation and implementation of the overall 
total quality management [TQM] efforts and 
successfully introduced TQM throughout the 
directorate, aggressively pursuing innovative 
concepts such as team building and 
participatory management and process im
provement while fostering a unique labor-man
agement relationship. Under Colonel 
Naehring's guidance, the directorate pioneered 
and implemented natural work groups using 
team building methods and developed and im
plemented several process improvements and 
techniques. 

Colonel Naehring did an outstanding job of 
bringing Pacer Share, an Office of Personnel 
Management demonstration project, to the 
forefront of the Department of Defense and 
the Air Force. Often cited as an example of 
how the Federal Government is seeking 
change, Pacer Share brought recognition to 
the directorate which resulted in nationwide 
media exposure. This project enabled the di
rectorate to return to the Air Force a signifi
cant portion of its annual $55 million payroll 2 
years in a row. This was accomplished with a 
20 percent reduction in the work force. During 
this time, the directorate increased productivity 
and reduced costs while maintaining a mission 
readiness posture able to support a 69.9 per
cent increase in cargo movement during Oper
ations Desert Shield and Desert Storm. 

During Colonel Naehring's tenure as the di
rector, the directorate earned numerous 
awards and was named the Air Force Logis
tics Command's nominee for both the Verne 
Orr Award for human resource management 
and the Vandenberg Award for training 
achievements. In 1990, the organization 
earned three notable energy conservation 
awards for its conservation efforts. The direc
torate also played a significant role in earning 
the 1991 Quality Improvement Prototype 
Award for the center as well as the Presi
dential Award for Quality recently awarded the 
Command. In addition, as squadron com
mander, Colonel Naehring led the 2894th Dis
tribution Squadron to its selection as the 1990 
California Air Force Association's USAF Unit 
of the Year. 

Colonel Naehring played a leading role in 
implementing numerous command-wide pro
grams, and his vision and leadership have en
abled the Directorate of Distribution to meet 
today's mission while preparing for the chal
lenges of tomorrow. Throughout his career, 
Colonel Naehring has been awarded the 
Bronze Star, the Air Force Meritorious Service 
Medal with four Oak Leaf Clusters, and the Air 
Force Commendation Medal with one Oak 
Leaf Cluster. The extraordinary leadership, 
outstanding dedication, and ceaseless efforts 
of Colonel David L. Naehring culminate a dis
tinguished career in the service of his country 
and reflect great credit upon himself and the 
U.S. Air Force. 
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SERIOUS FISCAL MISCALCULA- When he took the Job, the deficit was fall-

TIONS CONTRIBUTED TO BUDGET . ing as a share of gross national product 
MORASS every year and was below 3 percent. Now it 

is exploding wildly toward 6 percent of GNP, 

HON. LAWRENCE J. SMfIH 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 30, 1991 

Mr. SMITH of Florida. Mr. Speaker, Budget 
Director Richard Darman has made a series of 
serious fiscal miscalculations that have con
tributed to the budget morass we are enjoying 
today. 

For example, he has seriously overesti
mated revenues, and his estimate of the 
1991-95 budget deficit went up 1,637 percent 
in 18 months. 

I have here an article by Warren T. Brookes 
which appeared in the Fort Lauderdale News 
& Sun-Sentinel on July 25, 1991. 

I would like the article inserted in the 
RECORD. 

[From the Fort Lauderdale News and Sun
Sentinel, July 25, 1991] 

BUSH BUDGET DIRECTOR HANDS DEMOCRATS A 
1992 ELECTION ISSUE: INCOMPETENCE 

(By Warren T. Brookes) 
The Democrats have finally found their 

issue for 1992. Summed up in two words, it is 
"Darman's Disaster." 

When 1988 candidate Michael Dukakis said 
the 1988 election was "about competence and 
not ideology," he had no idea how prophetic 
that statement would now seem. As awful as 
the fiscal mess Dukakis imposed on Massa
chusetts, it pales into insignificance next to 
what must now be regarded as the worst fis
cal mismanagement in U.S. history under 
Budget Director Richard Darman. 

Last week, Darman published his mid-ses
sion review of the U.S. budget, showing the 
five-year deficit forecast at a shocking Sl.08 
trillion, up 98 percent from the budget com
promise last October and 25 percent from 
last February. 

Worse, he was forced to admit to the Sen
ate Budget Committee that he and the 
Treasury had overestimated revenues by 
nearly $129 billion last winter for the fiscal 
year period 1991-1995. 

As bad as the revenue estimates are, they 
represent a fraction of the explosion in fiscal 
mismanagement under his dangerous delu
sions of grandeur. 

The degree of this debacle Gan be summed 
up in two figures: In January 1990, Darman 
forecast that the total 1991-1995 budget defi
cit would be $62.3 billion. In July 1991, just 18 
months later, the same figure is projected to 
be Sl.08 trillion, a 1.637 percent increase. 

As Washington fiscal experts Gary and 
Aldana Robbins told us, "Under Darman's 
management, we have added the equivalent 
of an entire fiscal year's worth of outlays to 
the five-year forecast." 

What makes the Robbinses' comments ger
mane is that last January, just three months 
after the grand October "deficit reduction 
agreement" five-year forecast of $546.5 bil
lion, the Robbinses' study for the National 
Center for Policy Analysis predicted the 
likely figure at $1.04 trillion. They missed 
Darman's current number by less than S40 
billion, or under S6 billion a year! 

If two economists, working without armies 
of number crunchers, could tell you last Jan
uary what the July forecast now admits, it's 
clear Darman hasn't the faintest idea how to 
run Office of Management and Budget. 

and spending is out of control. 
What Darman is good at is public rela

tions. Less than three weeks ago, he got 
Alan Murray of The Wall Street Journal to 
put out a story on how well his grand budget 
deal with Congress was working out, includ
ing support from House Minority Whip Newt 
Gingrich. It turns out that both Gingrich 
and Murray were had. 

But then, so were the president and the 
American people. As David Rosenbaum noted 
in a thoughtful column in the July 14 New 
York Times, just a year ago when the fiscal 
year 1991 deficit was projected at $231 billion, 
Darman warned, "Drastic consequences 
would occur if a way could not be found to 
reduce that deficit." 

Now, a year later, looking at a fiscal year 
1992 deficit of $118 billion higher, Rosenbaum 
observes, "Nobody seems to care. The econo
mists and political scientists who filled the 
nation's op-ed pages last year with doomsday 
columns about the dangers of the deficit 
have turned their attention elsewhere," 
mainly to new spending. 

In short, the deficit never really mattered 
to the Beltway bandits. It was only an ex
cuse to push taxes and spending up, and 
Darman led Bush right into the trap. Every 
tax increase adopted since the 1950s has in
creased spending by 28 percent to 58 percent 
more than it raised revenues. That's in part 
because higher tax rates, especially at the 
top, always reduce total revenue growth 
more than they raise revenues and vice versa 
for lower top tax rates. 

From 1981 to 1988, tax revenues actually 
paid by the top 5 percent rose by 50 percent 
real, over twice as fast as they rose from 1974 
to 1981 when effective rates were rising. Now 
that upper bracket revenue growth is col
lapsing, boosting deficits. 

But those who used the deficit as a pretext 
for raising these top rates and for spending a 
lot more are now silent. Why not? It has 
worked exactly as they wanted it to-pro
moting bigger deficits, preparing the way to 
increase those tax rates on the rest of us 
next year. 

Most important, they lured Darman into 
handing the Democrats their biggest issue 
yet: incompetence. 

SALUTE TO THE WELLNESS 
COMMUNITY 

HON. ELTON GAilEGLY 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 30, 1991 
Mr. GALLEGLY. Mr. Speaker, it is a privi

lege to inform my colleagues of an exciting 
and innovative concept in helping cancer pa
tients fight for their recovery. 

Since its founding almost a decade ago, the 
Wellness Community has helped more than 
14,000 cancer patients by providing free pro
grams that offer psychological, social, and 
emotional support. 

The Wellness Community believes that rath
er than act as hopeless, passive victims of 
their illness, cancer patients should fight for 
their recovery along with their health care 
team. By doing so, those patients will improve 
the quality of their lives and may enhance the 
possibility of their recovery. 
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Although looked upon somewhat skeptically 

by the medical community when the first 
Wellness Community opened In 1982, the 
concept today is heralded as the wave of the 
future. Indeed, it has been cited as a signifi
cant factor in the evolution of health care by 
both Metropolitan Life and Disney World's 
Epcot Center. 

A total of 13 Wellness Community centers 
should be open by the end of this year, with 
a goal of up to 70 centers established around 
the country by 1995. 

Mr. Speaker, on August 4 the Westlake Vil
lage center, serving the San Fernando Valley 
and Ventura County, CA, will hold its grand 
opening celebration. I ask my colleagues to 
join me In honoring this accomplishment, and 
in supporting the Wellness Community in its 
innovative and important mission. 

TRIBUTE TO DR. ZURETTI GOOSBY 

HON. NANCY PELOSI 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 30, 1991 
Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 

pay special tribute to Dr. Zuretti Goosby. On 
June 28, 1991, the San Francisco community 
gathered at the Cathederal Hill Hotel to thank 
and honor this great man for his outstanding 
public service. 

"Zu" as he is affectionately known to his 
friends, was born in Oakland. Dr. Goosby 
graduated from the University of California 
School of Dentistry. He is a member of the 
American Dental Association, the California 
State Dental Association, and the Academy of 
General Dentistry. 

Dr. Goosby Is an active member of the San 
Francisco branch of the NAACP and has 
served over the years on Its executive commit
tee. During his years of community service, he 
has been instrumental in charting public policy 
and legislative changes for equality in edu
cation, employment, housing, human rights, 
minority and women business enterprises and 
the dismantling of segregated public facilities. 

In 1963, Dr. Goosby was appointed to the 
first San Francisco Human Rights Commission 
by Mayor John Shelley and served as its vice 
chairman during his 3112 years on that body. 
During this period, he participated in the medi
ation of the auto row situation, downtown hotel 
and department store demonstrations, and sit
ins. He was the staunch leader of the Human 
Rights Commission's involvement in the inte
gration of the city's school system and de
mands for release of test scores and integra
tion data. 

He was the second African-American to 
serve on the San Francisco Board of Edu
cation, to which he was first appointed by 
Mayor John Shelley in 1966. He served on the 
board for 1 O years and as its president for two 
terms. Dr. Goosby is considered one of the 
most effective members to ever serve on this 
body. It was during his tenure on the board 
that the school district greatly Increased the 
number of African-American and other minority 
teachers and administators. The first school in 
California named after an African-American
Charles Drew-was accomplished during his 
tenure on the board. 
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Dr. Goosby's elected 4-year term on the 
school board ended in 1978 when Mayor 
George Moscone appointed him to the San 
Francisco Airport Commission to complete the 
term of William Chester, who had resigned. 

During his 12 years on the airports commis
sion, Dr. Goosby was instrumental in advocat
ing for more concessions for minorities, the in
clusion of African-Americans and other minori
ties in management positions and for minority 
participation in construction and contractual 
activities at the airport. 

His final 4 years on the airports commission 
ended earlier this year at which time he was 
appointed by Mayor Agnos as a trustee of the 
war memorial board. 

We salute Dr. Goosby for his gift of volun
teer services that benefited not only African
Americans and other minorities but all of the 
citizens of the city and county of San Fran
cisco. 

CUSHING DOLBEARE HONORED 

HON. BARNEY FRANK 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 30, 1991 
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, 

one of the most useful people in this city is 
Cushing Dolbeare. Cushing has been for as 
long as I have known her as dedicated, prag
matic, and knowledgeable an advocate of 
housing for lower income people as we have 
among us. While she is no longer the execu
tive director of the Low Income Housing Infor
mation Service and the National Low Income 
Housing Coalition, she continues to be an in
valuable resource for all of us concerned 
about the continuing housing crisis in America. 

Last month, she was, quite fittingly, honored 
by her alma mater, Swarthmore College where 
she received an honorary degree. The people 
who now run the Low Income Housing Infor
mation Service are justly proud of this recogni
tion of their founder and I share with them and 
many others a feeling of gratitude to 
Swarthmore for recognizing the extraordinarily 
important work that Cushing Dolbeare has 
done and continues to do. It is wholly typical 
of her that in the excerpt from her acceptance 
speech printed in the LIHIS Roundup, she 
notes how much we all still have to do in the 
housing area. I ask that this excerpt be printed 
here: 

LIHIS FOUNDER, CUSHING DOLBEARE, 
HONORED AT SWARTHMORE 

Cushing Dolbeare, founder and former ex
ecutive director of the Low Income Housing 
Information Service and the National Low 
Income Housing Coalition, was awarded an 
honorary Doctor of Laws degree from her 
alma mater, Swarthmore College, of 
Swarthmore, Pennsylvania, on June 3. Soon 
after she was graduated from Swarthmore in 
1949, Cushing began her career in housing as 
assistant director of the Baltimore Citizens 
Planning and Housing Association. From 
1956 to 1971, she worked for the Philadelphia 
Housing Association (now the Housing Asso
ciation of Delaware Valley), which she di
rected for nine years. She moved to Washing
ton twenty years ago to work as a consult
ant in housing and public policy. For ten of 
those years, she was director of LIHIS and 
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its aff111ate, the National Low Income Hous
ing Coalition. She continues to serve as the 
chair of the NLIHC. 

In her accepting remarks, Cushing said: "I 
am honored to receive this degree for my 
housing efforts. Alas, the honor is for the ef
fort, not the results * * *. After more than 
half a century of federal low-income housing 
programs, there are still three poor families 
needing housing assistance * * * for every 
poor family that has obtained subsidized 
housing. * * * Ironically, we could achieve 
the national goal of decent, affordable hous
ing for all, 1f only we were willing to spend 
half as much on housing assistance of low 
and middle income people as the $70 billion 
we will spend this year on housing for the af
fluent. The problem is not that we lack the 
means, but that we have not mustered the 
political will." 

A TRIBUTE TO COL. LARRY R. 
WINCHELL 

HON. VIC FAZIO 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 30, 1991 
Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to pay 

tribute to Col. Larry R. Winchell, on the occa
sion of his retirement from the U.S. Air Force, 
after 30 years of service to his country. 

As the current chief of staff, 22d Air Force, 
Military Airlift Command, at Travis Air Force 
Base, CA, and In all his previous assignments, 
Colonel Winchell has been an extremely valu
able member of the U.S. Air Force. 

As chief of staff, Colonel Winchell is respon
sible for one of three combat-ready strategic 
and tactical airlift arms of the Military Airlift 
Command. The geographical area of the 22d 
Air Force extends westward from the Mis
sissippi River across the Pacific and Indian 
oceans to the eastern coast of Africa, pole to 
pole. Throughout this area, the 35,000 men 
and women of 22d Air Force perform airlift op
erations, provide a vast network of support fa
cilities, and maintain a flexible airlift capability 
in support of the global mobility and logistics 
needs of U.S. fighting forces. 

Colonel Winchell received his master of 
science degree from Texas A & M University 
majoring in computer science. He entered the 
Air Force in July 1961 as a distinguished Re
serve Officers Training Corps graduate and 
completed advanced flight training as a C-124 
pilot in December 1962. 

Upon completing his studies at the Armed 
Forces Staff College, Colonel Winchell was 
assigned to the Pentagon as a war and mobili
zation planning officer in the Air Staff Director 
of Plans Office. 

In 1984, Colonel Winchell was assigned as 
Director of Operations, 834th Airlift Division, 
Hickam Air Force Base, HI. He coordinated 
the planning for tactical, aeromedical, and 
strategic airlift support for U.S. Pacific Com
mand's peace and wartime requirements. In 
addition, he supervised planning and execu
tion of airlift operations supporting the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, U.S. Commander in Chief Pa
cific Command, and Pacific Air Force exer
cises. 

Colonel Winchell is a decorated command 
pilot with more than 7,000 flying hours. He 
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flew 649 combat hours during the Southeast 
Asia conflict. 

Colonel Winchell is married to the former 
Beverly Cawiezel of Morrill, NE. They have 
two sons, Ward and Scott. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to take this oppor
tunity to thank Colonel Winchell for his years 
of service to the U.S. Air Force. I congratulate 
him on his past achievements and wish him 
and his family the very best in their future en
deavors. 

H.R. 2801, WORLD CUP 
COMMEMORATIVE COINS 

HON. LAWRENCE J. SMITH 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 30, 1991 
Mr. SMITH of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I rise 

today in strong support of H.R. 2801, which 
authorizes the Treasury Department to mint 
gold, silver, and clad coins to commemorate 
the 1994 World Cup soccer games to be held 
in the United States. The surcharge generated 
by the sale of these coins will help World Cup 
USA 1994, Inc., a nonprofit organization, to or
ganize the World Cup and highlight what the 
United States has to offer the world. 

The World Cup is an event that brings to
gether people from all over the world in histori
cal competition. No other international sporting 
event, aside from the Olympic Games, com
pares to it. Last year over 26 billion viewers 
saw the World Cup. The final game was 
viewed by one quarter of the world's popu
lation. It is of little wonder that the World Cup 
has been called the most watched event on 
the planet. 

In 1988 the United States was honored by 
its selection as the site for the 1994 World 
Cup. America's cultural diversity will serve as 
a backdrop for an event that brings together 
24 teams from Europe, Africa, Australia, Asia, 
and the Americas. During the summer of 
1994, 52 games will be played in 12 cities 
across the United States. 

Florida ranks highly on the list of possible 
sites for several of the World Cup games. 
south Florida in particular would be an excel
lent choice for the World Cup. South Florida 
boasts a diverse culture and is also consid
ered to be the gateway to soccer loving Latin
America. 

South Florida has not one but two major 
stadiums that can accommodate the crowd 
that the World Cup draws. Both the Orange 
Bowl and Joe Robbie Stadium host national 
and international soccer events throughout the 
year. Joe Robbie Stadium in particular was 
built to World Cup specifications and has been 
fervently praised by the international soccer 
federation [FIFA] which regulates international 
soccer competition. 

South Florida has just recently been granted 
a major league baseball team and already has 
professional football and basketball teams. It 
has hosted national and international sporting 
events like the Whitbread Around the World 
Yacht Race, the Super Bowl, and the Lipton 
International Tennis Toumment. South Florida 
is ready to host the World Cup. 

H.R. 2801 will give the World Cup 1991, 
Inc. the resources necessary to help the Unit-
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ed States host the World Cup in a manner be
fitting its status as a premier international 
sporting event. 

VILLA JULIE COLLEGE HONORS 
DR. HELEN ROSE DAWSON FOR 
25 YEARS OF SERVICE 

HON. HELEN DEUCH BENltEY 
OF MARYLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 30, 1991 

Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, on August 22, 
1991, the faculty of Villa Julie College will pay 
tribute to its vice president and dean, Dr. 
Helen Rose Dawson, as she celebrates her 
25th year with the college. 

In these times, when education is a major 
national concern, a successful educator of Dr. 
Dawson's caliber must be regarded as nothing 
short of a national treasure. During her 25 
years at Villa Julie, she not only has been an 
able copilot to Carolyn Manuszak, the col
lege's talented president, but has played a tre
mendous role in developing Villa Julie's widely 
acclaimed academic programs. 

Since 1965, Dr. Dawson has been the dean 
of the college. She learned the intricacies of 
the post by serving as registrar, director of ad
missions, and director of financial aid. In 1978, 
she assumed the added responsibilities of col
lege vice president. 

Dr. Dawson is known both for the high 
standards she sets for those with whom she 
works, and for helping others to achieve those 
standards. 

Thanks in large part to Dr. Dawson's efforts, 
Villa Julie receives more than 100 calls per 
week from businesses seeking to employ its 
graduates, far more requests than can be 
filled. The superior performance of Villa Julie 
graduates in their careers is a testament to 
the success of Dr. Dawson's programs, as is 
Villa Julie's current standing as one of Mary
land's most outstanding colleges. 

Her commitment to education extends even 
beyond the Villa Julie campus. Dr. Dawson 
has served on the Maryland State Advisory 
Council for Vocation-Technical Education, the 
Occupational Deans Association of Maryland 
2-Year Colleges, and the Maryland Associa
tion of Community and Junior Colleges. In ad
dition, Dr. Dawson is a longtime trustee at 
nearby Maryvale High School. 

In honor of her silver anniversary, the col
lege is presenting Dr. Dawson with a hand
made quilt, each square of which was person
ally crafted by a faculty or staff member to de
pict activities of the various departments of the 
institution. 

This unique gift is emblematic of the re
markable collection of talented faculty, staff, 
and students which Dr. Dawson helps lead. To 
the patchwork of tributes for Dr. Helen Rose 
Dawson, I add my own sincere congratulations 
and best wishes. Her longstandlng dedication 
to VIiia Julie is truly a credit to the college and 
to our community. 
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SALUTE TO THE SANTA MONICA 

MOUNTAINS NRA 

HON. ELTON GAU.EGLY 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 30, 1991 
Mr. GALLEGLY. Mr. Speaker, as the Na

tional Park Service celebrates its diamond ju
bilee this year, I would like to take this oppor
tunity to pay special tribute to one of the 
youngest members of our great parks family, 
the Santa Monica Mountains National Recre
ation Area. 

As my colleagues may or may not know, the 
Santa Monica Mountains are a unique re
source. They are the only largely undeveloped 
mountain range bisecting a major U.S. metro
politan area. But besides their mere geo
graphical setting in the heart of Los Angeles, 
they also are an unmatched treasure of stun
ning vistas, endangered ecosystems and rec
reational opportunities. 

I am proud to note that both the Congress 
and the administration recognize their impor
tance. For 3 straight years, the Santa Monica 
Mountains have received the largest share of 
increasingly scarce park acquisition funds, and 
for that I would like to thank my colleagues. 

The Santa Monica Mountains NRA is the re
sult of a long struggle to persuade Congress 
of the value of this unique treasure, both to 
initiate it and now to acquire sensitive parcels 
to fill out the boundaries. Many Members, and 
many farsighted community leaders, deserve 
our thanks for their perseverance. 

Mr. Speaker, on August 25, the Santa 
Monica Mountains National Recreational Area 
will observe the Park Service's 75th anniver
sary by holding a family type celebration at the 
Paramount Ranch site in Agoura. I ask my 
colleagues to join me In saluting this recent 
addition to our park system, and in continuing 
to support it for many years to come. 

THE MIAMI MILE 

HON. ILEANA ROS.LEHTINEN 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 30, 1991 
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, the 

Miami Mile is a world-class event that the city 
of Miami is planning for the weekend of Janu
ary 18-19, 1992. The main event will be a SK 
run, but an adventure and fitness expo are 
also included in the festivities. The proceeds 
from this event, anticipated to raise at least 
$150,000, will go to charities. 

The Miami Mile, produced and sponsored 
by NatCom Sales Promotion, hopes to make 
this festivity a yearly event that will gain na
tional and international exposure. The date of 
this event will fall between the NFL Playoffs 
and the Super Bowl. Saturday and Sunday in 
Bayfront Park will feature fitness exhibits and 
various attractions such as a ski slope and 
kayak pool, celebrity appearances and much 
more. A free concert with major recording 
stars is scheduled for Saturday night at the 
Bayfront Park Ampitheater. · 

Sunday, January 19 is set aside for the SK 
run and mile races. Several celebrities, such 

- - - . . . -·· ,_ ~ .,_ ........., 
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as the Olympic gold medalist and track and 
field star Florence Griffith Joyner, the world 
record mile holder Steve Cram, and the Olym
pic star Rod Dixon are expected to participate 
in the run along Bayfront Park, the Port of 
Miami, and Biscayne Boulevard. There are 18 
race divisions, some of which are in-line skat
ing, veterans, waiters; race, bikes, canines
dog and owner; football challenge relays, etc. 
The fun races for the everyday runner will fol
low the world-class events. The last three 
races are reserved for the elite men, and the 
male and female masters-those over 40 
years old. Another attraction is the 3-hour pa
rade along downtown Biscayne Boulevard, 
which will feature well know athletes and ce
lebrities. 

The Miami Mile expects to attract world
class runners not only by its comfortable cli
mate, but also by the prize packages that it 
will offer. The chilly mid-winter in Europe is not 
suitable for outside sports, and this would give 
Miami the opportunity to hold the first Olympic 
caliber event in the 1992 Olympic year. The 
Miami Mile will bring business, tourism, and 
international attention, among other things, to 
south Florida. 

Dynamic marketing and production of the 
Miami Mile is being provided by NatCom 
Sales Promotions, the California Mile Com
pany, the Miami Sports Authority, and the city 
of Miami officials. Two individuals that should 
specifically be credited for their hard work are 
Robert J. Rodriguez, the president of NatCom, 
and Michael Marcus, the race director. 

SUSPENSION OF DUTY ON IM
PORTS OF PRECORDED VIDEO
CASSETTES 

HON. ROBERT T. MATSUI 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 30, 1991 
Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to in

troduce legislation to provide for the perma
nent suspension of the duty on imports of 
prerecorded videocassettes. The duty of these 
cassettes is currently temporarily suspended 
under the Customs and Trade Act of 1990. 
This duty suspension expires at the end of 
1992. 

This bill corrects an anomaly in the tariff 
schedules. To understand this anomaly, one 
must understand that there are basically three 
categories of videocassette tapes: First, video
cassettes for use in home videocassette re
corders [VCR's]; second, master tapes of for
eign television programs and movies for 
broadcast by U.S. television stations or for du
plication in the United States; and third, cas
settes for educational, institutional, and indus
trial use-which tapes are duty free under the 
Nairobi protocol. Obviously, master tapes of 
programs and movies are vastly more valu
able than videocassettes for home use. None
theless, because the duty is assessed on the 
basis of tape length, each is subject to the 
same duty when imported, resulting in a radi
cally disproportionate duty being imposed 
upon home use videocassettes. 

This tariff schedule anomaly exists because 
videocassettes for home usage were not items 
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of trade until fairly recently. When they be
came recognized as a trade item, they were 
temporarily made duty free under the Nairobi 
protocol until 1985, and then again received 
temporary duty suspension under the Customs 
and Trade Act of 1990 through 1992. Mindful 
of the explosive growth of the home VCR mar
ket, I think that the time has come for perma
nent corrective action. 

As a final note, as in the Customs and 
Trade Act of 1990, my legislation would limit 
the duty free treatment of imports of 
prerecorded videocassettes to those cassettes 
manufactured using U.S.-origin shells and val
ued at not over $7 per prerecorded cassette. 
These limitations ensure that none of the ben
efits of this legislation enure to countries which 
have not cooperated with the United States in 
the Nairobi protocol negotiations. 

LAW ENFORCEMENT AND FAMILY 
SUPPORT ACT 

HON. PATRICIA SCHROEDER 
OF COLORADO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 30, 1991 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, today I 
am pleased to introduce two bills that will en
hance our ability to ensure public safety, pre
vent crime, and support the health and well
being of families. 

The first, the Law Enforcement Family Sup
port Act, addresses the serious stress placed 
on officers and their families by police work. 
Each day, our Nation's Federal, State, and 
local law enforcement officers risk their lives to 
protect our families. In 1989, nearly 22,000 
law enforcement officers were injured as a re
sult of line-of-duty assaults. Without relief, this 
dangerous work can result in a range of prob
lems within police families, including emotional 
numbness, officer burnout, alcoholism, marital 
tension, and suicide. 

In a recent hearing on police stress and 
family well-being, the Select Committee on 
Children, Youth, and Families heard testimony 
that the pressures can lead to serious fam:ly 
problems, including high rates of family vio
lence, and that few police departments offer 
assistance to help police families cope with 
stress. According to one witness, 40 percent 
of officers surveyed reported that, in the pre
vious 6-month period, they had behaved vio
lently toward their spouse or children. Police 
officers and psychologists agreed that existing 
stress reduction and family support programs 
are effective but scarce. 

The Law Enforcement Family Support Act 
will provide grants to State and local police 
departments to fund family support services 
for law enforcement personnel. Services may 
include family counseling, 24-hour child care, 
marital and adolescent support groups, stress 
reduction and education, counseling for offi
cers exposed to the AIDS virus, post-shooting 
debriefing for officers and their spouses, and 
counseling for famllies of officers killed in the 
line of duty. The bill will also establish an Of
fice of Family Support within the Department 
of Justice which will oversee the implementa
tion of family-friendly policies for law enforce
ment personnel within the department, over-
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see the grants process, provide training to law 
enforcement agencies, and serve as a clear
inghouse for information regarding police fam
ily stress. 

Mr. Speaker, we usually hear about police 
when a crime is committed on the street. Yet, 
in order to ensure a healthy and effective po
lice force, the everyday needs of police offi
cers and their families warrant attention. It 
would be a crime not to enact this important 
legislation and provide critical services to the 
officers and families that protect our society's 
front lines. 

The second bill that I am introducing today 
provides support to a proven youth develop
ment and crime prevention effort. Called ·the 
Midnight Basketball League, this program is 
modeled on a creative, public/private partner
ship currently undertaken by the Chicago 
Housing Authority that responds to the needs 
of unemployed male youth who have left 
school and helps to reduce crime in high
crime areas. This effort provides: First, posi
tive recreation during the hours from 1 O p.m. 
to 2 a.m. when most youth crimes are commit
ted; second, special training in job-related and 
other skills; and third, critically important adult 
male role models and mentors. 

I first learned about this approach at a re
cent hearing of the Select Committee on Chil
dren, Youth, and Families, entitled "The Risky 
Business of Adolescence: How to Help Teens 
Stay Safe." Witnesses told us about innova
tive programs that show great effectiveness in 
reducing risky behavior in adolescents. They 
also described factors that are key in design
ing effective preventive interventions. 

In the Midnight Basketball League, private 
sponsors from the local business community 
purchase 10-person teams for $2,000, and the 
money is used for uniforms, equipment, and 
other paraphenalia appealing to adolescent 
males. The team owners in Chicago have 
gone beyond this initial financial support to 
form personal relationships with their 1 O play
ers, taking them to cultural events and to 
workplaces. Many of the players have found 
permanent employment through the league, 
several have completed GED requirements, 
and not one of the athletes has been in trou
ble with the law in the 3 years during which 
the league has been in operation. 

Mr. Gil Walker, the commissioner of the 
Midnight Basketball League in Chicago, testi
fied before the select committee that basket
ball is the hook, but players are required to at
tend classes in job and other life skills after 
each game. Members of rival gangs have 
been successfully assigned to the same team, 
effecting truces in gang activity off the court as 
well. Parents have become involved, 
girlfriends cheer from the stands, players are 
developing a positive sense of self, and the 
Chicago Housing Authority plans to expand 
the model into all of its 20 housing projects 
within 5 years. 

A new effort administered by the Depart
ment of Housing and Urban Development, the 
Youth Sports Program, will soon make funding 
available for programs like the Midnight Bas
ketball League in public housing, a housing 
program largely confined to high-density, 
urban areas. The proposal offered today 
would provide an additional $2.5 million to 
help support Midnight Basketball Leagues in 
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suburban or rural areas where assisted hous
ing is more prevalent. To avoid unnecessary 
bureaucracy, the same HUD administrative 
mechanism is to be employed. 

This is a low-cost strategy with great poten
tial to assist young people who are precar
iously poised between . productivity a~d . e~.rly 
defeat. Please join me in support of this 1mt1a
tive and the Law Enforcement Family Support 
Act, both of which will improve our capability 
to prevent crime and enhance family and com
munity development. 

The fact sheets from the select committee 
hearings are attached: 

ON THE FRONT LINES: POLICE STRESS AND 
FAMILY WELL-BEING 

PSYCHOLOGICAL AND SUPPORT SERVICES FOR 
POLICE AND ' THEIR FAMILIES GROW DURING 
1980'S, BUT TODAY'S DEMAND FAR EXCEEDS 
SUPPLY 

In a 1979 survey of police departments na
tionwide, only 20 percent used some type of 
psychological services, compared with more 
than half of all departments surveyed in 1988. 
(Delprino and Bahn, 1988) 

In a national survey of 232 large municipal 
and state police departments, 53 percent pro
vided counseling to police officers for job-re
la ted stress, 52 percent provided counseling 
to officers for personal and family problems, 
and 42 percent counseled police officers ' 
spouses and family members. However, the 
perceived need among departments for these 
specific counseling programs was 79 percent, 
72 percent, and 64 percent respectively. 
(Delprino and Bahn, 1988) 

In a study of 188 police departments where 
an officer had died feloniously or acciden
tally, 54 percent had a psychological unit, 
but only 31 percent offered access to a staff 
psychologist. Only 5.4 percent of the depart
ments offered peer counseling and police 
family response services, 43 percent made 
counseling referrals, and 19 percent paid for 
outside counseling. Surviving relatives of po
lice officers killed in the line of duty re
ported a lack of psychological counseling for 
family members, and feelings of abandon
ment by the police departments. Nearly 70 
percent of departments surveyed lacked for
mal policies concerning the death of an offi
cer, including assistance to the fam111es of 
the slain officer. (Stillman, 1987) 

POLICE STRESS UNDERMINES OFFICER AND 
FAMILY WELL-BEING 

In a 1988 Arizona study of 553 police offi
cers and their spouses, 41 percent of male of
ficers and 34 percent of female officers re
ported violent assaults in their marital rela
tionships compared with 16 percent of civil
ians. Over one-third of wives of police offi
cers (37 percent reported violence in their 
marriage. (Neidig, Russell, and Seng, 
unpublished) 

A 1981 survey of Toronto police officers 
found a divorce and separation rate of 63 per
cent, almost double the national average 
among Canadians at the time. Recent studies 
indicate that as many as 75 percent of police 
marriages in large metropolitan areas are 
likely to end in divorce. (Came, et al., 1989) 

A study of 130 California police officers and 
their spouses found that job burnout is asso
ciated with domestic, emotional, and behav
ioral problems. Yet only 10 percent of the of
ficers sought counseling or support while 80 
percent of their spouses did. (Maslach and 
Jackson, 1979) 

Between 1980 and 1981, applications filed 
for disability pensions at the Los Angeles 
Police Department (LAPD) increased 82 per-
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cent. Of the 104 disab111ty pensions granted 
during 1981, 63 percent were stress or psycho
logically related. While stress-reduction and 
mental health programs and more stringent 
claim evaluations reduced the LAPD's 
stress-related disability pensions to seven in 
1988, 25 percent were stress-related in 1990, 
the highest proportion since the mid-1980s, 
when the rules on psychiatric-related peti
tions were first tightened. (Petrone and 
Reiser, 1985; Hackett et al., 1989; Los Angeles 
Times, 1991) 

In a study of 82 Honolulu undercover offi
cers, 28 percent experienced relationship and 
marital problems and 20 percent experienced 
excessive use of alcohol during their under
cover assignment. (U.S. Department of Jus
tice [DOJ], 1986) 

A 1986 review suggested that as many as 30 
percent of all police officers abuse alcohol, 
compared with less than 10 percent of the 
population at large. (Hepp, 1987) 

INCREASED VIOLENT CRIMES PUT OFFICERS AT 
EVEN GREATER RISK 

In 1990, violent crimes such as murder, 
rape, robbery and aggravated assault in
creased by 10 percent, the largest annual in
crease since 1986. (Federal Bureau of Inves
tigation, 1991) 

Violent crimes increased 43 percent during 
the decade from 1977 to 1987. During the same 
time period, the average rate of serious vio
lent and property crimes reported to police 
departments in large cities increased 22 per
cent. (DOJ, 1987) 

In 1989, almost 22,000 law enforcement offi
cers were injured as a result of line-of-duty 
assaults, 79 police officers were accidentally 
killed while on official duty and 66 law en
forcement officers were feloniously killed. 
(Uniform Crime Reports, 1989) 

In a 1986 nationwide training needs assess
ment, state and local law enforcement offi
cers in all types and sizes of agencies ranked 
the need for training in personal stress man
agement as the highest priority. (DOJ, 1986) 

THE RISKY BUSINESS OF ADOLESCENCE: How 
To HELP TEENS STAY SAFE 

!)RUGS, F&EON•NGY1 IHV, ~TB O'PIIER S'PD'S 
THREATEN HEALTH OF MILLIONS OF YOUTH 

Eight million junior and senior high school 
students (nearly 40 percent of this popu
lation) report weekly consumption of alco
hol, including 5.4 m1llion students who have 
"binged" with five or more drinks in a row, 
and 454,000 who report an average weekly 
consumption of 15 drinks. (U.S. Department 
of Health and Human Services [DHHS], 1991) 

In 1989, 91 percent of graduating high 
school seniors reported having consumed al
cohol, 44 percent had used marijuana, 19 per
cent had used stimulants, 18 percent had 
used inhalants, 10 percent had used cocaine, 
and 9 percent reported having used 
hallucinogens. (National Institute of Drug 
Abuse, 1990) 

Approximately 1.1 million teenage girls be
come pregnant every year. In 1988, nearly 
489 000 babies were born to girls under age 20 
and the birth rate for girls ages l&-17 was at 
its highest level since 1977 with 33.8 births 
per 1,000 population. (DHHS, 1990; National 
Center for Health Statistics, 1990) 

Of AIDS cases reported in the U.S. by April 
30, 1991, one in five was among young adults 
in their twenties. The average latency period 
between HIV infection and AIDS diagnqsis is 
eight to ten years, therefore many young 
adults probably were infected as adolescents. 
The total number of AIDS cases · reported 
among persons ages 13-24 increased by 75 per
cent between 1989 and 1990. (Centers for Dis
ease Control [CDC]. 1991) 
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Three million teens are infected with a 

sexually transmitted · disease (STD) annu
ally. Nearly two-thirds (63 percent) of all 
STD cases occur among persons under 25 
years of age. Adolescents have higher rates 
of gonorrhea and chlamydia than any other 
age group. Left untreated, these diseases 
may lead to pelvic inflammatory disease 
which can cause infert111ty or fetal loss. 
(CDC, 1991: American Social Health Associa
tion, 1991) 
SEXUAL ACTIVITY INCREASES AMONG TEENS; 

MANY ARE UNPROTECTED AGAINST PREG
NANCY AND STDS 

An estimated 78 percent of adolescent girls 
and 86 percent of adolescent boys have en
gaged in sexual intercourse by age 20. Among 
girls ages 1&-19, 53 percent were sexually ac
tive in 1988, compared with 47 percent in 1982. 
Much of this rise is associated with increased 
sexual activity among white and non-poor fe
males. Among boys under age 19, the percent 
who were sexually active increased from 78 
percent in 1979 to 88 percent in 1988. (DHHS, 
1990; Darroch Forrest and Singh, 1990; 
Sonenstein, et al., 1989) 

The percent of U.S. teen girls practicing 
contraception rose between 1982 and 1988 
from 24 percent to 32 percent. Nevertheless, 
in 1988, more than one-third (35 percent) of 
girls among l&-19 reported no method of con
traception at first intercourse and 82 percent 
of pregnancies among teenage girls were un
intended, compared with 78 percent in 1982. 
Among never-married males living in metro
politan areas, 58 percent reported condom 
use at last intercourse in 1988. (Mosher, 1990; 
Darroch Forrest and Singh, 1990; Sonenstein, 
et al., 1989) 

A study of 222 African-American teenage 
crack users found that 96 percent were sexu
ally active, 62 percent had sold crack, 51 had 
combined crack use and sex, 41 percent re
ported a history of STDs, and 25 percent had 
exchanged sexual favors for drugs or money. 
While the average age of first intercourse 
was 12.8 years among the study population, 
the age at first condom use was 14.e years. 
(Fullilove, et al.. 1989) 

COSTS OF DRUGS, STDS, PREGNANCY, AND HIV 
ARE STAGGERING 

Between 1985 and 1989, approximately 40,600 
youth ages l&-24 died in alcohol-related 
motor vehicle accidents. (CDC, 1991) 

The aggregate annual cost of herpes, gon
orrhea, chlamydia, and pelvic inflammatory 
disease are estimated to total $8.4 billion. 
(CDC, 1991) 

In 1988, fam111es started by teen parents 
cost an estimated $19.83 billion in AFDC pay
ments, Medicaid, and food stamp outlays. If 
every birth to a teen mother had been de
layed, an estimated $7.93 billion would have 
been saved. Federal funding for family plan
ning services decreased by 39 percent be
tween 1981 and 1991, adjusting for inflation. 
(Center for Population Options [CPO], 1990) 

The estimated health care expenditures for 
a typical AIDS patient from diagnosis to 
death range from $55,000 to $80,000. By 1992, 
the projected annual costs of AIDS are as 
high as $13 billion, not including treatment 
with expanded use of specific antiviral drugs, 
such as zidovudine (AZT) for asymptomatic 
HIV infected people. If all "pre-AIDS" in
fected persons sought treatment, HIV-relat
ed expenditures could double. (Congressional 
Research Service, 1990; DHHS, 1990) 

FORMIDABLE BARRIERS TO PREVENTING HIGH
RISK BEHAVIOR AMONG YOUTH REMAIN 

Approximately 46 million adolescents lack 
public or private health insurance, including 
nearly one-third of all poor adolescents. Of 
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the estimated 21.7 million adolescents who 
are covered by private health insurance, one
third are not covered for maternity-related 
services by their parents' insurance. (Office 
of Technology Assessment, 1991) 

Fewer than half (47 percent of sexually ac
tive teens surveyed reported having talked 
with their parents about sex and birth con
trol. Nearly six in ten (58 percent of sexually 
active teens who have discussed both of 
these issues with their parents report con
sistent use of birth control, compared with 
16 percent of sexually active teens who have 
talked with their parents about sex but not 
contraception. (CPO, 1990) 

A 1989 survey of over 4,000 public school 
teachers who provide sex education found 
that while 75 percent believed that a wide 
range of topics related to the prevention of 
pregnancy and infection should be taught be
fore the end of seventh grade, only 35 percent 
reported that sex education was provided in 
grades seven and eight. Virtually all teach
ers (97 percent) felt that sex education class
es should include information about how stu
dents can obtain birth control, but only 48 
percent were in schools where this was done. 
(Darroch Forrest and Silverman, 1989) 

During the 1988-89 school year, two-thirds 
of school districts nationwide required that 
HIV education be provided at some time for 
students in grades 7-12. Only 15 percent of 
school districts provided HIV education in 
grades 11-12, although rates of sexual activ
ity are known to increase markedly during 
this period. One-fifth of HIV teachers re
ported having received no specialized train
ing in the subject. (Government Accounting 
Office, 1990) 

COMPREHENSIVE INTEGRATED SKILL-BASED 
PREVENTION PROGRAMS SHOW RESULTS 

A recent analysis of 100 programs that 
were successful in reducing high-risk behav
iors among youth found several common 
strategies: intense one-on-one individual at
tention; social skills training; involvement 
of parents, peer educators, and schools; prep
aration for entering the labor force; and 
community-wide, multi-agency approaches 
to provide resources and reinfor0e messages. 
(Dryfoos, 1990) 

Participants in a comprehensive drug 
abuse prevention program for students in 
grades 6-7 were at least 50 percent less likely 
than students in a control group to use ciga
rettes, alcohol, or marijuana one year after 
the study. Parents of participating students 
were more likely to report reduced alcohol 
use and increased physical activity. The pro
gram supplemented peer pressure resistance 
skills training with parental involvement, 
community organization training, and pro
motion of local health policy change. (Pentz, 
et al., 1989) 

An integrated rural school and commu
nity-based family planning program in South 
Carolina targeting adolescents, parents, and 
teachers in graduate training yielded a 56 
percent reduction in the estimated adoles
cent pregnancy rate. (Vincent, et al., 1989) 

Initial data from a study of 144 gay and bi
sexual youth indicated that 83 percent did 
not know that HIV can be transmitted dur
ing oral sex, 75 percent engaged unprotected 
rectal intercourse and/or needle sharing, and 
18 percent were chemically dependent. After 
participating for three months in a model 
prevention program which included an ini
tial assessment, individual risk reduction 
counseling, peer education, and referral to 
psychosocial services, self-reported consist
ent condom use rose sharply (from 44 percent 
to 73 percent) and participants were signifi
cantly less likely to report oral sex and 
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symptoms of dysfunctional substance abuse. 
(Remafedi, 1990) 

DR. ARNOLD MELNICK 

HON. LAWRENCE J. SMI1H 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 30, 1991 

Mr. SMITH of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to commend Dr. Arnold Melnick, a doctor 
of osteopathic medicine, for his outstanding 
work in the field and for his dedication to the 
cause of extending medical care to the rural 
areas of Florida where quality medical care is 
scarce and badly needed. Dr. Melnick was in
strumental in the foundation of a Florida State 
area health education center network [AHEC] 
which works to provide medical care for areas 
without modem health care facilities. 

Dr. Melnick was born in Philadelphia and at
tended the Philadelphia College of Osteo
pathic Medicine where he received his D.O. in 
1945 and his M.Sc. in 1953. 

In 1980, Dr. Melnick helped found the 
Southeastern College of Osteopathic Medicine 
[SECOM] and become its first dean. From the 
beginning, he devoted great attention to rural, 
geriatric, and minority medicine, and the cur
riculum of the College of Osteopathy reflected 
that devotion. This college became one of the 
few medical schools in the Nation that re
quires all of its students to take classroom 
courses and training rotations in these areas. 
In 1985 it become the first school in Florida to 
be designated an area health education cen
ter. 

The goals of the area health education cen
ters are consistent with Dr. Melnick's philoso
phy. These centers encourage cooperation be
tween medical schools and the health-care 
professionals in rural areas which are often 
isolated and understaffed. The participating 
medical schools lend their students to train 
with doctors in rural areas. In addition, rural 
doctors and the medical school communicate 
to keep the rural health centers abreast of the 
latest technology. 

In 1988 the College of Osteopathy was the 
anchor school for the schools that merged into 
the Southeastern University of Health 
Sciences. Dr. Melnick was promoted to execu
tive vice president and provost. Once merged, 
the school led a cooperative effort in uniting 
more of Florida's medical schools, like the 
University of Florida and the University of 
Miami, with the health professionals in the 
rural areas of Florida to create a statewide 

. area education health care center. 
The Florida Legislature joined in Dr. 

Melnick's fight for quality medical care in Flor
ida by awarding $3 million to a consortium of 
Florida medical schools in 1988. These 
schools, led by the College of Osteopathic 
Medicine, established a State area health edu
cation network. 

Thanks to Dr. Melnick's efforts there is now 
statewide cooperation among Florida's medi
cal schools and the State government to pro
vide quality medical care for every citizen, 
rural or urban, in the State. We can all be 
proud. 

20615 
CELEBRATING SAINTS CYRIL AND 

METHODIUS DAY 

HON. HELEN DEUCH BENltEY 
OF MARYLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 30, 1991 
Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 

take this time to point out that Saints Cyril and 
Methodius Day was observed on July 5. Cyril 
and Methodius were two brothers who pro
vided the Slavs with their first written language 
which would be developed into the Cyrillic al
phabet. The Galgolitic language is the basis of 
southern Slavic languages, such as Serbian, 
Ukrainian, Russian, Byelorussian, and Bul
garian. 

Since 614, the Slav invaders had been 
pagan and expressed no desire to pursue 
education due to the cruelty of past unpleas
ant experiences with their first teachers, who 
had been their enemies and overlords, the 
Greeks and Romans. 

While they continued to be disinterested in 
education over the next few centuries, an 
undersirable social and cultural division of 
classes evolved and the Slavs, who were un
able to read or write, were oppressed and 
controlled. The inability for the two classes to 
communicate led to the development of a feu
dal system in which the educated were given 
privileges denied the Slavs. 

In the year 862, Prince Ratislav of Greater 
Moravia, now Slovakia and Moravia, re
quested a Christian teacher to evangelize his 
people in their own Slavonic language. Prince 
Ratislav hoped their indigenous language 
would free his country from German religious 
domination and finally would enable his coun
try to establish an equity among the citizens. 

To accomplish his noble purpose, Prince 
Ratislav sought the Greek missionaries, Cyril 
and Methodius of the noble family, 
Thessaloniki. Cyril was commissioned as a li
brarian at the Church of Hagia Sophia and 
Methodius had entered the Monastery on 
Mount Olympus. 

Prince Ratislav asked Cyril and Methodius 
to create a language that the people of Mora
via. could call their own. The two brothers, who 
were raised using the Slavic language, were 
commissioned to develop an alphabet, called 
Glagolitic. 

During the first missionary journeys of Cyril 
and Methodius to Moravia, the brothers were 
faced with violent opposition by the German 
clergy who were anxious to convert the Slavs. 
Prince Ratislav was able to protect them for a 
short time, however, when the Germans mur
dered the Prince, Cyril and Methodius had to 
flee to Hungary for refuge. 

Despite other setbacks and prohibitions of 
the Roman Catholic Church, the brothers 
fought these hardships and remained 
commited to their studies with Glagolitic. 
Throughout the rest of their lives they main
tained their ideals of human equality among all 
people and strove to advance education. 

The political intrigue and their religious la
bors led to Cyril's retirement to a Greek mon
astery in Rome, where he died in the year 
869. Methodlus went back to the monastery, 
where he was tortured and imprisoned by the 
Franks. Methodius died in the year 885. He 



20616 
and Cyril were both canonized by the Serbian 
Orthodox Church to be the martyr of Serbian 
monasteries. 

Disciples of Methodius and Cyril went on to 
create the Cyrillic alphabet using the Galgolitic 
language the brothers had completed. This 
language would further create an ethnic homo
geneity but not a political one. The Balkan pe
ninsula has a history of conflict and invasions, 
however these two brave, faithful brothers 
were able to focus on a greater good and use 
their knowledge to enlighten their society. 

WOMEN'S HEALTH ISSUES 

HON. GEORGE W. GEKAS 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 30, 1991 
Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, I submit for the 

RECORD the very excellent address by Dr. 
Bernadine Healy before the Congressional 
Biomedical Research Caucus. 

WOMEN'S HEALTH ISSUES 

(Address by Dr. Bernadine Healy, Director of 
National Institutes of Health) 

Thank you very much, Congressman 
Gekas. I thought for a minute you didn't 
really want me to speak. And also, Congress
man Natcher, and Mrs. Schroeder, Congress
man Markey, certainly a pleasure to be here 
with all of you and of course Mike Smith 
who helps us with many of the things we're 
trying to do. 

It's certainly very important that the bio
medical research exists, and I'm honored and 
pleased to be here. And it's also important 
that it be active at a time when public sup
port for medical research is so high. The pub
lic may have the will, but clearly it's the 
Congress that has the means to contribute to 
sustaining and nurturing the biomedical re
search enterprise in this country. 

Biomedical research is the frontier of the 
21st century. Exploration of inner space, the 
cells, genetics, molecular structures will 
provide great pay outs in terms of improving 
the quality of life of human kind. 

That's why I see the NIH as having a glori
ous and magnificent mission that touches 
positively the lives of very man, woman, and 
ch1ld in this country. 

In my several months as NIH director, I 
have been encouraged by the spirited inter
est that the Congress has shown, in particu
lar, in women's health issues. 

There is a real a wakening taking place in 
all aspects of women's health, and monthly, 
even weekly, if not dally, that awakening is 
gaining momentum. This is evident from the 
activity within the Congress, from the re
cent NIH activity, through media coverage 
of this issue, and by the large numbers of let
ters that we have received. And I'm sure by 
the Congress from individual citizens. I hope 
that practicing physicians too are going to 
begin to heed the wake up call reminding us 
all that women have unique medical prob
lems. 

Several articles that appeared in last 
week's New England Journal of Medicine 
framed many of these issues for us. Two 
studies provided evidence that there is sex 
bias in the management of coronary heart 
disease. 

They demonstrated what I have called the 
Yentl syndrome at work. You w111 remember 
that Yentl was the 19th century heroine of 
the recently departed Isaac Singer's short 
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story. She was the young woman who had to 
disguise herself as a man to attend school 
and to study the talmud. 

The two scientific studies show that physi
cians tend to ignore women' symptoms of 
heart disease until women showed they were 
just like men, by having severe coronary ar
tery disease or heart attack. Only then were 
women offered the treatment that men 
would normally receive. 

Beyond a bias in medical practice, all too 
often medical research studies of prevention, 
diagnostic methods, and intervention for 
coronary heart disease have been conducted 
exclusively in male populations. 

And I regret to say a number of them have 
been funded by NIH. Decades of research ex
clusively done with male subjects have rein
forced the myth that heart disease is unique
ly a male affliction, and have generated 
reams of information and references in which 
men become the normal or normative stand
ard. 

Carrying these male generated findings to 
women has led in some cases to biased stand
ards of care for women, and has prevented 
the full consideration of several important 
aspects of heart disease in women. 

A simple example is estrogen replacement 
in older women to limit plaque build up in 
their arteries and prevent heart attacks. 
With a male-centered, or androgenic re
search focus, estrogen would be a highly un
likely intervention ever to be tested as 
treatment for coronary disease. 

The same would be true for estrogen re
placement therapy to prevent osteoporosis, a 
major crippler of older women. 

These examples should challenge us to ex
amine the extent to which the Yentl syn
drome pervades medicine and biomedical re
search and to respond promptly whenever 
that becomes evident. 

At this point in the awakening, I believe 
most of the important issues of women's 
health research have been identified. Most 
prominently, the need to involve more 
women in more clinical trials, and the need 
to take advantage of previously missed op
portunities to begin studies to answer some 
critically important health questions facing 
women today. 

Now comes the greater challenge: for all 
concerned to work together, men and 
women, making headway in closing the 
knowledge gap that exists in (audio drop) in 
clinical trials, NIH has put real teeth into its 
policy to include women in clinical trials. 

NIH has put the scientific community on 
notice that adequate numbers of women 
shall be included in clinical trials propor
tional to the prevalence of the condition 
under study. 

Starting this past February, no proposals 
before NIH review will ever be recommended 
for funding if they don't comply with that 
policy. 

I suspect there are stm a few studies in the 
pipeline that have inappropriately excluded 
women, studies that began years ago. But in 
the future, that should never again occur in 
an NIH-funded project. 

There are, of course, some very difficult is
sues that bear on involvement of women in 
clinical trials, among them the legal and 
ethical considerations of including women of 
ch1ldbearing age in clinical research. 

Another concern are social and economic. 
In order to include a cross-section of women 
in our clinical trials, women of all races and 
all socioeconomic strata, do we need to 
stretch our training, our thinking, about re
cruiting and retaining women in clinical re
search studies? 
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Do we need to think about issues that we 

don't necessarily think about, such as trans
portation for those participating, and about 
childcare? 

These are issues which concern at NIH as 
we plan for the new women's health initia
tive. I can tell you from personal experience, 
in trying to actively increase the number of 
women in a particular clinical trial that I 
was involved in over the past year, and most 
of the women in the trial who have heart dis
ease are women over the age of 60, in many 
cases, 70 or even older. And I can assure you 
the majority of them lived alone, often wid
owed, were frail, and there is no way that 
you can get such women into a clinical trial 
unless you worry about something as mun
dane as getting transportation for them, and 
in some cases, even finding an escort for 
them to help them into the system. 

The new women's health initiative that 
NIH has just launched is one of the many 
things, but I thing a prominent thing, that 
we're doing to close the knowledge gaps. 
Cancer, heart disease, osteoporosis, are the 
leading causes of death and disability among 
American women, and although distinctly 
different problems, interestingly, these dis
eases are linked through very familiar pre
ventive regimens. 

Estrogen replacement therapy after meno
pause, for example, reduces cardiovascular 
disease, reduces bone loss, and thus, perhaps, 
protects against osteoporosis. 

But within these problems is where we face 
a conundrum. In some women estrogen re
placement therapy may increase the risk of 
cancer, particularly breast and uterine can
cer. Adding progesterone, while still protect
ing against cancer, reduces the beneficial ef
fect of estrogen for heart disease. 

So although on the surface it sounds like a 
simple problem, in fact, it's a fairly sophisti
cated clinical research issue. 

Right now physicians have little hard evi
dence to rely on when making recommenda
tions as simple as whether or not to give a 
woman hormone-replacement therapy; what 
kind of diet, what kind of exercise; leaving 
women to take chances with their health and 
with their lives because of lack of knowledge 
in these important areas. 

Women must not be treated for one dis
ease, and thereby be put at risk for another 
disease. And at the very least, women ought 
to know precisely what those risks are. 

This is what the new NIH women's health 
initiative is all about, coming up with rec
ommendations that w111 be practical and 
useful to all the nation's women, including 
all racial and all socioeconomic groups. The 
NIH study w111 be the largest of its kind ever 
to take place in the United States in women 
or in men. It will cost more than $500 million 
over the next 10 years, and w111 involve as 
many as 70,000 women. 

It w111 also involve up to 100 communities. 
We'll investigate diet modification, dietary 
supplements such as calcium and vitamins, 
smoking cessation, hormone replacement, 
physical exercise, and their effects on heart 
disease, cancer, and osteoporosis in the same 
woman. 

This is a novel and ambitious undertaking, 
and I'm pleased that the deliberations of the 
1992 NIH appropriations, the House and the 
Senate, having generously provided adequate 
funding for this study. Thank you, Mr. 
Natcher. 

It will be based on excellent science, exact
ing epidemiology, and it wm be responsive 
to pressing social needs. 

I must tell you, however, that I want ev
eryone out there to know that even though 
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this is a women's health initiative, it no way 
means that we don't care at NIH very much 
about men. And I will tell you a little anec
dote. 

I'm getting used to getting lots and lots of 
letters at NIH, and some are nice, and some 
aren't so nice. And one of my less nice ones 
about this trial-I will say, overwhelmingly, 
the response has been just very enthusiastic 
about this study. But I did get one negative 
letter, and it was from a man out in Califor
nia who wrote and said that he had seen 
some of my comments on the women's 
health initiative in the newspaper, and he 
was very disturbed by them. 

I was quoted as saying that the good news 
is, women live longer by eight years, but the 
bad news is that the quality of those extra 
years of life is poor on the whole. 

And he said, are you saying that the good 
news is that women live longer; that means 
what you're really saying is that the good 
news is that men die sooner. 

I assure you, that is not the case. We dear
ly love men, and men in fact are very much 
the target of important scientific research 
performed at NIH. 

But the issue is that in fact women have 
been the ones who have been the subject of 
the gender gap, if you will, and we do believe 
that we need some affirmative action in ad
dressing these important scientific issues re
lated to women. 

And I hope very much when these studies 
are done that we will all agree that this has 
been good for men and women, and in fact, 
for the health of this entire country. 

TOM BLILEY AND THE NEW TONE 
OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

HON. ROBERT H. MICHEL 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 30, 1991 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, one of the more 
welcome and surprising events during recent 
months has been the cooperation between 
Congress and the government of the District 
of Columbia. Cooperation is not the word I 
would choose to describe the congressional
District relationship in the recent past, so as a 
long-time resident of the District, I welcome 
the change. 

What has brought about the good news? 
Much of the credit has to go to the District's 
new Mayor, Sharon Pratt Dixon. But we also 
have to give a lot of the credit to the hard 
work of our colleague, TOM BLILEY of Virginia. 
ToM's knowledge of city governmenf s prob
lems, based on service as mayor of Rich
mond, added to his qualities of fairness and 
willingness to listen have contributed a great 
deal to the new atmosphere of trust and 
progress. 

At this point I wish to insert in the RECORD, 
"City Finds an Unlikely Ally in Battle to Win 
Hill," from the Washington Post, July 29, 
1991: 
CITY FINDS AN UNLIKELY ALLY IN BATTLE TO 

WIN THEHILL 

(By Kent Jenkins Jr.) 
Early this year, when the District govern

ment went looking for badly needed friends 
on Capitol Hill, Rep. Thomas J. Bliley Jr., of 
Vi:~ginia, didn't seem like a promising pros
pect. 
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A conservative Republican, Bliley had long 

opposed abortion, a perennial sticking point 
in District budget debates, and D.C. state
hood. He had served as mayor of Richmond 
during a period of intense racial friction in 
the 1970s, and had ·opposed black leaders on 
that city's most divisive issues. During a 
decade in Congress, his best-known legisla
tive initiative was a law cracking down on 
pornographic telephone services. 

But for almost seven months now, Bliley 
has played a pivotal role in District affairs 
as the senior Republican of the House Dis
trict of Columbia Committee. And you 
should hear what District officials and sup
porters say about him. 

ti.c. Mayor Sharon Pratt Dixon: "It's been 
a pleasure to work with Congressman Bliley. 
He's tough and demanding, but he under
stands the problems and he will give you 
latitude." 

Del. Eleanor Holmes Norton (D-D.C.): "He 
has clearly helped restore a positive tone for 
the District on the Hill. He asks hard ques
tions but he asks them in fairness, and he 
does tremendous homework." · 

Rep. Ronald V. Dellums (D-Calif.), chair
man of the House District Committee: Bliley 
is "open and respectful. We work to
gether .... The trust level goes up very 
high." 

Since January, when Bliley became the 
District Committee's ranking minority 
member, he has voted to give $300 million in 
new federal money to the District and helped 
persuade many of his fellow Republicans to 
go along. He has supported legislation that 
would authorize annual funding increases for 
the District through 1995. Last week, he 
voted to expand Mayor Dixon's power and to 
allow the District to borrow about $330 mil
lion to refinance debts. 

Just as important, District officials say, he 
has proved to be an empathetic listener. Bli
ley's predecessor on the District Committee, 
former representative Stan Parris, was noted 
for slash-and-burn, anti-District rhetoric. 
Parris lost his reelection bid last fall. 

Bliley's low-key, and low-volume, style has 
been consistently hailed by D.C. officiS:ls as 
a breath of fresh air. 

So, what's gotten into Tom Bliley? Bliley 
says it's more a matter of what's gotten into 
the District. Good things are happening, he 
says, and the least he can do is help. 

"We have a lovely, wonderful new mayor 
who has come in, and it's important that she 
succeed," Bliley said. "The former mayor 
[Marion Barry] came up here [to Congress], 
and we'll say he did not make a very good 
impression and leave it at that. 

"As a former mayor myself, I know what 
[Dixon] faces. What she's trying to do is not 
going to be done without pain. I think we [in 
Congress] need to give her the tools to do the 
job." 

Lawmakers, Capitol Hill staff members 
and D.C. officials say that beneath the sur
face, there is no contradiction between Tom 
Bliley, the old-school conservative, and Tom 
BUley, the District's new ally. 

Bliley's background in local government 
and his businesslike, pragmatic approach 
make him naturally sympathetic with Dis
trict leaders, officials say. And even when he 
questions District policy, they say, he avoids 
public confrontations. Bliley himself says he 
has no interest in bashing the District. 

"If I'm going to disagree, I'm going to do 
it agreeably," Bliley said. "It's not my style 
to be personally abrasive. I never have been, 
and I'm not going to start now." 

Bltley has been an integral part of the Dis
trict's remarkable success on Capitol Hill 
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this year. The District's Democratic govern
ment generally gets support from Congress's 
Democratic majority, but to avoid partisan 
bickering or a legislative veto from Presi
dent Bush, a Republican, the District needed 
help inside the GOP, Bliley, convinced that 
Dixon was serious about overhauling D.C. 
government, offered his help. 

A good word from Bliley, especially on 
money matters, makes a difference with 
some congressional Republicans. "I'm from 
the conservative wing of the party, and peo
ple know I'm not crazy," Bliley said. _"I 
think some people figure if I say it's good 
policy, it's okay." 

Bliley landed on the House D.C. Committee 
the same way many members do: He got 
stuck there. In order to get a committee as
signment he really wanted, Bllley recalls, "I 
said I would take anything else they had. 
When they told me they wanted me to sit on 
the District Committee, I said, 'Oh.' " 

Bliley, 59, had already had more than his 
fill of local government. As mayor of Rich
mond from 1970 through 1977, he oversaw a 
tumultuous period in which the city annexed 
a huge chunk of an adjacent county and re
jected plans to consolidate city schools with 
those in two neighboring counties. 

Both issues had a strong racial thrust: 
Black leaders supported school consolidation 
as part of a regional school busing plan and 
opposed annexation, saying it would dilute 
black voting strength in the city. Bliley op
posed black leaders on both issues. Both 
spawned bitter lawsuits that went to the 
U.S. Supreme Court; the courts barred the 
city from holding local elections from 1972 to 
1977. 

But according to Richmond City Council 
member Henry Marsh, who served with BU
iey and succeeded him to become Rich
mond's first black mayor, BUley never let 
the disputes become personal. 

"I testified on one side of the lawsuits and 
Tom testified on the other, but we didn't let 
it affect us," Marsh said. "We had a very 
warm relationship." 

Bliley's roots in Richmond's patrician es
tablishment run deep. His grandfather joined 
an in-law's mortuary business in 1975, and 
today one of the family's three funeral par
lors still occupies the original downtown 
site. 

But he has personal ties to the District as 
well. He graduated from Georgetown Univer
sity in 1952, and remains a loyal alumnus. 
Every summer, a Georgetown basketball 
player interns in Bliley's office; this year it 
is star Alonzo Mourning. 

And for his entire tenure in Congress, Bli
ley's Washington residence has been in the 
District's Foggy Bottom neighborhood. Be
cause his wife usually remains in Richmond, 
staff members say, BUley frequents the 
city's restaurants and occasionally goes to 
the theater. 

"I like the city," Bliley said. "If I didn't, 
I wouldn't be here." 

Some D.C. officials say Bliley has political 
motivations for helping the District: 

His congressional district is more than a 
quarter black, and many of Richmond's 
black leaders are friends with District offi
cials. 

"It would be unwise for [BUley] to engage 
in District-bashing," Marsh said, "because 
his opposition could become intense." 

Bl1ley says that any political benefits he 
might reap from supporting the District are 
"a happy coincidence," and notes that his 
work for the District has attracted virtually 
no notice in Richmond so far. 
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CONGRESSIONAL SALUTE TO BOB and country and will serve with the needs of 
WALLACE, COMMANDER IN our Nation's veterans first and foremost in 
CHIEF OF THE VETERANS OF mind. 
FOREIGN WARS 

HON. ROBERT A. ROE 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 30, 1991 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Speaker, it is with great pleas
ure and pride that I rise today to salute one of 
America's outstanding young men, Bob Wal
lace of my great State of New Jersey. Bob is 
a member of VFW Post 1851 in Newark, NJ. 
He has been accorded the highest of honors 
by the membership of the Veterans of Foreign 
Wars, having been elected to the office of 
commander in chief of this prestigious veter
ans organizations. 

Bob will be honored on his assuming this 
august post by the New Jersey Department of 
Military and Veteran Affairs and the Veterans 
of Foreign Wars in a gala homecoming cele
bration at the Parsippany Hilton on Saturday, 
September 7, 1991. This festive homecoming 
banquet will be attended by 700 VFW leaders 
from throughout New Jersey and the Nation. 

Bob enlisted in the Marine Corps and saw 
extensive ground combat in Vietnam. His ex
emplary service record includes three purple 
hearts. He was wounded twice at the Battle of 
Hue and once at Kha Sahn. This injury re
sulted in a hearing loss in his right ear and 
sent him home. He was honorably discharged 
from the Marines in June 1969. 

Mr. Speaker, Bob is not one to waste time. 
Upon his return, he immediately set out to fur
ther his education, earning a bachelor of 
science degree in management from Rutgers 
University and a master's degree in business 
from Fairleigh Dickinson University. He subse
quently embarked upon a successful banking 
career. Of course, Bob was involved as an ad
vocate for veterans during this time. 

Bob was appointed to the New Jersey Jobs 
for Veterans Task Force in 1972. In 1979, he 
was the recipient of the VFW's Young Veteran 
of the Year award from both the national orga
nization and the Department of New Jersey. 

Bob was the first Vietnam veteran, as well 
as the youngest veteran to command the De
partment of New Jersey in 1980--81. Prior to 
that, he was commander of the Essex County 
Council and Post 1851. His service includes a 
wide variety of State and national VFW com
mittees, including legislative, security, and 
budget and finance. Most recently, he served 
on the National Council of Administration. 

In 1981, he was appointed chairman of the 
State Veterans Day Committee and began 
serving his first term on the Veterans Service 
Council. Bob also received an appointment to 
the New Jersey Jobs Training Coordinating 
Council. These positions led to his appoint
ment as New Jersey's first deputy commis
sioner of veterans affairs. During 1988-90, 
Bob served as deputy commissioner and ad
ministrator for veterans affairs in New Jersey. 

Mr. Speaker, I am certain that I speak for all 
of my fellow Veterans of Foreign Wars when 
I welcome our new commander in chief, Bob 
Wallace. I join his family and friends, particu
larly his lovely wife Diane, In celebrating this 
great achievement. Bob is a credit to his corps 

H.R. 2508 

HON. DAN BURTON 
OF INDIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 30, 1991 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, on 

June 19, 1991, I offered an amendment to 
H.R. 2508, the International Cooperation Act 
of 1991, which would have terminated United 
States development assistance to India if India 
continued to prevent human rights organiza
tions, like Amnesty International and the Inter
national Red Cross, from working inside the 
Punjab and Kashmir. In the debate on my 
amendment, many arguments for preserving 
unconditional United States assistance to India 
were put forth by the defenders of India. The 
most-used argument suggested that India 
would never work to improve its human rights 
record if the United States was viewed as 
meddling in its internal affairs. Therefore, it 
was suggested that a sense-of-the-Congress 
resolution would be a more appropriate way 
for affecting change in the Punjab and Kash
mir. Unfortunately, such a sense of Congress 
was passed in place of my amendment. 

To those Members of Congress that sup
ported this sense-of-the-Congress resolution, I 
commend two articles which describe the July 
13, murders of 10 Sikhs at the hands of Indian 
police, as well as two Khalsa Raj Party press 
releases. It would appear that this much 
ballyhooed sense of the Congress' resolution 
had little effect on India's longstanding policy, 
shoot first, ask questions later. 

The material follows: 
TEN SIKHS KILLED BY POLICE WERE PILGRIMS, 

NOT MILITANTS 
NEW DELHI, July 18.-Ten Sikh men killed 

by police in the northern Indian State of 
Uttar Pradesh were pilgrims and not Sikh 
m111tants, a newspaper reported Thursday. 

The Times of India said in a front-page re
port that police gunned them down in cold 
blood last week in three different places in 
P111bhit region, and later claimed that they 
died in gunbattles with security forces. 

There was no immediate official word on 
the Times report. 

The Times said the dead men were part of 
a group of Sikhs which lived in P111bhit and 
had hired a bus a day earlier to visit a fa
mous Sikh shrine in the western province of 
Maharashtra. 

Policemen intercepted the bus following a 
tip off that the passengers included some 
Sikh m111tants, separated the men and 
women, and asked the men to board a mini 
bus, it quoted witnesses and police sources as 
saying. 

The Times said on the night of July 12 and 
early the next day policemen took the 10 
Sikhs in two groups of four and one of two 
and shot them dead in cold blood. It said the 
gunfire was heard by villagers. 

Police later said the Sikhs died early July 
13 in "encounters," an official euphemism 
for gunbattles. 

The daily said police claims that two of 
the men were self-styled "lieutenant gen
erals" of the outlawed Khalistan Liberation 
Army and Khalistan Commando Force were 
also in doubt. 
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Police in Uttar Pradesh, India's most popu

lous state, have been previously accused by 
human rights groups of killing people in cold 
blood and passing. 

Sikh separatists shot dead five policemen 
and three civilians in random and apparently 
revenge killings in Uttar Pradesh on the 
night of July 13. 

Sikh militants fighting for a homeland in 
Punjab are known to be active in some other 
parts of the country as well, mainly in Sikh
populated areas such as Pilibhit. 

TEN SIKHS KILLED BY POLICE . 

On 13 July 1991, Indian police personnel re
portedly killed 10 Sikhs near Pilibhit, Uttar 
Pradesh. Amnesty Interri.ational is concerned 
that they may have been victims of 
extra.judicial executions, deliberately killed 
without provocation. 

Police sources claim that the men were 
killed in three separate encounters after 
they had been traced to forest hideouts near 
the border with Nepal: at 8 pm and 11:30 pm 
on 12 July, and 3 am on 13 July 1991. How
ever, the Times of India on 18 July 1991 re
portedly stated that the 10 men were taken 
from a bus that had been hired to tour Sikh 
shrines in the area. Baljit Singh and 
Daswant Singh Sauzi allegedly had links 
with an armed Sikh opposition group, but 
the other eight (Jaswant Singh Jassa, 
Harminder Singh Lida, Surjan Singh, 
Bachitar Singh, Kartar Singh, Tarsam 
Singh, Lakhwilder Singh-aged 15, and 
Narinder Singh Nidra) reportedly had no 
such links and no criminal records. All 10 
had lived for several years in Pilibhit, which 
is over 200 miles east of the state of Punjab. 

The Times of India report claimed that the 
police stopped the bus on 12 July 1991, acting 
on information that militants were aboard. 
Three Sikh youths fought with police, but 
were eventually overpowered. The women 
passengers were released. Local villagers re
ported that the following morning the 10 
men were divided into three groups and 
taken in police jeeps to different parts of a 
nearby forest, where they were shot dead. 
Among the police alleged to have been in
volved were the Superintendent of Police and 
Additional Superintendent of Police from 
P111bhit police station. 

Members of both the upper and lower 
houses of India's parliament have demanded 
an inquiry, urging punishment of the police 
involved if official wrong-doing is found to 
have occurred. It is not known whether an 
inquiry has been ordered into the incident. 

Amnesty International regularly receives 
reports of human rights violations commit
ted against Sikhs in Punjab who are sus
pected of being members or sympathizers of 
Sikh militant groups advocating a separate 
Sikh state, "Khalistan". 

Recommended Action: Telegrams/telexes 
and airmail letters: 

Expressing concern at reports that the 10 
Sikhs shot by police near Pilibhit in Uttar 
Pradesh on 13 July 1991 were victims of 
extrajudicial execution, deliberately killed 
without provocation; 

Urging that there be a prompt and impar
tial inquiry into the incident; that those se
lected to carry out the inquiry be selected 
for their impartiality; that the methods and 
results of the inquiry be quickly made pub
lic; and that 1f police officials are found re
sponsible for extrajudicial executions, they 
be brought to justice; 

Urging that immediate steps be taken to 
ensure that those potentially implicated are 
removed from positions of control or power 
over complainants, witnesses and their rel-
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atives as well as those conducting the in
quiry; 

Urging that the family of the victims be 
granted adequate compensation. 

Appeals to: Mr. Kaylan Singh, Chief Min
ister of Uttar Pradesh, Office of the Chief 
Minister, Lucknow, Uttar Pradesh, India. 
Mr. V.K. Jain, Director General of Police, 
Police Headquarters, Lucknow, Uttar 
Pradesh, India. 

Copies to: Mr. M.M. Jacob, Minister of 
State for Home Affairs, Ministry of Home Af
fairs, North Block, New Delhi 110 001, India. 

(Telegrams: Home Affairs Minister Jacob, 
New Delhi, India) 

(Telexes: 953 31 61879 frgn in; 953 31 61880 
frgn in (via Ministry of Foreign Affairs) 

Ambassador Abid Hussain, Embassy of 
India, 2107 Massachusetts Ave. NW., Wash
ington, DC 20008. 

Please send appeals immediately. Check 
with the Colorado office between 9:00 am and 
6:00 pm, Mountain Time, weekdays only, if 
sending appeals after August 30, 1991. 

COL. PARTAP SINGH DECLARES KHALSA RAJ 
PARTY-SOLE OBJECTIVE: OUTRIGHT INDE
PENDENCE FOR KHALIST AN 

WASHINGTON, D.C., May 15.-Col. Partap 
Singh, Co-convener of the Movement Against 
State Repression, who recently resigned 
from the Akali Dal (Mann), today announced 
the formation of the Khalsa Raj Party Re
jecting the faltering leadership of the Akali 
Dal party which has reneged on its promise 
to fight for Sikh freedom, Col. Partap Singh 
,said the sole objective of the Khalsa Raj 
Party is to gain outright independence for 
the Sikh nation, creating a separate, sov
ereign state of Khalistan. 

According to a booklet released by Col. 
Partap Singh containing the Sikh declara
tion of independence and a constitutional 
profile of the Khalsa Raj Party, independ
ence will be attained "through democratic, 
peaceful and non-violent means." 

Col. Partap Singh made it abundantly 
clear that "Sikhs are fully convinced that 
they can never hope to live with honor and 
dignity in India as equal citizens." Sikhs, he 
said, "have been virtually reduced to the sta
tus of slaves." 

Reviewing the history of the "partnership 
between the Sikhs and India," Col. Partap 
Singh said that the Sikhs have been be
trayed at every juncture. At the time of 
independence from British rule, he said, "the 
British rulers negotiated the transfer of 
power ... to three distinct communities, 
viz, Hindus, Muslims and Sikhs." The Sikhs 
"chose to cast their lot with India" with 
promises by "[Mahatma] Gandhi and the 
leadership of the Indian National 
Congress . . . that the interests of the 
Sikhs, as a collective entity, shall be safe
guarded by giving them an autonomous re
gion in the North" and guaranteeing full sat
isfaction with any future Indian constitu
tion. 

Yet despite such promises, according to 
Col. Partap Singh, "the constitution was so 
inimical to the Sikh interests that their rep
resentatives refused to append their signa
tures to that document in protest." In view 
of the Sikh nation, "the partnership that the 
Sikhs entered into with Bharat (India) in 
1947 stands dissolved since the major and 
mightier partner has violated every term 
and basis of the partnership." 

Col. Partap Singh's assertions find strong 
support in Amnesty International's May 1991 
report, "Human Rights Violations in Punjab: 
Use and Abuse of the Law." 

Thousands of people have been arrested by 
police and security forces in Punjab ... 
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Prisoners have been detained for months or 
years without trial under provisions of spe
cial legislation suspending normal legal safe
guards, and reports of torture during interro
gation are common. The arrest and deten
tion of some detainees remains unacknowl
edged for weeks or months. Scores of people 
have simply "disappeared", the security 
forces refusing to admit that they had ever 
been arrested. It is feared that many of them 
have been killed in custody. 

Dr. Gurmit Singh Aulakh, who will act as 
Co-convener of the Khalsa Raj Party on the 
international front, gave a warning to the 
Indian government. "The Indian government 
had better be well aware that it cannot keep 
the Sikh nation in the chains of slavery with 
its deadly force," he said. "It had better be
ware that its practice of eliminating Sikh 
leaders will be fruitless. Freedom is the God
given right of all nations and the Sikh na
tion is determined to gain its independence. 

Dr. Aulakh has hailed the Khalsa Raj 
Party as a major step for the Sikh nation in 
the direction of independence. "~ere is a 
tremendous groundswell of support for Sikh 
freedom," he said. "The Sikh independence 
movement is a mass movement impeded only 
by our former political leaders in the Akali 
Dal. Those leaders were understandably 
afraid for their lives to stand up for 
Khalistan. But the Sikh nation needs cour
age from its leaders if it ever wants to break 
the bonds of oppression. The Khalsa Raj 
Party embodies that courage-it exists sole
ly for the independence of Khalistan.'' 

Since 1984 when Indian government forces 
attacked the holiest of Sikh shrines, the 
Golden Temple, the Sikh youth have taken 
the brunt of Indian government oppression. 
According to Dr. Aulakh, "between 20 to 30 
Sikh youths are killed by the Indian govern
ment in extrajudicial killings everyday. The 
Khalsa Raj Party recognizes this fact and 
wants to integrate the youth movement with 
the mass movement to free Khalistan. 

"The mass movement of civil disobedience 
is the most essential element of our freedom 
struggle," Dr. Aulakh coittinued. "The In
dian government cannot possibly continue 
its oppressive rule over the Sikh nation if we 
refuse to cooperate. Unity is our strongest 
weapon. The Khalsa Raj Party will make 
that unit an unbeatable force for freedom. 
We will form demonstrations to protest bru
tal Indian government oppression and de
mand outright independence for Khalistan. 
We will boycott the Indian government and 
urge the international community to do the 
same by putting social and economic pres
sure on the Indian government. India is dis
integrating. It is not one nation but a con
glomerate of nations held together by the 
nexus of oppression. India must come to un
derstand that its government by oppression 
is unacceptable to the international commu
nity and will not be tolerated." 

Considering the sentiment of the Sikh na
tion and its fervent demand for freedom from 
India, such an approach will be eagerly re
ceived. But the extent of the Khalsa Raj 
Party reaches even further. It plans to inte
grate the 3 million Sikhs living abroad (Eu
rope, North American, South Asia, etc.) 
"The Khalsa Raj Party is a party for all 
Sikhs," said Dr. Aulakh. "We are 21 million 
people. We are a strong force. The Khalsa 
Raj Party recognizes the vital role Sikhs liv
ing abroad play in our movement for inde
pendence, and we plan to ut111ze our inter
national population to its fullest potential. 
In today's world, no nation lives in a vacu
um. What happens one place effects another, 
and those Sikhs living abroad have consider-
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able worldwide influence. As Sikhs through
out the world bring international attention 
to the plight of the Sikh nation, freedom for 
Khalistan comes closer everyday.'' 

And indeed, the ambitious views of the 
Khalsa Raj Party can only be eagerly accept
ed by the international community. Self-de
termination is enshrined in Article 1 of the 
United Nations Charter. And according to ar
ticle 2 of the Sikh Declaration of Independ
ence, freedom for the Sikh nation will help 
to "usher in an era of peace in the Indian 
subcontinent and South Asia." 

The world applauds the Sikh nation and its 
struggle to be free. 

PRESS RELEASE, MAY 15, 1991 

Col. Partap Singh (Retd), former President 
of Bharat Mukti Morcha (Punjab), Co-Con
vener of MASR and member of the working 
committee, Akali Dal (Mann) from which he 
resigned a couple of months ago, announced 
the formation of the Khalsa Raj Party. He 
said that the Shiromani Akali Dal has splin
tered into numerous factions after the gov
ernment's decision to hold elections. All the 
tall promises Akali leaders made from every 
conceivable platform that their objective 
was liberation of the Sikhs and their home
land were thrown to the winds the moment 
they envisioned a place for themselves in the 
governance of Punjab under the "Indian Con
stitution". They have thus played a cruel 
joke on their own people by confusing them 
even more, condemning them to perpetual 
slavery and subjecting them to ever escalat
ing state repression. 

Under the circumstances there is no alter
native to organising a political party which 
has the sole aim of creating an independent 
and sovereign Sikh Homeland, Khalistan. 
The Khalsa Raj Party fulfills that need. 

Col. Partap Singh also released a booklet 
incorporating the constitutional profile of 
the Khalsa Raj Party and Declaration of 
Independence of Sikh Homeland. The dec
laration makes a comprehensive case for 
parting of the ways between India and the 
Sikhs. He said that the partnership that the 
Sikhs entered into with Bharat in 1947 stands 
dissolved since the major and mightier part
ner has violated every term and basis of the 
partnership. In fact, the Indian state has 
gone a long way beyond by mounting an all 
out offensive on every facet of Sikh life 
through persistent geonicidal policies and by 
depriving them on their democratic, civil 
and human rights. 

He said that the Sikhs were fully con
vinced that they can no longer live with dig
nity and honour in India, that their future in 
this system is bleak and full of suffering and 
that their life, liberty and even identity are 
in danger. 

Col. Partap Singh believes that "creation 
of an independent Sikh Homeland will be in 
the interest of India as well as that of the 
Sikhs, it will usher in an era of peace in 
South Asia and help establish a just order." 
He emphasized that if parting of the ways 
comes about peacefully and in a spirit of eq
uity and fair play, there will be a possib111ty 
of collaboration between India and Khalistan 
in such matters as common defence, open 
border and common market. Suppression of 
their aspirations will lead to further blood
shed and bitterness which will be an impedi
ment to our future relationship. "Let us not 
repeat 1947 and its aftermath", he said. 

(Released by Information Bureau, Khalsa 
Raj Party.) 
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MASS EXPULSIONS OF 

ARMENIANS FROM AZERBAIJAN 

HON. STENY H. HOYER 
OF MARYLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 30, 1991 
Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, as I have noted 

previously in this forum, from September 1 O to 
October 4, Moscow will be host to the third 
meeting of the "Conference on the Human Di
mension," a gathering of the Conference on 
Security and Cooperation in Europe with a 
particular focus on human rights and humani
tarian concerns. Only a few years ago, con
vening a conference on human rights in Mos
cow would have been unthinkable, and the 
fact that all 35 member States of CSCE will 
participate in Moscow's hosting of such a con
ference attests to the laudable changes in the 
Soviet Union in recent years. 

Yet there are incidents and trends in the So
viet Union which remain deeply troubling, all 
the more so because they appear to be sanc
tioned by the central Soviet authorities. I 
would like to express particular concern over 
recent events in the republic of Azerbaijan. 
According to Soviet press reports and an inde
pendent international delegation of observers, 
since the end of April 1991, more than 10,000 
Armenians living in villages in Azerbaijan have 
been forcibly and brutally ejected from their 
homes and involuntarily resettled in Armenia, 
where tens of thousands of people remain 
homeless after the devastating earthquake of 
1988. In the process, innocent Armenian vil
lagers have been illegally detained, beaten, 
and tortured, and their villages have been pil
laged and then leveled by bulldozers, or else 
resettled by Azerbaijanis. 

Who is carrying out these vicious acts? The 
Russian press, corroborated by international 
human rights observers, report that Special 
Police Forces from Azerbaijan as well as So
viet Internal Affairs and Army troops are driv
ing the Armenians out. Soviet troops and Az
erbaijani police reportedly provide "warning" to 
the Armenians in their villages by dropping 
leaflets from helicopters and issuing mega
phone threats demanding that the Armenians 
go to Armenia. If they refuse, they are told, 
they will be declared enemy guerrillas and will 
be shot. They are given a choice: expulsion or 
death. Tanks and personnel carriers then drive 
the Armenian villagers out, they are loaded 
onto trucks, buses, and other military equip
ment and transported-essentially dumped
over the Armenian border. 

A team of international observers, which in
cluded members from the United States, have 
confirmed reports of killings; abduction and im
prisonment; rapes; destruction of homes, 
churches, and schools; and theft and vandal
Ism of property-all against the Armenian pop
ulation of Azerbaijan. These same observers 
report that whlle most of the beatings and 
killings were carried out by the Azerbaijani 
Special Police Forces, Soviet troops aided in 
the initial surrounding of the villages and then 
stood aside while the police terrorized the vil
lagers. In addition, hundreds of Armenians 
have been taken hostage by Azerbaijani police 
forces with the help of the Soviet Army. 

The Azerbaijani authorities, backed by the 
Soviet Interior Ministry in Moscow, deny and 
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whitewash this systematic operation against 
powerless villagers. They claim that the Soviet 
troops and special forces are merely enforcing 
passport controls to identify Armenian guerril
las; they also make the outrageous claim, con
trary to all reports from outside witnesses, that 
the Armenians who are leaving are doing so 
voluntarily. In fact, reports indicate that many 
Armenians were coerced by the Azerbaijani 
Police Forces to sign statements of "voluntary 
departure,'' often by torture, beatings, and 
death threats. 

Mr. Speaker, these systematic and premedi
tated acts violate all manner of fundamental 
laws laid out in numerous conventions to 
which the Soviet Union has long professed ad
herence, including the United Nations Charter, 
the U.N. Universal Declaration on Human 
Rights, and the Helsinki Accords. The involve
ment of Soviet troops on one side in what has 
until now essentially been a local ethnic con
flict suggests that the Armenians are being 
punished by Moscow for refusing to sign the 
Union Treaty. Concomitantly, many com
mentators have theorized that Gorbachev is 
helping Azerbaijan to deport the Armenians in 
that Republic in reward for Azerbaijan's sup
port of the treaty. Yet Armenia is acting law
fully in that its plans to leave the Soviet Union 
are in accordance with the Soviet Constitution 
and Soviet law, as approved by Gorbachev 
himself in the proposed treaty. Will the new 
Union Treaty in the end resemble previous 
Soviet constitutions, which granted republics 
rights on paper only? 

We call on President Gorbachev to address 
this intolerable situation, to condemn the use 
of military force and torture against civilians, 
and to allow western journalists access to the 
region. We call on him also to acknowledge 
the obvious involvement of regular Soviet 
Army troops in the mass expulsions and that 
he move to stop it. We must insist that the So
viet and Azerbaijani forces halt immediately 
these brutal and flagrantly unlawful violations 
of the rights of the Armenian residents in 
Azerbaijan. 

MRS. ANDROULA V ASSILIOU 
HONORED 

HON. OWEN 8. PICKETI 
OF VIRGINIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 30, 1991 
Mr. PICKETT. Mr. Speaker, this past Satur

day evening Mrs. Andreula Vassiliou, the wife 
of the President of Cyprus, was the honored 
guest at a dinner in Norfolk sponsored by the 
Greek-American community. Mrs. Vassiliou 
spoke in very moving terms about what life 
has been like in Cyprus following the partial 
occupation of the country by Turkish troops 17 
years ago. 

The issue of the removal of the Turkish 
troops and the restoration of democratic gov
ernment in Cyprus is one that is now ripe for 
resolution. President Bush has rightfully called 
for a prompt settlement of the Cyprus issue 
and expressed his desire to see this matter re
solved by the end of 1991. Hopefully, he will 
be correct; 17 years of this intolerable im
passe is enough. A generation has been lost. 
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Mr. Speaker, I was touched by the sincerity 

and genuineness of the plea made by Mrs. 
Vassiliou on behalf of her country in her re
marks this past Saturday. I hope that the re
solve of the President and Congress to bring 
about a resolution to the impasse in Cyprus 
continues unabated and that we will use the 
full weight of our Nation's resources to 
promptly achieve this result. 

PROBLEMS FACING UPCOMING 
CSCE CONFERENCE IN MOSCOW 

HON. DON RI'ITER 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 30, 1991 
Mr. RITTER. Mr. Speaker, as has been 

noted already on this floor, the third stage of 
the CSCE Conference on the Human Dimen
sion is scheduled to take place in Moscow 
from September 1 O to October 4 of this year. 
This conference was proposed by Soviet For
eign Minister Shevardnadze at the opening of 
the Vienna CSCE meeting in November 1986, 
and it signifies the improvements that have 
taken place in the area of human rights In the 
Soviet Union since Mr. Shevardnadze made 
his proposal. Quite frankly, I am sure that the 
idea of holding a CSCE human rights meeting 
in Moscow in 1991 seemed ludicrous to many 
observers 5 years ago. 

However, there is still at least one very big 
problem. 

The peoples of the Baltic States, Estonia, 
Latvia, and Lithuania, want their freedom 
back. It was stolen from them by Stalin in 
1940. The U.S.S.R. Supreme Soviet has al
ready overwhelmingly rejected the Molotov
Ribbentrop Pact whereby Hitler delivered the 
Baltic States to Stalin, but Mr. Gorbachev 
chooses to pretend that the Baltic States 
voted to join the Soviet Union. The fraudulent 
nature of that vote has been adequately re
corded. 

Following the Supreme Soviet's decision, 
the Lithuanian Parliament in March 1990 de
clared the restoration of its independence. 
Subsequently, Estonia and Latvia also de
clared their intentions to press for restoration 
of their independence. At no time have the 
Baltic peoples threatened Moscow with vio
lence. 

So how does the Gorbachev administration 
respond? With threats, economic blockades, 
and outright violence. In mid-January 1991, at 
least 21 persons died when Soviet Army 
troops and "Black Beret" interior ministry 
forces attacked government buildings in 
Vilnius, Lithuania and Riga, Latvia. Soviet 
troops still occupy the radio and television 
tower in Vilnius, along with several other gov
ernment buildings. Beginning in late April and 
up to the present, Moscow-directed Black 
Beret forces have been destroying customs 
posts on the Baltic borders, injuring the cus
toms officials in the process. On June 26, they 
seized Lithuania's central. telephone and tele
graph exchange, completely isolating Lithuania 
from the outside world. 

This marauding continues to this day, al
though it abated somewhat while Mr. Gorba
chev was in London recently seeking aid from 
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the West. As he left Moscow, Mr. Gorbachev 
told his head policeman, Mr. Pugo, to inves
tigate the border post raids. Incidentally, when 
Mr. Gorbachev told his chief prosecutor, Mr. 
Trubin, to investigate the killings in Vilnius, Mr. 
Trubin reported back that the Lithuanians did 
the shooting. 

In the meantime, Moscow pretends to be in
terested in negotiations with the democratically 
elected governments of the Salties, but in
stead stonewalls on real talks about independ
ence, and acts as if it doesn't know what its 
military security forces are up to. 

Mr. Speaker, last February I joined a con
gressional delegation to the Baltic States as a 
member of the Helsinki Commission. We saw 
the bravery of determined people who chal
lenge tanks only with the call to conscience. I 
believe it would be a mockery for the CSCE 
process and a callous affront to the Baltic peo
ple if the Moscow human dimension meeting 
takes place against a backdrop of Moscow-in
spired violence and vandalism in the Baltic 
States by Red Army troops and Black Berets. 

As ranking minority member of the Helsinki 
Commission in the House of Representatives, 
I appeal to the Gorbachev government to put 
an end to the violence in the Salties, and I 
trust that our President will make the strongest 
representation of this issue to Mr. Gorbachev 
at the summit meeting in Moscow next week. 

CROCODILE COMPASSION AND THE 
PHONY GAG RULE 

HON. ROBERT K. DORNAN 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 30, 1991 
Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr. Speaker, I 

am suspicious whenever I see selective indig
nation aimed at public policies. I refer to the 
proponents of abolishing the anti-abortion 
counseling and referral provisions upheld by 
the U.S. Supreme Court in Rust versus Sulli
van. 

Planned Parenthood, as far as I am aware 
is not Indignant or outraged at the Supreme 
Court for abolishing prayer in public schools. 
Nor are they angry over the restrictions of the 
Hatch Act covering the political activities of 
Federal employees both on the job and in 
their private lives. 

Does Planned Parenthood want alcohol 
abuse counselors receiving Federal grant 
money to claim a free speech right to suggest 
that their clients use just a little bit of legal liq
uor? 

No, we are really talking about the practice 
of marketing and selling abortions with Federal 
money. 

And let's look at just one of the practices 
which will be mandated under the Chafee pro
posal, S. 323. 

I am referring to the sordid and loathsome 
practice of multifetal pregnancy reduction. This 
convenient euphemism is a cover for driving a 
large needle into the heart of a prebom child 
and injecting potassium chloride into the heart 
cavity until the heart stops. The so-called doc
tor visualizes this ghoulish homicide via 
ultrasound. 

This is what you will be voting for If you vote 
for Sen. CHAFEE'S bill or fall to support Presi-
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dent Bush's anticipated veto of the Labor and 
HHS Appropriations bill. 

In case any of my colleagues doubt this, 
just look at the two following medical articles. 

[From Ob.-Gyn. News, August 1-14, 1989] 
SELECTIVE ABORTION IN MULTIPLE GESTATION 

WASHINGTON.-Selecttve termination has a 
clear role in the management of twin gesta
tions when only one fetus has a congential 
anomaly or when infertility therapy has re
sulted in four or more embryos, Dr. Richard 
L. Berkowitz said at a program on law, eth
ics, and the obstetrician presented by George 
Washington University School of Medicine 
and Health Sciences. 

Less clear cut is whether selective abor
tion should be used in otherwise healthy tri
plets. Without good data on the mortality 
and morbidity associated with triplet gesta
tions, "we do not know if women with tri
plets are better off left alone,' noted Dr. 
Berkowitz, director, division of maternal
fetal medicine, Mount Sinai Medical Center, 
New York. 

Injection of potassium chloride into the 
fetal circulation or heart has become the 
preferred approach to selective termination 
at Mount Sinai. 

A physician "learning curve" ts associated 
with selective abortion; the most common 
complications that occur while a physician 
ts gaining expertise are "miscarriage of the 
entire pregnancy" or failure to cause asys
tole in a targeted fetus. Because of the po
tential for leaving a fetus impaired by the 
attempt to cause asystole, the procedure 
must be repeated, he said. 

The first six twin pregnancies to undergo 
selective termination at Mount Sinai Hos
pital "worked out very badly," with the un
intended miscarriage of four unaffected 
fetuses as well as the six targeted for abor
tion. These first attempts involved the use of 
exsangutnatton or injection of saline or an 
air embolism, Dr. Berkowitz said. 

No unintended deaths occurred in the next 
17 twin gestations to undergo selective abor
tion at that institution. All but one were 
done by injection of potassium chloride; a 
combination of exsangutnation and saline in
jection was used on one fetus, he said. 

Most of the unaffected twins have been de
livered, the majority after 34 weeks' gesta
tion. One surviving twin, delivered at 28 
weeks' gestation, developed a severe 
postpartum intracrantal hermorrhage. 

None of the women developed disseminated 
intravascular coagulation, a complication 
that can occur when a singleton fetus who 
dies in utero is not delivered within 4-5 
weeks. 

The difference may be explained by the 
suggestion that the living twin affords great
er integrity to the membranes than occurs 
when a singleton fetus dies, Dr. Berkowitz 
suggested at the meeting. 

Termination of just one twin poses certain 
logistical challenges. Women are sometimes 
referred to his institution with a note from 
their obstetrician that the patient has opted 
for selective reduction because "twin A" has 
Down syndrome but without a diagram indi
cating which twin that is. 

Dr. Berkowitz urged obstetricians making 
such referrals to send along a diagram of the 
position of the twins' amniotic sacs, with the 
affected twin clearly labeled. "The position 
of the fetuses changes, but the position of 
the sacs won't," he said. 

The presence of more than two fetuses in 
the uterus as a consequence of infertility 
therapy is increasingly becoming a real 
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problem. "Selective reduction is a lousy so
lution but the best hope for this problem" 
that, when untreated, ts associated with a 
significantly increased risk for preterm de
livery, Dr. Berkowitz said. 

OUTCOMES IN 52 PREGNANCIES 

Reporting on the use of selective reduction 
on 52 such pregnancies, Dr. Berkowitz said 
that thus far seven pregnancies had been lost 
following the procedure. 

Two of these seemed to be related to the 
use of selective abortion and occurred 3-4 
weeks after the procedure. The role of the 
procedure is uncertain in another four losses 
because the patients went into spontaneous 
preterm labor at lea.st 2 months after selec
tive reduction. The seventh loss, at 19 weeks 
of pregnancy, was due to an incompetent cer
vix. 

"We now advise home [uterine contraction] 
monitoring between 18 and 30 weeks' gesta
tion" after selective reduction of such preg
nancies, he said at the meeting. 

The other 45 pregnancies, involving from 
three to nine fetuses, were all successfully 
reduced to two fetuses and have resulted in 
healthy babies or are still ongoing. 

In response to a question from the audi
ence, Dr. Berkowitz explained that to keep 
the membranes over the internal os viable in 
the case of multiple fetuses, the fetus in the 
bottom sac is always left untouched during 
selective reduction. In general the fetuses se
lected for reduction are the ones that are 
easiest to reach. Genetic testing is not 
peformed on multiple gestations resulting 
from infert111ty therapy, so a healthy fetus 
may be aborted while another with a con
genital anomaly is left alone. 

In response to another question, Dr. 
Berkowitz said he feels ambivalent about re
duction of triplets because good data are 
lacking on the mortality and morbidity asso
ciated with triplet gestations when all three 
fetuses are healthy. 

"We have done a number of them, but it is 
a grey area, and we tell that to patients .... 
We don't [reduce] twins to one. We are not in 
the abortion business; we deal in high-risk 
pregnancies. We reserve this procedure for 
legitimate medical indications. In our opin
ion, it is not medically indicated for twins, 
and we don't know about triplets," he said. 

Dr. Berkowitz noted that selective termi
nation is performed at his institution after 
11-13 weeks' gestation because of the poten
tial for spontaneous resorption of multiple 
fetuses before that time, the so-called dis
appearing twin phenomenon. 

[From Ob-Gyn. News, May 1-15, 1990] 
SELECTIVE FETAL TERMINATION HELD SAFE, 

ETHICAL 
PHILADELPHIA.-Selective reduction of 

multifetal pregnancies to improve the preg
nancy outcome is an ethically justified op
tion for women, and the procedure can be 
carried out safely with little risk to the re
maining fetuses, say Dr. Ronald J. Wapner, 
of Jefferson Medical College, and his associ
ates. 

Selective reduction may be indicated to 
improve perinatal outcome and to increase 
the likelihood of birth of a term infant by re
ducing the number of fetuses in a multifetal 
pregnancy, to allow birth of a healthy infant 
without the birth of ·a coexisting fetus with 
a congenital abnormality, and to preserve a 
singleton pregnancy when a woman would 
otherwise have the entire pregnancy termi
nated, they say. 

Selective reduction was carried out in 46 
multifetal pregnancies using an ultrasound-
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guided injection of potassium chloride into 
the fetal pericardia! regiotl. Injection was 
continued until ultrasound visualization of 
the heart had confirmed asystole for at least 
2 minutes. 

If other fetuses were to be injected (up to 
four in one session), they were identified and 
the procedure was repeated. The fetal heart 
was rescanned 30 minutes after the proce
dure, and if cardiac activity was identified in 
a previously injected fetus, the injection pro
cedure was repeated the same day; 
reinjection was required in three cases. No 
prophylactic antibiotics or tocolytics were 
used, the investigators note. 

The procedures were carried out in the 
first trimester, except when amniocentesis 
identified an abnormal karyotype or 
ultrasound revealed a structural anomaly. 
For second-trimester procedures, potassium 
chloride was injected directly into the fetal 
heart. 

NO INFECTIONS, HEMORRHAGES 

When a fetus with a cytogenetic or bio
chemical abnormality was injected, fetal 
blood, amniotic fluid, or both were analyzed 
for confirmation. 

Selective reduction in the multifetal preg
nancies left one set of triplets, 31 sets of 
twins, and two singletons. In another eight 
pregnancies, one fetus was terminated be
cause of congenital abnormality. Despite ex
tensive counseling, four other women had de
cided to terminate their entire twin preg
nancy until they learned selective reduction 
was available; all four had healthy infants, 
Dr. Wapner and his associates say (Lancet 
335:~93, 1990.) 

There were no infectious or hemorrhagic 
complications of coagulation disorders. One 
patient had vaginal bleeding 2 weeks after 
the procedure. 

Among the 13 cases of reduction to a single 
fetus, one woman had a spontaneous abor
tion, as did one of the 32 women with a preg
nancy reduced to twins. In the only preg
nancy reduced to triplets, two of the babies 
died as a result of prematurity, and the third 
infant had an intracranial hemorrhage and is 
on mechanical ventilation. Of the 77 infants 
delivered, seven had a birth weight below the 
tenth percentile for singleton gestations, 
they note. 

Dr. Wapner's associates in this study were 
Drs. George H. Davis, Anthony Johnson, 
Richard L. Fischer, Laird G. Jackson, and 
Frank A. Chervenak; Laurence B. 
McCullough, Ph.D.; and Vivian J. Weinblatt .. 

TRIBUTE TO MARIA BLAZ 

HON. JAMF.s P. MORAN, JR. 
OF VIRGINIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 30, 1991 
Mr. MORAN. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to· 

recognize an outstanding citizen of the Eighth 
District of Virginia whose exemplary career in 
nursing at the George Washington University 
Medical Center demonstrates the vital and crit
ical role nurses play in our health care system. 

I want to join with Maria Blaz's colleagues 
and friends on the occasion of her retirement 
to pay tribute to her career of public service. 

She has had a distinguished nursing career 
with 27 years of service at the George Wash
ington Medical Center. I am sure she has had 
many patients, but certainly one of the most 
memorable was the President of the United 
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States. She was primary nurse to President 
Reagan when he was so seriously wounded in 
1981. The Nation should be grateful to her for 
her steadfast care which helped him avoid 
complications from his critical wounds. 

As the head nurse In surgery and 
cardiothoracic surgery, Maria has instructed 
hundreds of nurses and surgeons who credit 
her with teaching. them to be good practition
ers. Her unit has been praised for its high 
level of satisfaction among patients and physi
cians alike. 

Ms. Blaz's colleagues admire her, and de
scribe her as a nurse who is focused on per
forming procedures correctly, while making 
certain that her patients receive compas
sionate care. 

I am proud to join her colleagues at the 
George Washington University Medical Center 
in expressing our appreciation for Ms. Blaz's 
dedicated service and to wish her a long and 
rewarding retirement. She is a credit to the 
nursing profession, and to medicine. I know 
she will continue her life's work of serving her 
community. 

A TRIBUTE TO THE NEW HAMP
SHIRE PARTICIPANTS OF THE 
ODYSSEY OF THE MIND PRO
GRAM 

HON. DICK SWETI 
OF NEW HAMPSHIRE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 30, 1991 

Mr. SWETT. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
pay tribute to the students who participated in 
this year's Odyssey of the Mind Program. I 
would also like to commend the parents, 
teachers, and other volunteers who donated 
their time and effort to help these students ob
tain such a high level of academic achieve
ment. 

The 1 million Odyssey of the Mind partici
pants, ranging in age from . kindergarten to 
graduate school, creatively solve complex 
problems using the teamwork approach. 

The Odyssey began with students compet
ing against their fellow schoolmates for the 
right to represent their institution in later State, 
regional, or provincial contests. These com
petitions culminated at the World Finals at the 
University of Tennessee. It included represent
atives from eight countries in addition to those 
from the United States. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues to join me 
in commending each and every one of the stu
dents who participated in the Odyssey of the 
Mind Program. In particular, I would like to 
laud the accomplishments of those partici
pants from my district in New Hampshire. 
They are; Chris Bassett, Alyssa Bennet, Kim 
Bush, Farah Bushashie, Abby Call, Mara 
D' Angelo, Stacey DeSorgo, Jeremy Dunn, Na
than Farrar, Jeff Frigon, Alan Frizzell, Chris
topher Graham, Erin Gumbel, Craig 
Halbmaier, Eddie Hubbard, Brian Irwin, Katie 
Irwin, Kevin Kistler, Matt LaFond, Cheryl 
Lebouf, Mike Lynn, Katie Mazza, Anne 
Mccourt, Beth Merchant, Kathy Newcomb, 
Matt Newcomb, Beth Newhall, Allison Nichols, 
Erin O'Reilly, Patrick O'Reilly, Martha Prizio, 
Joel St. Germain, Allison Schneider, Greg 
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Tullo, Andy Viopolow, Ben Waring, and Elea
nor Williams. 

Mr. Speaker, I need not remind my col
leagues that America's children are America's 
future. It is unfortunate that so many times our 
Nation focuses on the faults of our youth and 
neglects students, like these, who are partici
pating in truly worthwhile activities. A sound 
educational system must be at the top of our 
list of priorities if we are to remain the van
guard of the new world order. I encourage my 
colleagues to join me In support of educational 
programs like Odyssey of the Mind, and in 
congratulating these remarkable young Ameri
cans. 

H.R. 2938 

HON. JOSE E. SERRANO 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 30, 1991 
Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 

introduce H.R. 2938, a bill to establish a 
teacher opportunity corps to encourage and 
enable paraprofessionals who are working as 
teachers' aides or assistants in schools, to be
come certified teachers. 

The Teacher Opportunity Corps is modeled 
after the successful Federal Career Opportuni
ties Program of the 1970's, and the New York 
State Opportunity Corps. Many States have, 
or are pursuing, such intiatives to offer class
room aides the opportunity to become certified 
teachers. 

These committed individuals are working 
paraprofessionals who are frequently con
centrated in schools that serve children with 
the'greatest needs, but unfortunately, also suf
fer a shortage of full-time qualified teachers. 

Many of these paraprofessionals working in 
inner-city schools are members of minorities 
and are therefore a logical source and ideal 
choice for minority and bilingual teachers. 

Mr. Speaker, in New York City alone there 
are some 7,000 paraprofessionals, and an es
timated 6,600 to 7,800 teacher vacancies in 
the public school system. 

These paraprofessionals are experienced in
dividuals who have had some college or grad
uate school courses, know the community, 
and are better equipped to cope with some of 
the distressing problems facing urban youth 
today. 

The Teacher Opportunity Corps would en
courage institutions of higher education to pro
vide financial aid, and to offer special teacher 
education programs during after-school hours 
and summers for these individuals who work 
in targeted schools serving disadvantaged stu
dents. 

Because most of these dedicated para
professionals face the additional challenges of 
pursuing their studies, working part- or full
time and fulfilling family obligations as well, 
H.R. 2938 would also provide funds to institu
tions to defray costs for child care. 

Mr. Speaker, this act will cost $50 million 
over a 4-year period. If we do not make this 
investment in our corps of teachers today, our 
students will not be prepared to face the de
mands of tomorrow's workplace and we shalt 
have denied a generation of inner-city children 
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exposure to a host of role model teachers 
whose inspiration could very well have turned 
their lives around. 

H.R. 2938 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America tn 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. ESTABLISHMENT OF TEACHER OP· 

PORTUNITY CORPS. 
(a) AMENDMENT.-Title v of the Higher 

Education Act of 1965 is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new part: 

"PART F-TEACHER OPPORTUNITY 
CORPS 

"SEC. 1581. PURPOSE. 
"It is the purpose of this part to encourage 

1nst1tut1ons of higher education to offer edu
cational programs and financial assistance 
that would enable paraprofessionals working 
in shortage area schools serving disadvan
taged students to become certified teachers. 
"SEC. 1582. DEFINmONS. 

"For the purpose of this part--
"(1) the term "certified teacher' means an 

individual who possesses a document certify
ing that the individual has met the require
ments of a State for employment as a teach
er in the public schools of that State; 

"(2) the term 'shortage area' means an 
area the Secretary has designated as an area 
with a shortage of elementary and secondary 
school teachers, or in a designated subject 
area, under section 428(b)(4) of this Act; 

"(3) the term 'chapter 1' means chapter 1 of 
title I of the Elementary and Secondary Edu
cation Act of 1965; and 

"(4) the term 'paraprofessional' means an 
individual with, at least, a high school di
ploma or recognized equivalent who is em
ployed in a preschool or elementary or sec
ondary school under the supervision of a cer
tified teacher to assist in providing instruc
tion, which may include (but is not limited 
to) b111ngual education, special education, 
and migrant education. 
"SEC. 1583. ALLOCATION AMONG STATES. 

"From the sums appropriated for this part 
pursuant to section 502(0 for any fiscal year, 
the Secretary shall allocate to any State an 
amount which bears as nearly as possible the 
same ratio to such sums as the allocation of 
funds under chapter 1 in that State to the 
total allocation of funds under chapter 1 in 
all States receiving grants under this part, 
except that no State grant shall be less than 
$500,000 in any fiscal year. 
"SEC. 1584. AGREEMENTS. 

"Each State receiving a grant authorized 
by this part shall enter into an agreement 
with the Secretary. Each such agreement 
shall include provisions designed to ensure 
that--

"(1) the State education agency or higher 
education agency will administer the pro
gram authorized by this part in the State; 

"(2) the State education agency or higher 
education agency will use no more than 5 
percent of the grant it receives to cover ad
ministrative expenses; and 

"(3) the State education agency or higher 
education agency will keep such records and 
provide such information to the Secretary as 
may be required for fiscal audit and program 
evaluation, consistent with the responsibil
ities of the Secretai;y. 
"SEC. 1585. STATE G~ APPLICATIONS. 

"(a) AUTHORITY.-The Secretary is author
ized to make grants to the States to support 
programs at institutions of higher education 
that serve the purposes of this part. 

"(b) SUBMISSION OF APPLICATIONS.-ln 
order to receive a grant under this part, a 
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State shall submit an application at such 
time or times, in such manner, and contain
ing such information as the Secretary may 
prescribe by regulation. Such application 
shall set forth a program of activities for 
carrying out the purposes set forth in this 
part in such detail as will enable the Sec
retary to determine the degree to which such 
program wm accomplish such purposes and 
such other policies, procedures, and assur
ances as the Secretary may require by regu
lation. 
"SEC. 588. GENERAL CRITERIA FOR STATE 

GRANTS. 
"(a) GRANT REQUIREMENTS.-The following 

criteria shall apply to each State grant made 
under this part: 

"(1) The grant shall assure the involve
ment of institutions of higher education and 
schools or school districts that are located in 
shortage areas. 

"(2) The grant shall assure that all regular 
and developmental credit-bearing courses 
taken in educational programs offered under 
this part be fully creditable to a bacca
laureate program leading to teacher certifi
cation. 

"(3) The grant shall require that any para
professional who receives student financial 
assistance under this part enter into an 
agreement under which the paraprofessional 
shall-

"(A) within the 10-year period after com
pleting the postsecondary education for 
which the assistance was provided, act as a 
paraprofessional in a shortage area school 
for a period of not less than one year for 
each year for which the assistance was re
ce1 ved; 

"(B) provide to the State evidence of com
pliance with subparagraph (A); and 

"(C) repay all or part of the student finan
cial assistance received under this part, plus 
interest and reasonable collection costs (if 
applicable), in the event that the 
paraprofession fails to comply with the con
ditions of subparagraph (A), in accordance 
with the regulations prescribed by the Sec
retary under section 557 and except in the 
circumstances provided in section 558. 

"(4) The grant shall require that student 
financial assistance awarded for programs 
under this part be supplemental to other 
Federal and State assistance for which the 
student would otherwise qualify and not sup
plant such assistance. 

"(5) The grant shall establish a system for 
the evaluation of the programs conducted. 

"(b) DURATION OF GRANT.-Each grant 
under this part shall be for a term of no less 
than 5 years, subject to the ava1lab111ty of 
appropr1a tions. 

"(c) USES OF FUNDS.-Funds made avail
able under this part to any State may be 
used for-

"(1) providing student financial assistance 
to paraprofessionals to pay part or all of the 
costs of attendance (as determined under 
section 472, and including child care expenses 
as provided in paragraph (7) of such section) 
in programs of postsecondary education re
quired for teacher certification; 

"(2) supportive services for such para
professionals during participation in such 
programs; 

"(3) [other?-to be supplied].". 
(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-
(!) Section 501 of the Higher Education Act 

of 1965 ls amended-
(A) by striking "and" at the end of para

graph (5); 
(B) by striking the period at the end of 

paragraph (6) and inserting"; and"; and 
(C) by adding at the end thereof the follow

ing new paragraph: 
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"(7) to encourage . paraprofessionals work

ing in shortage area schools with disadvan
taged students to become certified teach
ers.". 

(2) Section 502 of such Act is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following new 
subsection: 

"(f) TEACHER OPPORTUNITY CORPS.-For 
part F, there are authorized to be appro
priated $50,000,000 for fiscal year 1993, and 
such sums as may be necessary for the 4 suc
ceeding fiscal years.''. 

H.R. 2507 WILL SAVE LIVES 

HON. GLENN M. ANDERSON 
OF CALIFORINA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 30, 1991 
Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Speaker, today's de

bate on H.R. 2507, the National Institutes of 
Health Revitalization Amendments of 1991, 
centers on whether or not fetal tissue can be 
used for medical research without promoting 
abortion. Both sides agree that this research 
holds revolutionary promise for curing many 
diseases, including leukemia, multiple sclero
sis, Alzheimer's, Parkinson's, and diabetes. 
Opponents of this proposal argue that fetal tis
sue research will increase abortions. Mr. 
Speaker, this debate is not about promoting 
abortion, it is about allowing NIH to conduct 
vital medical research. I rise today in support 
of H.R. 2507 because I firmly believe that the 
current ban on fetal tissue research is ground
less and is depriving our Nation from medical 
discoveries that will dramatically improve the 
lives of millions of Americans. 

In 1988, President Reagan imposed a mora
torium that prohibited the National Institutes of 
Health [NIH] from conducting fetal tissue 
transplantation research while the Human 
Fetal Tissue Transplantation Research Panel, 
which Reagan appointed, determined whether 
or not performing fetal tissue research was ac
ceptable public policy. The Panel, which was 
composed of experts with both pro-choice and 
antiabortion positions, concluded that there 
were no ethical or scientific grounds for bar
ring such research. They recommended lifting 
the moratorium as long as procedural safe
guards were taken to ensure that fetal tissue 
research was not abused. President Bush has 
ignored the Panel's recommendation, and the 
moratorium has remained intact. 

Provisions in H.R. 2507 would lift the ban 
on fetal tissue research. The bill also includes 
the procedural safeguards suggested by the 
Human Fetal Tissue Transplantation Research 
Panel. The provisions stipulate that to use 
fetal tissue for research, it must be docu
mented that the decision to have an abortion 
was separate from the decision to donate fetal 
tissue. A woman cannot place restrictions re
garding the identity of individuals who may be 
recipients of the fetal tissue, thereby prohibit-

, ing donor specific abortions to cure an ill fam
ily member or friend. Fetal tissue cannot be 
bought or sold, eliminating the profit motive for 
having an abortion. Last, to avoid a conflict of 
interest, medical personnel who perform an 
abortion are barred from involvement in the 
subsequent use of the tissue for transplants. 

The potential medical advances from fetal 
tissue research have been :.mdisputed 
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throughout this debate. Fetal tissue transplan
'tation research could possibly cure birth de
fects, Alzheimer's disease, Parkinson's dis
ease, juvenile diabetes, leukemia, and epi
lepsy. I firmly believe that medical profes
sionals should be able to use all the resources 
at their disposal to fight these diseases. Pre
venting fetal research effectively prevents the 
advancement of cures and treatments without 
changing the realities of the abortion debate. 
Abortions will occur whether or not we pass 
this legislation today, but only one vote today 
will improve our ability to help people inflicted 
with these life-threatening diseases. For this 
reason, I urge my colleagues to support H.R. 
2507. 

SAME SONG, SHORTER VERSE: UN
FAIR JAPANESE TRADE PRAC
TICES 

HON. DOUG BEREUTER 
OF NEBRASKA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 30, 1991 
Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, this Member 

has regularly taken the well to urge, cajole, 
harangue, reprimand, demand, and even 

-threaten in order to move Japanese officials to 
give United States exports the fair and reason
able treatment that the billions and billions 
worth of Japanese cars, electronics, and other 
consumer goods receive in the United States. 
It seems every time some headway is made 
toward greater fairness in one area of trade, 
unreasonable and biased Japanese officials 
subject United States products to another cre
ative barrier that hinders their export. The list 
is long: beef, citrus, rice, semiconductors, 
landing rights, lumber, zoning, and on and on 
ad nauseam. 

Today this Member would like to focus on 
duties of 90 percent that are levied on corn 
imports that are not imported by entities li
censed by the Japanese Government. Japan 
produces very little, if any, corn, and surpris
ingly, the Japanese Government does not 
even attempt to justify this duty as a means to 
protect their farmers. The purpose of the 90-
percent duty is to protect licensed Japanese 
feed mills. 

The United States Feed Grains Council esti
mates that United States corn sales to Japan 
would increase by 4 to 5 million metric tons 
[mmt] if the duty were removed. 

This Member cannot imagine the outrage of 
the Japanese if the United States Government 
would require that all imports of Japanese 
cars and electronic goods be imported through 
a Government licensed, and essentially Gov
ernment controlled, entity that could manipu
late the price and availability of Japanese 
goods in order to meet its own objectives as 
in the common Japanese practice with many 
United States agricultural commodities. The 
United States trade deficit with Japan could be 
eliminated overnight if the United States Gov
ernment decided to give Japanese goods the 
same treatment that United States beef, citrus, 
corn, and rice are given by the Japanese Gov
ernment. 

This Member is fed up with this double 
standard employed by the Japanese. The pa-
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tience of the Congress has run out with these 
continually recurring unfair trade practices. 
Japan, take note that the time is dangerously 
near when the American people will demand 
that the Congress take serious steps to further 
protect the trade interests of the United States 
against unfair Japanese practices. 

TRIBUTE TO JUDGE ANDREW 
JACKSON HIGGINS 

HON. IKE SKELTON 
OF MISSOURI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 30, 1991 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I'd like to take 
a moment to recognize a distinguished career 
in public service which has recently come to 
an end. 

Judge Andrew Jackson Higgins retired from 
the Supreme Court of Missouri last month 
after having served nearly 30 years. His ac
complishments during that time are worth not
ing, as they may serve as an example for fu
ture generations to emulate. 

Judge Higgins' service began with many 
·from his generation in defense of our country 
in World War II where he served with the 
Navy in the Pacific. On returning home to his 
native Platte City, Judge Higgins began prac
ticing law. In a period of 12 years, Higgins 
served three terms as prosecuting attorney 
and one term as mayor of his hometown. 

He moved on to become a judge of the 
sixth judicial circuit in 1960 and a commis
sioner of the Supreme Court of Missouri in 
1964. After 15 years as a commissioner, he 
received an appointment from Gov. Joseph P. 
Teasdale to the position of supreme court 
judge. Judge Higgins served in this position 
from 1979 through June of this year, and was 
the chief justice of the court from 1985 
through 1987. Judge Higgins submitted his 
resignation June 21 at the official retirement 
age of 70 years. 

Judge Higgins is a member of: the Christian 
Church (Disciples of Christ); Sigma Alpha Ep
silon and Delta Theta Phi fraternities; the Vet
erans of Foreign Wars; the Missouri Bar; and 
the American Bar Association. His other mem
berships include: the National Council of Juve
nile and Family Judges, where he was chair
man of their Appellate Judges Permanency 
Planning Training Project Advisory Committee; 
a consultant to the NCJFCJ Permanency 
Planning for Children Project; chairman of the 
Missouri Press-Bar Commission; and chair
man of the Missouri Supreme Court Task 
Force on Permanency· Planning for Abused 
and Neglected Children. 

Judge Higgins awards include a great deal 
of recognition for his work to benefit abused 
and neglected children. 

I use this statement to express my respect 
for Judge Higgins and to wish him the best in 
the days ahead. 

[From the MoBar Bulletin, June 1991] 
JUDGE HIGGINS ANNOUNCES RETIREMENT FROM 

SUPREME COURT 

Judge Andrew Jackson Higgins, whose af
filiation with the Supreme Court of Missouri 
lasted nearly 30 years, retired from the Court 
on June 21, his 70th birthday. 
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Judge Higgins' resignation came in rec

ognition of the constitutionally-required re
tirement of all judges at the age of 70 years. 

Born in Platte City, he was educated in 
that city's public schools before going on to 
receive his A.B. from Central College. He fol
lowed this with an LL.B from Washington 
University. In addition, he was the recipient 
of an honorary LL.D. from Central Meth
odist College in 1982. 

He enlisted in the United States Naval Re
serve in early 1942, and served on active duty 
with the Navy from May 1948 to July 1946, in
cluding service with the amphibious forces 
tn the Pactftc Theatre during World War II. 

Admitted to the bar in 1948, he practiced 
law in Platte City until April !, 1960. During 
that time, he served three terms as Platte 
County Prosecuting Attorney and one term 
as mayor of Platte City. 

In 1960, he was appointed as a judge of the 
Sixth Judicial Circuit, and was elected later 
that year to an unexpired term to end in 
January 1965. He resigned that post on June 
29, 1964, to accept appointment as a commis
sioner of the Supreme Court of Missouri. He 
held that position until July 3, 1979, when 
Governor Joseph P. Teasdale appointed him 
a judge of the Supreme Court. He was re
tained in office at the 1980 general election 
for a term expiring December 31, 1992. 

Judge Higgins served as chief justice of the 
state's highest court from July l, 1985 to 
June 30, 1987. 

He ts the recipient of the Distinguished 
Alumni Award from Central Methodist Col
lege, and was elected to that institution's 
Board of Curators in 1977. He also served for 
four years as the national president of its 
alumni association. 

In addition, Judge Higgins ts a member of: 
the Christian Church (Disciples of Christ); 
Sigma Alpha Epsilon and Delta Theta Phi 
fraternities; the Veterans of Foreign Wars; 
The Missouri Bar; and the American Bar As
sociation. He also served as a member of the 
National Council of Juvenile and Family 
Court Judges; as chairman of that organiza
tion's Appellate Judges Permanency Plan
ning Training Project Advisory Committee; 
a consultant to the NCJFCJ Permanency 
Planning for Children Project; chairman of 
the Missouri Press-Bar Commission; and 
chairman of the Missouri Supreme Court 
Task Force on Permanency Planning for 
Abused and Neglected Children. 

Judge Higgins' work on behalf of abused 
and neglected children has earned him many 
other awards and recognition from various 
child advocacy groups. 

He and his wife, the former Laura Jo-an 
Brown of St. Louis, have two daughters. 

FORUM ON THE UNITED STATES
MEXICO FTA, DISCOURAGED AND 
DELAYED 

HON. DONALD J, PEASE 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 30, 1991 

Mr. PEASE. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
bring to the attention of the Congress recent 
efforts to organize a forum in Mexico City on 
the subject of the United States-Mexico Free
Trade Agreement [FTA]. The forum is de
signed to provide Mexican political, labor, en
vironmental, and business leaders with their 
first opportunity to express their views on the 
FTA and to engage in a dialog with the Amer-
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ican legislators who will assess and vote on 
the agreement in the United States. This 
meeting has been delayed three times, alleg
edly because of efforts by Mexican and United 
States officials to scuttle it. 

Initially, the House Foreign Affairs Sub
committees on Western Hemisphere Affairs 
and International Economic and Trade Policy 
were to sponsor this forum. However, after 
much haggling over the scheduled date and 
consistent pressure from tha United States 
Embassy in Mexico as well as from officials. in 
the Mexican Government, Congressman GeJd
enson finally gave up in frustration. The date 
was changed a number of times and finally 
the weekend of Mexican Independence Day 
was selected: It seems that Mexico City es
sentially shuts down during this holiday. 

Regardless of how Members of Congress 
feel individually about the United States-Mex
ico FT A, we should be able to agree that open 
and comprehensive discussion of this pact in 
both the United States and Mexico is abso
lutely requisite. After all, the Salinas govern
ment, like the Bush administration, needs to 
know what its people think of this historic 
trade initiative. The Mexico City forum to 
which I refer here would provide just such a 
frank examination of the proposed agreement. 

So, why, we must ask, have our own Em
bassy and the Mexican Government dem
onstrated such dogged resistance to this 
event? We are left only to speculate as to 
whether the Bush and Salinas administrations 
have something to hide when it comes to the 
terms of the FT A. 

THE lOOTH ANNIVERSARY OF 
MANVILLE FIRE DEPARTMENT 

HON. RONALD K. MACHTLEY 
OF RHODE ISLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 30, 1991 
Mr. MACHTLEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 

to join the Manville Fire Department in cele
brating their 100th anniversary. 

For 100 years the village of Manville has 
been fortunate enough to have a volunteer fire 
department. 

In 1891, a major fire on Winter and Church 
Streets convinced the village that there was a 
need for a full firefighting force. Former fire 
chief Henri E. Fortier's memoirs offered details 
of the St. James Church fire of 1919, the hur
ricane of 1938, and the 1955 fire. 

The heroics of the men and women who of
fered their time to volunteer deserve to be ac
knowledged. A church service begins the 100-
year celebration on June 9. A small parade 
will follow from the church to St. James Ceme
tery, proceeding to the Manville Sportsmen's 
Club. 

The celebration for the Manville residents 
will continue with a field day weekend from 
August 1 O through August 12, including soft
ball games, craft fair, flea market, food, and 
much more. 

This celebration is to let the community 
know that they are an all-volunteer fire depart· 
ment which needs the public's full-time sup
port and appreciation, not only when there is 
an emergency. These volunteers do not see 
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this as a job, but a commitment to the well
being of the citizens of Manville. 

It is with great pleasure that I salute the 
Manville Fire Department, its former fire
fighters, and the entire village of Manville. I 
extend my best wishes to the volunteers for 
many successful years to ~ome. 

CONGRATULATIONS 
CAHOKIA HIGH 
PROGRAM 

TO 
SCHOOL 

HON. GLENN POSHARD 
OF ILLINOIS 

THE 
ART 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 30, 1991 

Mr. POSHARD. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
call attention to the outstanding work being 
done in the classrooms of Cahokia High 
School. 

I am particularly proud of the recent accom
plishments of the art department, under the di· 
rection of Robert McGuire. For the past 2 
years students from this program have won 
first place in the Congressional Arts Causus 
competition in my southern Illinois district. The 
annual contest involves hundreds of students 
from schools large and small all across my 
district, and Cahokia is proving itself a creative 
force to be reckoned with. 

In 1990, a young man named Jimmy Elmore 
won the competition, and this year the grand 
prize was captured by Jeff Valdejo. Both of 
these Cahokia High School students ex
pressed their view of the world in a distinct 
way which caught the eye of the judges. They 
possess particular gifts to see things others 
may not, or in a way no one else does, and 
are then able to translate that vision into 
something tangible. That kind of imagination is 
a priceless quality we should encourage our 
youth to display. 

And I'm pleased to note there is an instruc
tor doing just that. Robert McGuire lets his 
students express themselves, choosing the 
medium in which they desire to work, then 
helps them unearth and polish the gem of an 
idea they are trying to express. Art is not 
easy, for those of us who struggle to draw a 
straight line it seems impossible, but Robert is 
just as dedicated to his students who see art 
as a puzzle as he is to those who show great 
natural ability. He understands there is artistic 
light in each of us and does his best to make 
it come alive. 

In this modern world, where machines think 
for us and foreign lands are a satellite dish 
away, we need more of what Cahokia High 
School is doing. We must have an outlet for 
expressing our inner feelings, hopes, dreams, 
and honest views of the world around us. I am 
proud to see this goal being fostered at a 
school in my district, and wish the students, 
faculty, and administration continued success 
in their efforts to keep us thinking about the 
world in which we live. 
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A TRIBUTE TO HUBERT H. 

HUMPHREY 

HON. WIWAM 0. LIPINSKI 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 30, 1991 

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
join the Minnesota delegation in a belated trib· 
ute to Hubert H. Humphrey on the 80th anni
versary of his birth. To commemorate his serv
ice to the Nation as mayor of Minneapolis, 
U.S. Senator, and Vice President under Lyn
don B. Johnson, the Postal Service issued a 
stamp with his portrait on June 3, 1 ~91, as 
part of its Great American series. 

I have long admired the strength of Hubert 
Humphrey's convictions, particularly in the 
face of constituent pressures. One outstanding 
example came at the 1948 Democratic Na
tional Convention in Philadelphia where he 
urged the adoption of a strong civil rights 
plank in the party's platform. Such a stand 
would have alienated many southern Demo
crats and might have caused an irreconcilable 
split in the party. Not only was his own politi
cal future on the line, but also President Harry 
Truman's chance for re-election. Truman's 
subsequent victory not only vindicated Hubert 
Humphrey but paved the way for his many fu· 
ture triumphs. 

Humphrey's later career in the Senate and 
the Vice Presidency was marked by similar 
feats of political courage. He once remarked 
that "the people of America want imagination 
and determination and commitment. They 
want action." In his first 15 years in the Sen
ate, Humphrey was one of its most active 
members, having introduced over a thousand 
bills and resolutions. He championed a wide 
variety of social welfare, civil rights, tax re
form, and prolabor legislation. The first bill he 
introduced was a plan to establish a medical 
care program for the elderly, which was finally 
enacted as Medicare in 1965. In foreign af
fairs, he was a leading adovcate of disar
mament and the distribution of surplus food to 
poverty-stricken nations. 

But Humphrey's greatest work is not tied to 
a single piece of legislation or a particular 
view he held on a controversial issue. Rather, 
his fame rests on his unique ability to look at 
the American condition in its entirety. Not only 
was he able to observe with an impartial eye 
our past achievements, but he could also see 
what we had left to accomplish in terms of our 
rights guaranteed by the Constitution of the 
United States. He once wrote that America 
"will be remembered; not for the power of our 
weapons, but for the power of our compas
sion, our dedication to human welfare." In re
membering Senator Humphrey on what would 
have been his 80th birthday, let us be inspired 
by his courage and wisdom. 



20626 
NATIONAL PROPANE SAFETY 

WEEK 

HON. WILLIAM F. CLINGER, JR. 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 30, 1991 
Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to 

take this opportunity to bring to the attention of 
my colleagues the fact that for over 70 years, 
the propane gas industry has been making 
significant contributions to American life with 
remarkable degrees of dependability, effi
ciency, and above all, safety. 

To highlight the industry's sincere concern 
with safety, the National Propane Gas Asso
ciation will be sponsoring National Propane 
Safety Week from August 26-30, 1991. The 
Safety Awareness Week will include safety 
demonstrations and antitampering messages, 
as well as helpful tips on winterizing propane 
gas grills, how to prepare for the winter heat
ing season, what to do if a homeowner smells 
gas, and how to handle a pilot light that won't 
light. 

All across the country, manufacturers, sup
pliers, and distributors regularly help in edu
cating the over 60 million consumers of pro
pane on the safe use of the gas which they 
use to heat their homes and barns, dry their 
crops, and fuel their vehicles and machinery. 
National Propane Safety Week will play an im
portant role in reinforcing the safety education 
of those who already have access to this perti
nent information, as well as in making it avail
able to those who do not. 

A home safety audit called the Gas Check 
Program is another initiative strongly rec
ommended by the Gas Association throughout 
the Safety Awareness Week. This program 
stresses consumer education, and after a thor
ough examination of a homeowner's gas sys
tem by a service technician, offers advice on 
safe and efficient methods of operation of pro
pane appliances. This kind of attention to the 
safety needs of consumers should not go un
recognized or unappreciated. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to stress my sup
port for all of the propane dealers in my dis
trict who put safety first, and I encourage my 
colleagues to do the same. I would also like 
to personally commend the National Propane 
Gas Association and its constituent dealers on 
their efforts to promote public awareness 
about propane safety issues through their 
sponsorship of and participation in National 
Propane Safety Week. 

RELIEF FROM IRS RULING FOR 
FEDERAL EMPLOYEES 

HON. RICHARD T. SCHUIZE 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 30, 1991 

Mr. SCHULZE. Mr. Speaker, today I am in
troducing a bill to provide relief from an IRS 
ruling which discriminates against a group of 
Federal employees. This bill will ensure that 
tax treatment, which was afforded to certain 
Federal employees stationed overseas during 
tax years 1986 and 1987, will be extended 
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retroactively to a group of Federal employees, 
also living overseas at that time, who were 
presumably forgotten by the Congress in the 
Tax Reform Act of 1986. 

This bill, which was introduced last year as 
H.R. 5485 by my good friend Bill Frenzel, 
would provide transitional relief for approxi
mately 75 Federal employees who took a de
duction for mortgage interest and real estate 
taxes for tax years 1986 and 1987. It would 
also allow those who paid the tax for those 
years to file for a refund based on the new 
rule. This measure would invalidate all closing 
agreements reached with the IRS-On audit
regarding this question. Any interest and pen
alties paid or incurred would be relieved. 

Why is this legislation necessary to address 
the grievances of a few Federal employees? 
Fairness, plain and simple. The IRS effectively 
penalized this group of Federal employees be
cause Congress inadvertently overlooked 
them in the 1986 Tax Reform Act. It is our re
sponsibility to ensure fair treatment is given. 
And we can do that most effectively by ensur
ing this group is afforded the same tax treat
ment, retroactively, that their colleagues re
ceived who served abroad with them during 
the time in question. 

As background, until 1983, Federal employ
ees on assignment outside the United States 
who received housing allowances and pur
chased residences, were allowed to deduct 
mortgage interest and real estate taxes asso
ciated with these mortgages. These employ
ees were from a number of agencies, includ
ing the Departments of State, Commerce, 
Treasury-Customs and IRS-Justice-Immi
gration and Naturalization Service-Transpor
tation-Federal Aviation Administration-and 
Agriculture-Fish and Wildlife Service. 

In 1983, the IRS revoked its longstanding 
position on the tax-free parsonage allowance. 
In Revenue Rule 83-3, it held that section 
265(a)(1} precluded not only deductions in
curred in the production of income, but also 
where the exempt income was earmarked for 
a specific purpose and otherwise deductible 
expenses were incurred in carrying out that 
purpose. The IRS had previously held that 
section 265(a)(1} did not preclude Federal em
ployees overseas from taking the deduction in 
question, presumably because section 
265(a)(1} was intended to deny deductions in
curred in the production of income. 

The controversy and confusion occasioned 
by this reversal resulted in the IRS announc
ing that its new position would be applied pro
spectively beginning January 1, 1985, with re
spect to ministers and would be applied with 
respect to members of the uniformed services 
beginning January 1, 1987. The IRS did not 
provide any guidance for other Federal em
ployees. 

Finally, in the Tax Reform Act of 1986, Con
gress codified IRS policy on section 265. Con
gress added a provision, however, that in ef
fect allowed ministers and members of the 
uniformed services, as well as employees of 

·the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Admin-
istration [NOA] and the Public Health Services 
[PHS], to still deduct the mortgage interest 
and real estate taxes on their residences. 

In reviewing this course of events with my 
colleagues, no one has intimated that they in
tended to exclude Foreign Service or Customs 
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employees, for example, from this provision. 
The fact is, those employees not included 
were merely overlooked when the legislation 
was drafted. 

In reviewing the circumstances of these 
Federal employees, it is important to note that 
they relied upon existing practice and on the 
guidance provided in the Housing Handbook 
issued by American Embassies in the coun
tries where they were assigned. In fact, the 
I RS representative assigned to the United 
States Embassy in Canada took the deduc
tions himself and advised the employees ac
cordingly. If there was confusion between the 
I RS and its representative in Canada on the 
rule, it stands to reason that those soliciting 
the representative's advice and relying on the 
Housing Handbook, which he had approved, 
should not be penalized. 

It was not until August 12, 1987, that the 
IRS representative in Ottawa even requested 
guidance froni the International Chief Counsel 
at IRS on this issue. Finally, on October 5, 
1987, the International Associate Chief Coun
sel responded in a memo that deductions 
were precluded for these employees. It was 
not until March 4, 1988, after the close of the 
1987 tax year, that the IRS representative in 
Ottawa provided a copy of this memo to the 
Embassy staff director, who, in turn, circulated 
it immediately. 

On the question of fairness, I would like to 
add for the record that when Congress codi
fied the IRS 1983 ruling, there was no policy 
rationale for the discriminatory treatment in the 
language. The ruling allowed NOA and PHS 
employees favorable treatment but denied it to 
Customs, Foreign Service Officers and others. 
Historically, all these employees had enjoyed 
the same treatment. It appears that Congress 
was careless in its exclusion of some Federal 
employees from this ruling. 

Ironically, if one of the affected employees 
had taken a home equity loan on a house 
owned in the United States and had used the 
proceeds to purchase a second home over
seas, he would have been able to deduct the 
entire amount of interest. While it can be ar
gued that the entire rule should be changed 
for equity and policy reasons, we seek only 
transitional relief through this bill. 

These circumstances demand an equitable 
resolution and I believe this bill offers one. I 
urge my colleagues to cosponsor this meas
ure. 

HR 3087, THE U.S. ESTATE TAX
ATION OF NONRESIDENT ALIEN 
STAFF OF THE WORLD BANK 
AND OTHER INTERNATIONAL OR
GANIZATIONS 

HON. SAM GIBBONS 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 30, 1991 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, the U.S. Inter
nal Revenue Code imposes estate taxation on 
the worldwide assets of U.S. citizens and per
sons "residenf' (domiciled} in the United 
States, whether they hold a permanent resi
dent visa or some other visa. It also imposes 
estate taxation on the U.S. assets (U.S. realty, 
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tangible personalty located in the United 
States, debt and equity investments in U.S. 
companies, but not life insurance payments, 
international organization pensions, and most 
bank accounts) of nonresidents who are not 
citizens. 

The Technical and Miscellaneous Revenue 
Act of 1988 [T AMRA]-enacted November 
1988-now severely and unduly burdens cer
tain international organization staff and the or
ganizations themselves. About 80 percent of 
the Bank's staff are not U.S. citizens. 

The Bank is required by the charter its 
member governments have agreed to, to re
cruit staff "on as wide a geographical basis as 
possible," subject to quality criteria, to assure 
that the Bank maintains a staff with broad ex
perience and perspective essential to the 
Bank's mission. The staff of the Bank who are 
neither U.S. citizens nor permanent resident 
aliens are brought to the United States to pur
sue the Bank's international purposes. Non
U .S. staff members who are brought to the 
United States for Bank employment will some
times be considered resident (domiciled) here 
for U.S. estate tax purposes, even though 
U.S. immigration law generally does not permit 
survivors to remain in the United States after 
the death of the staff member. Because the 
existence of U.S. domicile cannot be deter
mined with certainty before death, planning 
cannot adequately take account of this crucial 
factor. The burden of U.S. estate taxation will 
definitely deter able persons from joining and 
remaining a part of the Bank's staff. 

SPECIFIC PROBLEMS 

The problems created, inter alia, by TAMRA 
are: 

First, the disallowance of the estate tax mar
ital deduction for estates of resident decedents 
where the surviving spouse is not a U.S. citi
zen; 

Second, the inclusion of the full value of 
jointly held property in the decedent's estate 
where the surviving spouse is not a U.S. citi
zen (unless the estate proves the spouse's 
money was used to purchase the property); 
and 

Third, the application of the tax rates appli
cable to U.S. citizens and residents to non
residents, while retaining the $13,000 unified 
credit (offsets tax on $60,000) at the pre
TAMRA level. 

The principal source of survivors' financial 
support in most cases will be the spouse's 
pension paid by the Bank which, where the 
marital deduction is not available, will be cur
rently taxed at its full actuarial value. Heavy 
taxes, Immediately payable, are generated by 
this noncash, nontransferable asset valued at 
a high notional value. Further, where the use 
of the surviving spouse's money cannot be 
shown, the full appreciated net value of family 
residence, also a noncash asset, will likewise 
be taxed. For nonresidents (where a credit off
setting only $60,000 is allowed, as compared 
to a credit offsetting $600,000 for U.S. citizens 
and "residents"), these rates begin at 26 per
cent and may go up to 55 percent (the pre
T AMRA rates began at 6 percent going up to 
30 percent). For "residents" and U.S. citizens, 
rates begin at 37 percent going up to 55 per
cent. 

Estate tax legislation enacted since TAMRA 
has not remedied or materially improved the 
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situation. Qualified domestic trusts [QDT's], 
which provide a vehicle for deferring estate 
taxes where the spouse is not a U.S. citizen, 
are most useful for large estates having ample 
liquid assets. They are cumbersome and ex
pensive for the typical estate of a Bank staff 
member, where the principal assets are il
liquid, that is, the family residence and the 
pension. Deferred estate taxes may be for
given where the surviving spouse becomes a 
U.S. citizen, but realistically, many surviving 
spouses of expatriate Bank staff will have no 
opportunity to become U.S. citizens. More
over, to condition fair treatment of a spouse 
present in the United States by reason of the 
decedent's Bank employment on a change of 
citizenship would be gravely inimical to the 
international character of the organization. 

The special treatment given jointly held 
property paid for between 1982 and 1988 also 
does not materially improve matters. It com
plicates the law, and since it presumes that 
100 percent of the property is taxable absent 
proof that the survivor paid for it, and it places 
an unrealistic premium on recordkeeping for 
the ordinary household. 

ACTION PROPOSED 

The Bank proposes that the extra burdens 
imposed by TAMRA be removed by returning 
to pre-TAMRA provisions. The attached bill 
would restore the principal elements of the 
pre-TAMRA estate tax to non-U.S. staff whose 
presence in the United States rests on their 
status as international organization employ
ees. The changes would apply to full-time 
Bank and other international organization em
ployees who are neither U.S. citizens nor 
holders of permanent resident alien status. 
The proposal is intended to apply to the estate 
of every such decedent who held a G-4-
international organization employee-visa on 
the date of death, whether or not the decedent 
was actually physically present in the United 
States when he died. The proposal would: 

First, restore the marital deduction for such 
decedents who are resident-domiciled-in 
the United States regardless of the spouse's 
citizenship; 

Second, restore the rule that 50 percent of 
jointly held property is includable in the dece
dent's estate, regardless of the spouse's citi
zenship and the source of payment for the 
property; and 

Third, restore the pre-TAMRA estate tax 
rates applied to employees who are non
resident noncitizens. 

LABOR LAW REFORM-WORKPLACE 
HEALTH AND SAFETY: TIME FOR 
A NEW FOCUS 

HON. STEVE GUNDERSON 
OF WISCONSIN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 30, 1991 
Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Speaker, in my on

going effort to make the case for the need to 
reform the Nation's labor laws, I want to focus 
attention today on the Nation's health and 
safety laws. 

Today, these laws are less effective than 
they should be in protecting workers from job
site hazards. They also require too many bu-
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reaucratic burdens of America's small busi
nesses and industries. Like many of the Na
tion's other major labor laws, the major health 
and safety laws have their roots in the early 
part of the century. 

The first Federal law regulating worker 
health and safety was enacted in 191 O to pro
tect miners. The law was built upon. in the 
1952 Federal Coal Mine Safety Act, which in
creased the authority of mine inspectors to en
force steps designed to prevent major disas
ters. In 1969, the law was substantially ex
panded through the Federal Coal Mine Health 
and Safety Act to establish minimum health 
and safety standards for miners. 

In 1977, the original act was expanded 
through enactment of the Federal Mine Safety 
and Health Act [MSHA], increasing all mining 
safety and health standards while establishing 
mandatory inspection schedules. 

For health and safety protections outside 
the mining industry, the Walsh-Healy Act and 
McNamara-O'Hara Act were enacted in 1935 
to establish the first Federal standards. 

The acts were amended in 1970 with enact
ment of the Occupational Safety and Health 
Act [OSHA]. The intent of this comprehensive 
legislation was to create a balanced process 
of enforcement of safety and health laws on 
the one hand and education and consultation 
in complying with the law on the other. The 
act was also intended to bring greater coher
ence to the growth of other State and Federal 
laws and regulations regarding worker health 
and safety. 

IMPEDIMENTS TO COMPETITIVENESS 

Problems with the Nation's health and safe
ty laws are due, in part, by the fact that they 
were enacted as a result of individual acci
dents or events, in the case of MSHA, or in 
response to the politics of the moment, in the 
case of OSHA. Problems also exist due to the 
growing overlap of Federal, State, and local 
laws guiding workplace health and safety. 

FOCUS ON ENFORCEMENT AND PENALTIES OVER 
EDUCATION 

OSHA suffers from a perceived imbalance 
in its mixed mission of . part enforcement, part 
education and consultation. The emphasis 
under OSHA has clearly shifted to enforce
ment and to issuing numerous detailed regula
tions, while congressional focus is limited to 
increasing OSHA penalties and adding inspec
tors. Far less focus is maintained on promot
ing compliance through education and con
sultation. 

Recent changes to OSHA and MSHA, such 
as the increase in maximum penalties put into 
law in 1990, appear motivated as much by 
Federal budgetary concerns as by broader in
terest in reforming worker safety laws. Simi
larly, proving compliance with OSHA stand
ards has become increasingly burdensome on 
employers, without improving compliance. The 
trend appears to be to improve compliance 
with safety standards through increased atten
tion to penalties and filing requirements under 
OSHA and MSHA, rather than through other 
means. 

Because OSHA enforcement resources are 
limited to roughly 1,000 inspectors, regular in
spections of 3.6 million worksites nationwide 
will likely never occur. Therefore, greater em
phasis must be given to education and con
sultation, the other ·half of the OSHA mission. 
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Reduced paperwork and improved cooperation 
with the Occupational Safety and Health Ad
ministration would improve employer coopera
tion in meeting workplace safety standards. 

DUPLICATION OF OSHA REGULATIONS 

An overlap of other Federal and State 
laws-primarily those administered by the En
vironmental Protection Agency-duplicate 
OSHA regulations. And because OSHA was 
given the enormous task of regulating working 
conditions in a wide range of Industries-as 
opposed to MSHA, which is more narrowly fo
cused-it has suffered from an ineffective sys
tem of targeting resources. 

Other problems exist with the Nation's 
health and safety laws. In order to review such 
problems in the context of restoring America's 
competitiveness and improving the working 
conditions of the Nation's laborers, a biparti
san commission should be established. 

Congress has been ineffective In addressing 
the decline of America's competitiveness 
where it is related to labor laws. As the Na
tion's workplaces become more advanced, the 
health and safety laws which govern those 
workplaces must keep pace. Establishment of 
a commission dedicated to advancing the col
lective interests of workers and businesses is 
the best approach to update the laws. 

DISTRESSING SITUATION IN 
CYPRUS 

HON. JIU. L. LONG 
OF INDIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 30, 1991 
Ms. LONG. Mr. Speaker, on July 22, as a 

part of his tour of Greece and Turkey, Presi
dent Bush attempted to address the distress
ing situation in Cyprus. The situation in Cyprus 
is one about which we all should be keenly 
aware and seriously concerned. The President 
declared that he wanted to help resolve the 
wide divisions there as soon as possible. I 
commend the President for his statement. 

The persisting division of Cyprus is a situa
tion that the world has tolerated for far too 
long. Divided since 1974, Cyprus continues to 
suffer from ethnic divisions that result in inter
nal tensions and the denial of civil freedoms 
that should be taken for granted. The events 
of 1974 led to the violent separation of one is
land into, in effect, two nations. 

This division should concern us immensely. 
First, the instability of Cyprus has severely dis
rupted the lives of nearly all Cypriots and, over 
time, has caused a massive dislocation of the 
native population. This unrest has resulted in 
human hardships that the people of Cyprus 
cannot tolerate and compassionate nations 
cannot Ignore. Restrictions on the right to trav
el, and to associate, and the censure of dem
onstrations for civil liberties are but a few of 
the many reasons the separate communities 
must be rejoined. 

Second, the problems in Cyprus affect rela
tions between Greece and Turkey, two of our 
NATO allies. While the events of Eastern Eu
rope are truly encouraging, It Is still In our best 
interest that our NATO partners remain on 
good terms with one another. The historical 
animosity between these two great nations 
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can only be exacerbated by the conflict in Cy
prus, and their relations can only stand to be 
improved by a Cyprus solution. Moreover, the 
situation in Cyprus has long complicated our 
dealings with leaders in Athens and Ankara, 
and the resolution of hostilities in Cyprus could 
only improve our standing with our allies. 

Third, the maintenance of a U.N. peace
keeping force in Cyprus is a financial burden 
that our Nation helps shoulder. Ever since 
hostilities broke out in 1964, the United Na
tions has maintained a large peacekeeping 
force of several thousand people and, without 
a substantial breakthrough in Greek Cypriot
Turkish Cypriot relations, they are likely to re
main there. These forces are costly to main
tain, so much so that one country, Sweden, 
has withdrawn most of their troops because of 
financial constraints. The lack of resolution of 
the Cyprus problem and the nonimplementa
tion of U.N. resolutions in Cyprus undermine 

. the peacekeeping and peacemaking force of 
the United Nations. 

Unfortunately, while there have been many 
efforts to make Cyprus whole again, the suc
cesses have been too few. Although negotia
tions are currently at an impasse, the United 
States should actively encourage the removal 
of the barriers that currently impede the nego
tiating process. By supplementing the U.N. ef
forts, we can communicate our dismay and 
concern that these divisions still exist, and 
stress the need for both sides to take conclu
sive steps toward reuniting their divided coun
try. On numerous occasions, President Bush 
has stated that current conditions in Cyprus 
are unacceptable. We should reconfirm our 
support and commitment to a peaceful, unified 
Cyprus. Negotiations are the catalyst for re
lieving tensions. We should support such 
thoughtful measures to foster a meaningful di
alog between the two groups, on all levels, 
and encourage ties that could result in peace
ful interaction. With the opportunity to work 
peaceably together, without the threat of exter
nal military intervention, the citizens of Cyprus 
can be united. 

The situation in Cyprus is one that has gone 
on long enough. I urge my colleagues to work 
with the administration to do all that we can do 
to foster improved relations within Cyprus and 
encourage meaningful and conclusive negotia
tions. 

DR. ROGER REVELLE WILL BE 
MISSED 

HON. RANDY "DUKE" CUNNINGHAM 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 30, 1991 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to pay tribute to one of America's great
est scientists, Roger Revelle. Dr. Revelle 
passed away on July 15, 1991, and will be 
sorely missed by many. He leaves behind a 
legacy of scientific and community achieve
ment. 

Roger Revelle began his career as an 
oceanographer at the Scripps Institute in La 
Jolla, CA. While there, he conducted research 
that laid the groundwork for later studies of 
global warming and plate tectonics. "In a real 
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sense, I am sort of the granddaddy of the 
greenhouse effect," Revelle said last year. 
Revelle served as the director of Scripps Insti
tute from 1951 to 1964. 

It was Roger Revelle that decided that a 
university was needed in San Diego, and set 
out to establish UCSD. After his dream be
came a reality, he served as the first dean of 
science and engineering for the campus, and 
later served as dean of research. In 1965, the 
board of regents named the first of UCSD's 
colleges for Revelle. 

From 1961 to 1963, Revelle took a leave of 
absence from UCSD, to serve as science ad
viser to then Secretary of Interior, Stewart 
Udall. 

In 1964, Revelle served as the founding di
rector of Harvard University's Center for Popu
lation and Development Studies, concentrating 
on organizing an international response to 
starvation and overpopulation. 

In 1987, Revelle was elected to the National 
Academy of Science, serving on its council 
from 1961 to 1964 and again from 1974 to 
1977. He was awarded the academy's Agas
siz Medal for outstanding achievement in 
oceanography in 1963. Revelle was awarded 
the order of Sotata-1-lmtiaz in 1964 by the 
President of Pakistan for conspicuously distin
guished work in science. And in 1990, he re
ceived the National medal of Science from 
President Bush. 

Besides his love of education, Roger 
Revelle was active in the San Diego commu
nity. He served as chairman of the La Jolla 
Town Council; was on the board of the Thea
ter Arts Foundation of San Diego County, the 
advisory board of the Musical Arts Society and 
the board of Scripps Clinic and Research 
Foundation; and he was a trustee of the 
Woods Hole Oceanographic Institution in Mas
sachusetts and the International Foundation 
for Science. 

With the passing of Roger Revelle, the 
world has lost one of its greatest scientists, 
and San Diego has lost a great friend. 

SOLDIER VISITS PEN PALS 

HON. GEORGE (BUDDY) DARDEN 
OF GEORGIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 30, 1991 
Mr. DARDEN. Mr. Speaker, the support of 

the American people was an integral part of 
our Nation's success in Operation Desert 
Storm. Concerned citizens, friends and family 
members of those serving in the Persian Gulf 
sent care packages and millions of postcards 
and letters to their loved ones. Many devel
oped special friendships through this cor
respondence. Some even fell in love. Regard
less of the outcome, the men and women who 
served in Saudi Arabia have repeatedly ex
pressed their appreciation for the outpouring 
of care and concern for them during this trying 
time. 

One such soldier, Maj. Doug Pettit of the 
Marine Corps Reserve was so greatful for his 
pen pals during Operation Desert Storm that 
he recently made a special effort to meet them 
in person. After seeing his name and address 
on a news broadcast this past November, Inez 
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Davis, 75, and her next door neighbor and 
good friend, Ruth Dobbs, 53, began cor
responding with Major Pettit from their home
town of Saltillo, MS. Mrs. Davis' son, John 0. 
Davis of Austell, GA, told me of this wonderful 
story that I am pleased to share with my dis
tinguished colleagues today. 

After exchanging letters for several months, 
Major Pettit phoned Mrs. Davis and Mrs. 
Dobbs to say he would like to meet his "Mis
sissippi girlfriends." The 18-year Marine Corps 
veteran is a native of San Diego, CA, and is 
now working the west coast as a commercial 
sales representative for Fitness Systems. He 
was to be in the area to attend the 98th birth
day celebration of his grandfather. Other Mis
sissippi relatives will bring him back to the 
State every 2 years for family reunions. 

Major Pettit arrived in full military dress, 
clutching a thick picture album. After a warm 
welcome from Mrs. Davis, Mrs. Dobbs and 
other members of the community, he was 
treated to a traditional Southern meal-fried 
chicken and biscuits. 

Major Pettit spent a 3-hour visit with his new 
friends. During that time, he shared with them 
photographs of his tour in Saudi Arabia. Three 
pages were left blank, to be filled with images 
of his new Saltillo family. 

Mr. Speaker, it is stories such as this that 
make us proud of the American people. Mrs. 
Davis and Mrs. Dobbs helped to make Major 
Pettit's tour of duty in the Persian Gulf a little 
brighter. And, each made a new friend in the 
process. Now, that's a happy ending. 

IN FAVOR OF NOTCH LEGISLATION 

HON. Biil RICHARDSON 
OF NEW MEXICO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 30, 1991 
Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, the time 

has come to finally correct a great inequity 
that has been neglected for far too long. In 
1977, due to an adjustment in benefit rates, 
people born between 1917 and 1926 were in
advertently allocated less Social Security than 
those born before and after them. Congress 
has recognized this problem for 14 years. 
Many of us on both sides of the aisle have ad
vocated solutions to end this injustice and 
every year the bottom line is that Congress is 
unwilling to spend the money necessary to 
correct a mistake that millions of Americans 
have been paying for for years. After all the 
years that older Americans worked to make 
this country strong and prosperous, we owe it 
to them to do all we can to see that they are 
fairly compensated in their retirement. 

Over the years I have received hundreds of 
calls and letters from New Mexicans asking 
me to help them restore benefits that are un
justly denied them. I am tired of explaining to 
them that Congress is unwilling to do anything 
to correct this situation. We all have a respon
sibility to our constituents who are affected by 
this problem to find an equitable solution. I be
lieve that Congressman ROYBAL's blll, H.R. 
917, offers us the opportunity to adequately 
compensate victims of the Notch Inequity with
out crippling the Social Security System. 

We cannot continue to discriminate against 
Americans born between 1917 and 1926. We 
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don't tolerate discrimination on the basis of 
race, religion, or gender; why should we allow 
it on the basis of birth date? We cannot con
tinue to delay action on this matter any longer. 
It is time to stop making excuses and finally 
deal with this issue. I urge my colleagues to 
join with me in support of H.R. 917. Don't let 
another year go by without a solution to the 
Notch problem. 

LEGISLATION TO CONDITION ARMS 
SALES TO SAUDI ARABIA 

HON. JAM~ A. TRAF1CANT, JR. 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 30, 1991 
Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, The Bush 

administration proposed today the sale of 
high-technology bombs and missiles worth 
$365 million to Saudi Arabia. This announce
ment comes a couple months after President 
Bush called for restrictions on arms sales to 
the Middle East and a couple weeks after 
Congress passed legislation to place a mora
torium on arms sales to the region. 

In my opinion, the American people have 
done enough for Saudi Arabia. We fought a 
war to protect their assets and payed a high 
price for the help we gave them monetarily 
and through the loss of American lives. Yet, 
despite our generosity, Saudi governmental 
agencies and Saudi royal princes have ripped 
off enough American companies to pay for the 
war a couple times over and have left no re
course to those companies to negotiate or ar
bitrate settlements over disputes. 

Saudi business practices are a travesty. Be
fore we do one more thing for Saudi Arabia, 
Saudi Arabia should be forced to develop 
commercial laws and regulations that cor
respond more closely to recognized inter
national laws. Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I intro
duced legislation today to condition arms sales 
to Saudi Arabia on Saudi Arabia's willingness 
to negotiate a commercial treaty with the Unit
ed States that would protect American firms 
and people doing business with any Saudi 
governmental agency or any member of the 
Saudi royal family. 

The United States and Saudi Arabia are 
major trading partners with two-way trade val
ued at over $14 billion in 1990. During the 
past 15 years, Saudi Arabia has made great 
strides in economic and infrastructure develop
ment and has become the world's largest oil 
exporting nation. 

At the same time, American firms have a 
long history of involvement in Saudi Arabia. 
They participated in the development of Saudi 
Arabia's oil and petrochemical sectors, helped 
build the military and civilian infrastructure and 
have entered into joint ventures with public 
and private Saudi entities to foster the indus
trial development of the country. 

Unfortunately, a number of American firms 
have been unable to collect payment for work 
performed in Saudi Arabia and have asked 
their representatives in Congress for assist
ance. The firms believe that the legal environ
ment in Saudi Arabia puts a foreign firm at a 
great disadvantage in resolving payment or 
contract disputes. 
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Although Saudi Arabia is the 19th largest 

export market for American products and 
ranks eleventh as a supplier to the United 
States, there are no treaties or agreements 
between the countries governing such matters 
as enforcement of contracts, court awards and 
the use of international arbitration. 

The lack of these internationally accepted 
practices in Saudi Arabia have caused Amer
ican firms to suffer financial losses. Take for 
example a small company in my district, 
Bucheit International. 

Ten years ago, Bucheit built a shopping 
mall in Riyadh for Prince Mlshaal bin 
Abdulaziz, a brother of King Faud. Today the 
mall operates at full capacity, yet Prince 
Mishaal still owes Bucheit $11.6 million. Dur
ing construction of the mall, the prince ripped 
Bucheit off at every tum, practically bankrupt· 
ing the small firm. He actually used his con
nections with the royal family to change build
ing codes which, in effect, were new laws to 
force Bucheit to do additional work on the 
mall. 

In addition, the prince (1) held the head of 
the company captive in his palace until he 
agreed to install 220-volt outlets in each shop 
not agreed on in the contract at Bucheif s ex
pense; (2) held 15 Bucheit workers hostage 
and refused to release them unless Bucheit 
agreed to finance additional work done on the 
project due to delays caused by the prince's 
failure to meet contract obligations; (3) fraudu
lently called on a $1.3 million letter of credit 
that Bucheit had put up to guarantee the 
projecfs completion; and (4) blocked removal 
of Bucheif s equipment and records from 
Saudi Arabia. 

When Bucheit sought relief from our Com
merce Department, Commerce Department of· 
ficials spoke to Prince Mlshaal's representa
tives and were literally told to go to hell. Those 
officials were actually Informed that Prince 
Mlshaal would invite international legal pro
ceedings because he could outspend Bucheit 
1 o to 1 in legal fees. 

A few months ago, Saudi Arabian embassy 
officials seemed willing to mediate the claim, 
but have done nothing but stall with the ex
cuse that they are waiting for some package 
containing a directive from Riyadh. Bucheit 
has brought down its claim, hoping to get the 
matter resolved once and for all, but the em
bassy continues to treat this case like a small 
thorn in its side. 

Recently, Bucheit International presented 
me with an affidavit in which Mr. Bucheit, the 
head of the company, swears that during a 
meeting at the Saudi Embassy, he was in
formed that he would not get any contracts in 
the Persian Gulf countries because of the 
commotion he is causing in the United States 
with his claim. In addition, the affidavit goes 
on to relate that one of his representatives 
was told that harm would come to Mr. Bucheit 
if he attempted to obtain work in the gulf. 

Congress should take steps to protect 
American businesses, especially small busi
nesses, from nefarious Saudi business prac
tices. Conditioning arms sales on Saudi will
ingness to negotiate a commercial treaty with 
the United States so that American firms have 
some recourse when contract disputes arise is 
a good way to get started. It is time for Con
gress to take action and show Saudi Arabia 
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that it will not put up with its foul treatment of 
American businesses anymore. I urge my col
leagues to cosponsor this important legisla
tion. 

THE 201ST ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
U.S. COAST GUARD 

HON.FREDERICKS. UPTON 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 30, 1991 
Mr. UPTON. Mr. Speaker, earlier this 

month, I was pleased to join my colleagues in 
the House of Representatives in voting in 
favor of the reauthorization for the U.S. Coast 
Guard. As Congressman for the Fourth District 
of Michigan and for the city of Grand Haven, 
I take added pleasure in recognizing the 201 st 
anniversary of the Coast Guard. 

The Coast Guard and Grand Haven have 
... enjoyed a special relationship for over a cen

tury which has grown stronger with each pass
ing year. The Coast Guard's staunch commit
ment to serving the people of Grand Haven 
and our other nearby Lake Michigan coastal 
areas is well-known and deeply appreciated. 
In rain or shine, rough seas, or calm, the 
Grand Haven Coast Guard post has always 
gone above and beyond the call of duty in 
protecting the citizens of western Michigan. 

The Coast Guard has enjoyed a long and 
proud history. What began in Grand Haven in 
the 1870's as a small lifesaving outpost com
prised of volunteers has grown into a perma
nent station manned by professional and dedi· 
cated service personnel. For over 75 years, 
Grand Haven has served as district head
quarters with distinction and honor. But most 
important, Grand Haven residents and Coast 
Guard families and personnel have forged a 
close friendship. The legacy and feeling of 
mutual pride and respect is best captured in 
the designation of Grand Haven as "Coast 
Guard City U.S.A." 

I am happy to offer my congratulations on 
the celebration of over 200 years of topnotch 
service. Throughout its history, the Coast 
Guard has always lived up to the motto of 
Semper Paratus-always ready. As it moves 
into its third century of service, I am confident 
the Coast Guard will continue its record of 
daring and dedicated service to our commu
nity and our Nation. 

TRIBUTE TO THE LIFE OF ISAAC 
BASHEVIS SINGER 

HON. CHAPJ.F.S E. SCHUMER 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 30, 1991 
Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, I ask my col

leagues to join me in paying tribute to the life 
of Isaac Bashevis Singer, who died at the age 
of 87 last week. 

Though Mr. Singer wrote in Yiddish, his uni- . 
versal message in his short stories, novels, 
memoirs, and children's books was translated 
for a large international audience. His Nobel 
Prize in Literature testifies to the .profound ef -
feet he had on his readers. 
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Mr. Singer wrote of his life in pre-war Po

land and of his experiences as a young immi
grant to the land of freedom. He came to the 
United States, and settled on New York's 
Upper West Side. His writing captured slices 
of Jewish life which are vanishing in Europe, 
but which are preserved in New York, thanks 
in part to intellectuals like Singer. Stories such 
as "Yentl, The Yeshiva Boy," and "Enemies, 
A Love Story," both later put on the American 
screen, exemplify how he made his wisdom 
accessible to everyone. 

The world is indebted to Isaac Bashevis 
Singer. He has helped to keep alive the com
mon language of the Jewish people and he 
has bestowed upon us all a rich literature that 
we can both learn from and enjoy. We are all 
better off for his life and suffer a great loss in 
his death. His readers around the world, and 
particularly those of us in New York, will miss 
him. 
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Mr. Karpinski also served in elected office, 

with 1 O years as a member of the South 
Glens Falls School Board--4 as president
and 5 years as a councilman in the town of 
Moreau. He has also been active in the South 
Glens Falls Rotary Club for 21 years. 

His retirement should allow him to spend 
more time at his favorite hobby, which is golf· 
ing. He and Beverly have three children, 
Connie, Sue, and Mike, two granddaughters 
and one grandson. 

Mr. Speaker, this gives you an idea of why 
Mike Karpinski is so well liked in the Moreau
South Glens Falls area, and why I personally 
have so much respect for him. People like 
Mike Karpinski are the salt of the earth. I wish 
him well on his retirement. 

And so, Mr. Speaker, I would ask all mem
bers to join me today in paying tribute to an
other unsung American hero, Mike Karpinski 
of South Glens Falls, NY. 

MICHAEL KARPINSKI RETIRES LA WREN CE F. HANCOCK PRO-
AFTER YEARS OF SERVICE TO MOTION AT BUREAU OF REC-
COMPANY AND COMMUNITY LAMATION 

HON. GERALD B.H. SOLOMON 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 30, 1991 
Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, the quality of 

. life in New York's 24th District, like that of 
other districts across this country, is enhanced 
by countless men and women who, without 
fanfare or notoriety, give of themselves in their 
communities. 

One of these heroes-and that's what I call 
them-in the 24th District is Michael Karpinski, 
who this month retired after many years of 
service to Northern Indiana Brass Co. [NIBCO] 
in South Glens Falls. 

Mr. Karpinski was originally from Scranton, 
PA, where his attendance at Johnson Tech
nical Trade School gave him the skills that en
abled him to rise quickly through the ranks at 
NIBCO. 

He came to work for NIBCO immediately 
after getting out of the Navy in 1949. He was 
soon transferred to the Tool Room and was 
promoted to supervisor of the department in 
1951. That was a good year for Mr. Karpinski 
for another reason, since it marked his mar
riage to the former Beverly Stewart. 

He was promoted to shop superintendent in 
1959, plant superintendent in 1972, and plant 
manager in 1987. Mr. Karpinski was instru
mental in the growth of NIBCO from a 
company of a few dozen employees to its 
present size of 220 employees, making it one 
of the most important industries in the district. 

But his rise through the company ranks only 
begins to describe Mr. Karpinski. In 1987, he 
and other company managers donated land 
across the street from the Harrison Avenue 
plant to the Village of South Glens Falls for 
the use of youth softball leagues in the sum
mer and ice skating and hockey in the winter. 

That was a small part of Mr. Karpinski's 
long history of boosting community sports. As 
far back as 1954 Mr. Karpinski and other 
NIBCO supervisors gave up their weekends to 
build the NIBCO Little League field, also 
across the street from the plant. He was also 
active in little league coaching. 

HON. ROBERT T. MATSUI 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 30, 1991 
Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 

salute the appointment of Mr. Lawrence F. 
Hancock to the position of Deputy Commis
sioner of the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation. On 
August 2, his colleagues and friends will gath
er together to not only recognize the outstand
ing work Mr. Hancock has performed in his 
duty as Regional Director of the Mid-Pacific 
Region, but also express their confidence in 
his ability to succeed in this new endeavor. 

Born and raised in Roanoke, VA, Lawrence 
Hancock received his degree in civil engineer
ing from Howard University in 1962 and short
ly thereafter began his career in the Bureau of 
Reclamation as a hydraulic engineer. During 
his 11 -year tenure in this position, Mr. Han
cock developed and implemented a complex 
computer model to optimize water and power 
operations of the Central Valley project, pro
viding more than 6 million acre-feet of water to 
Californians. 

Mr. Hancock's dedication and ability as a 
civil engineer warranted his deserved pro
motion to Bureau data processing officer and 
Mid-Pacific Region data processing officer in 
1973. Improving the effectiveness and produc
tivity of the Bureau, Mr. Hancock managed to 
provide support services for more than 55 
western cities within the Mid-Pacific Region. 
During his 11 years as data processing officer, 
Mr. Hancock was published twice in the Amer
ican Society of Civil Engineers, a prestigious 
honor in itself. 

In 1989, Lawrence Hancock was appointed 
as the Regional Director of the Mid-Pacific Re
gion of the Bureau of Reclamation. His effec
tive leadership and guidance was inspiring to 
everyone involved in the complex projects in 
the region. As Regional Director, Mr. Hancock 
successfully represented the region before the 
State assembly and Congress in addition to 
negotiating unique resolutions to fish and wild
life problems. 
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Fellow colleagues, please join me today in 

saluting the newly appointed Deputy Commis
sioner of the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, a 
loyal servant of the citizens of the Pacific 
coast, and an invaluable resource to the Bu
reau of Reclamation, Mr. Lawrence F. Han
cock. 

MANATEE CONSERVATION 

HON. E. CLAY SHAW, JR. 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 30, 1991 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, today I rise to ex
press my deep concern for the demise of one 
of Florida's most precious treasures-the 
manatee. The Florida manatee, a subspecies 
of the West Indian manatee, has called the in
land and coastal waters of the Southeast Unit
ed States, especially those of Florida, home 
for thousands of years. These large, docile 
creatures once thrived in the many bays, riv
ers, estuaries, canals, and coastal waters that 
contribute to Florida's unique landscape. That 
was, however, before man disrupted their en
vironment. As a result of man's carelessness 
and ignorance, the number of Florida 
manatees has dropped to an extinction-threat
ening low of 1,465. 

It has been said that "each species is the 
spoke in a magic wheel; to lose one is to di
minish the whole." This proverb holds true in 
the case of the herbivorous manatee who in
deed serves a useful environmental purpose. 
The manatee can eat up to 1 O to 15 percent 
of their body weight in marine vegetation daily. 
Due to this enormous consumption of riverbed 
and sea grass, they keep Florida's intricate 
system of canals and rivers free flowing and 
clean. 

Physiologically, the manatee is a truly 
amazing creature. Typically, these shy and re
clusive mammals measure 1 O feet and weigh 
1,000 pounds; however, they can grow as 
large as 13 feet and can weigh in upward of 
3,500 pounds. Unlike most aquatic creatures, 
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manatees can live in both freshwater and salt
water. 

The gestation period of the manatee is ap
proximately 13 months and the interval be
tween births ranges from 3 to 5 years. Unfor
tunately, the manatee's mating habits hinder 
the survival of their species; however, they are 
able to live 60 years or more if left undisturbed 
by man. Perhaps their most intriguing char
acteristic is that they are completely harmless 
and defenseless, and face no danger from any 
other predator besides man. 

Human activities are the greatest identifiable 
cause of manatee deaths in Florida, account
ing for half of the known cases and directly or 
indirectly affecting virtually every aspect of 
manatee ecology. The manatee is vulnerable 
to boat hits because they are slow moving, 
need to surface to breathe air, and prefer 
shallow water. Boat and barge-related mana
tee mortalities account for 80 percent of these 
human-related mortalities and the number of 
boat-related deaths continues to increase as 
the number of registered boats increase. In 
the last 7 years, 1,008 manatees have died, 
for an average of 144 a year. This year the 
manatee population is on a pace to lose an
other 153 members of their rapidly vanishing 
species. Due to the many instances of habitat 
destruction and the subsequent loss of feeding 
and breeding grounds, more manatees are 
dying each year than are being produced. 

The manatee population is protected by 
both Federal and State laws. The Marine 
Mammal Protection Act of 1972 and the En
dangered Species Act of 1973, make it illegal 
to harass, hunt, capture, or kill any marine 
mammal, such as the manatee. The Florida 
Manatee Sanctuary Act of 1978, a State law, 
makes it "unlawful for any person, at any time, 
by any means, intentionally or negligently, to 
annoy, molest, harass, or disturb any mana
tee." 

These laws can carry serious punishment if 
convicted. Conviction at the Federal level is 
punishable by a fine of up to $20,000 and/or 
1 year in prison, while conviction on the State 
level can range from a maximum fine of $500 
and/or imprisonment for up to 60 days. Also, 
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the State of Florida can pursue prosecution 
under Federal law in circumstances of ex
treme harassment resulting In the death or in
jury of a manatee. 

Although these laws may appear strict, too 
many manatees are still dying without much 
hope for any significant positive trends in their 
population growth in the near future. 

To further protect the manatee, the Manatee 
Protection Act of 1991 (H.R. 2041) has been 
proposed. I have signed onto this bill as an 
original cosponsor, and believe this legislation 
may significantly increase the manatee's odds 
for survival. This bill would focus on another 
aspect than the laws already in existence. For 
instance, instead of protecting the manatees 
by prosecuting boatowners after the fact, 
when the manatee has already died, this law 
attempts to protect the manatee while they are 
still living. With the passage of H.R. 2041, this 
bill may be able to physically shield manatees, 
as well as humans, from life-threatening pro
peller injuries. 

H.R. 2041 would also direct the Coast 
Guard to study and develop methods and de
vices, namely propeller guards, to protect 
manatees. These propeller guards can prevent 
the propeller from cutting and scarring the 
manatee's shoulders and backs. Such scars 
and cuts either instantly kill the manatee or kill 
the manatee slowly as a result of a secondary 
infection. Although the propeller guards may 
not prevent a manatee from the possibility of 
internal injuries, it will prevent the much more 
serious and life-threatening external propeller 
scars. 

Through this bill and other effective support 
measures such as the Save The Manatee 
Club, which stresses education, public aware
ness, research, and lobbying efforts in order to 
better the manatee's odds for survival, a posi
tive change in the outlook for manatee con
servation may be in the not too distant future. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to sup
port the Manatee Protection Act of 1991. We 
owe it to future generations to be able to enjoy 
the manatee, an integral part of Florida's frag
ile environment. 
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